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UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION

TUESDAY, JUNE 10, 1875

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

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:00 a.m., in room 2221,
Dirksen Senate Office Building, Senator Russell B. Long (chairman
of the committee) presiding.

Present : Senators Lon%, artke, Byrd Jr., of Virginia, Gravel, Nel-
son, Haskell, Curtis, and Dole.

The CHaRMAN. Because of the high levels of unemployment which
this Nation is experiencing, the Congress acted at the end of last year
to provide additional benefits for unemployed workers. Further bene-
fits were authorized through June 30 of this year by a provision of the
Tax Reduction Act under which benefits may be provided up to ths

" 65th week of unemployment.

The bill H.R. 6900, which has been passed by the House of Repre-
sentatives, is now before this committee to extend this temporary pro-
vision so that 85 weeks of unemployment benefits would be available
up until June 30, 1976.

[Statements by Senator Curtis and Senator Dole, the committee’s
press release announcing these hearings, and copies of the bills, H.R.
6900, S. 1810, and S. 1502, follow:]

STATEMENT or SENATOR CABL CURTIS

Mr. Chairman, we are today considering HR 6900, which would extend unem-
ployment benefits under the Federal Supplemental Benefits and Special Unem-
ployment Assistance programs, Certainly, with the current level of unemployment,
this 1s a most important subject. I am pleased that Secretary Dunlop is with us
this morning. ‘ .

I will ask no questions at this time, but let me say I am concerned with the
level of unemployment. I also have some concern, however, that repeated exten-
slons and enlargement of unemployment benefits may over time convert our un-
employment system into & more or less permanent system of income maintenance.
In this respect, I understand that Secretary Dunlop has made some suggestions
that look to the orderly phasing down of benefits as the unemployment situation
improves. I look forward to studying these suggestions and, although the need
for prompt action on HR 6900 is clear, I am confldent that these suggestions will
recelve most careful attention by the Committee.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR BoB DoLe

Mr. Chairman, I just wanted to stop by briefly this morning—and I regret that
I have two other hearings going at this same time—to express my support of this
bill to temporarily extend unemployment benefits to a maximum of 85 weeks.

I might preface my remarks by stating that I voted for the amendment on the
Tax Reductlon bill to provide an additional 13 weeks' benefits through the end
of this month. I did so with reservations, however, in that I am concerned over
the possibility that this may become more than an “interim’ action.
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I say that because our record of turning supposedly temporary programs into
permanently established policy is not very encouraging. However, I still believe
that H.R. 6900 offers an alternative which may be preferable to other more costly
and more binding proposals,

Certainly, these times of excessive unemployment call for responsible relief
measures by Congress. But at the same time, we need Lo guard against the possible
evolution of a protracted income maintenance system—which could concefvably
end up being subsidized itself out of general revenues.

So with that in mind, I consider it an absolute must that we examine the whole
prineiple behind expanded unemployment insurance. While we are doing that,
;hen, this emergency extension will afford protection to those currently without

obs.

Although I have no particular objection to making this additional 13 weeks’
entitlement effective for a full year, I am not so sure that a more limited exten-
sjon of only six months might not be more advisable. Neverthetess, the House
passed this bill with, I think, only eight dissenting votes; the President generally
favorg the concept; and expeditious treatment on our part seems to be in order.

Perhaps in our more detalled study of the unemployment benefits problems, we
can give further attention to the “triggering” requirements, as well as the
basic factors which are utilized to measure unemployment. If that has not already
been suggested prior to my arrival here, I would ask that the Committee go on
record as advocating resolution of those particular issues.

With that, Mr. Chairman, I thank you for this opportunity to present these
few remarks, and offer my support and assjstance in getting this “Emergency
Compensation and Special Unemployment Assistance Extension Act"” reported for
consideration by the full Senate.



PRESS RELEASE

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE COMMITTEE ON PINANCE
May 22, 1975 UNITED STATES SENATE
2227 pirksen Senate Office Bldg.

FINANCE COMMITTEE SETS HEARINGS ON
EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION
BILL (H.R. 6900)

The Honorable Russell B. Long (D., La.), Chairman of the
Senate Committee on Finance, announced today that the Committee would
hold hearings on the additional emergency unemployment compensation
benefits provided under H.R. 6900, a bill passed by the House on
May 21, 1975.

Senator Long pointed out that unemployed workers under
Federal-State unemployment programs generally qualify for 26 weeks
of regular unemployment benefits and (until December 31, 1976) for
26 additional weeks of benefits. Under a provision included in the
Tax Reduction Act of 1975, workers exhausting these 52 weeks of
benefits may receive an additional 13 weeks of benefits until
June 30, 1975. H.R. 6900 would extend for one year (until June 30,
1976)1the period during which the additional 13 weeks of benefits may
be paid.

The hearings will be held on June 10, 1975 at 10:00 A.M. in
Room 2221, Dirksen Senate Office Building. The leadoff witness will
be the Honorable John T. Dunlop, Secretary of Labor, who will present
the Administration's position on the legislation.

Requests to Testify.--Senator Long advised that witnesses
desiring to testify during this hearing must make their request to
testify to Michael Stern, Staff Director, Committee on Finance, 2227
Dirksen Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 20510, not later than
Monda June 2, 1975. Witnesses will be notified as soon as possible
after this cutoff date as to when they are scheduled to appear. Once
the witness has been advised of the date of his appearance, it will
not be possible for this date to be changed. If for some veason the
witness is unable to appear on the date scheduled, he may file a
written statement for the record of the hearing in lieu of a personal
appearance.

Consolidated Testimony.--Senator Long also stated that the
Committee urges all witnesses who have a common position or with the
same general interest to consolidate their testimony and designate a
single spokesman to present thelr common viewpoint orally to the
Committee. This procedure will enable the Committee to receive a
wider expression of views than it might otherwise obtain. Senator
Long urged very strongly that all witnesses exert a maximum effort,
taking into account the limited advance notice, to consolidate and
coordinate their statements.

Legislative Reorganization Act.--In this respect, he observed
that the TLE&GIBIATIVE Réorganization Act of 1946, as amended, requires
all witnesses appearing before the Committees of Congress "to file in
advance written statements of their proposed testimony, and to limit
their oral presentations to brief summaries of their argument.”

(8)
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Senator Long stated that in light of this statute and in
view of the large number of witnesses who desire to appear before
the Committee in the limited time available for the hearing, all
witnesses who are scheduled to testify must comply with the follow-

ing rules:
(1)

(2)

(3)

{4)

(5)

A -copy of the statement must be filed by the close
of business on Monday, June 9.

All witnesses must include with their written
statement a summary of the principal points
included in the statement.

The written statements must be typed on
letter-size paper {not legal size) and at
least 50 copies must be submitted before the
beginning of the hearing.

Witnesses are not to read their written statements

to the Committee, but are to confine thelr ten-minute
oral presentations to a summary of the points
included in the statement.

Not more than ten minutes will be allowed for the
oral summary. Witnesses who fail to comply with
these rules will forfeit their privilege to testify.

Written Statements.--Witnesses who are not scheduled for

oral presentation, and others who desire to present their views to
the Committee, are urged to prepare a written statement for sub-
mission and inclugion in the printed record of the hearings. These
written statements should be submitted to Michael Stern, Staff
Director, Committee on Finance, Room 2227 Dirksen Senate Office
Building not later than June 10, 1975.
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IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES
May 22, 1975

Ruad twice and, by unanimous consent, referred to the Committees on Finance

and Labor and Public Welfare

AN ACT

To provide an additional thirteen weeks of benefits under tho
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emergency unemployment compensation program and the
special unemployment assistance program, to extend the
special unemployment assistance program for one year,
and for other purposes.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-
tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,
SHORT TITLE

SeEcTION 1. This Act may be cited as the “Emergency
Compensation and Special Unemployment Assistance Exten-

sion Act of 19757,
) § (]
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TITLE I—;\J)DI’I‘IONAL THIRTEEN WEEKS OF
EMERGENCY | UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION
ADDITIONAL THIRTEEN WEEKS

Skc. 101. Paragraph (3) of section 102 (e) of the
Emergency Uncl\nployment Compensation Act of 1974 is
amended by striking ont “July 1, 19757 and inserting in
lien thereof “July 1, 1976”.

MODIFICATION OF AGREEMENTS

Sec. 102, The Seeretary of Labor slmlfnt the earliest
practicable date after the date of the enactment of this Act,
propose to each State with which he has in effect an agree-
ment under section 102 of the Emergency Unemployment
Compensation Act of 1974 a modification of such agreement
designed to provide for the payment of the emergency
compensation benefits allowable under such Act by reason of
the amendment made by section 101. Notwithstanding any
provision of the Emergency Unemployment Compensation
Act of 1974, if any State fails or refuses, within the three-
week period beginning on the date of the enactment of this
Act, to enter into a modification of such agreement, the

Secretary of Labor shall terminate such agrecment.
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1 TITLE II—AMENDMENTS OF EMERGENCY JOBS
2 AND SPECIAL UNEMPLOYMENT ASSISTANCE
3 ACT OF 1974

4  EXTENSION OF SPECIAL UNEMPLOYMENT ASSISTANCE
5 Sec. 201. (a) Section 200 of the Emergency Jobs and
6 Unemployment Assistance Act of 1974 is amended—

7 (1) by striking out so much of the first sentence as
8 precedes “Provided, That” and inserting in lieu thereof
9 the following: “Except as provided by subseciion (b),
10 the maximum amount of assistance under this tit'e which
11 an eligible individual shall be entitled to receive during
12 any special unemployment assistance benefit year shall
13 be 150 per centum of the maximum amount that would
14 have been payable to such individual during such benefit
15 year as computed under the provisions of the applicable
16 State unemployment compensation law, but not exceed-
17 ing 39 times the weekly benefit payable to the individual
18 for a week of total unemployment as determined under
19 subscction (a) of section 205::’;and

2 (2) by adding at the end thereof the following new
A sentence: “Effective with respect to assistance for weeks
22 of unemployment ending after June 30, 1976, the pre-
23

ceding sentence shall be applied by substituting ‘the
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maXximum amount of regular compensation’ for ‘150
per centum of the maximum amount of regular compen-
sation’ and by substituting ‘26’ for ‘39",
(b) Section 208 of such Act is amended—

(1) by striking out “March 31, 1976” and inserting
in lieu thereof “March 31, 1977”’; and

(2) by striking out “December 31, 1975” and
inserting in lieu thereof “December 31, 1976”.

DENIAL OF - SPECIAL UNEMPLOTMENT ASSISTANCE 1IN
CASE OF CERTAIN EMPLOYEES OF EDUCATIONAL
INSTITUTIONS
SEc. 202. Scction 203 of the Emergency Jobs and Un-

employment Assistauce Act of 1974 is amended by insert-

ing “(a)” after “Sec. 203.” and by adding at the cnd
thereof the following new subsection:

““(b) An individual who performs services in an instruc-
tional, research, or principal administrative capacity for an
educational institution or agency shall not be eligible to

receive a payment of assistance or a waiting period credit

with respect to any weck commencing during the period

between two successive academic years (or, when the
contract provides instead for a similar period between two
regular but not successive terms, during such similar period)

if—
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b
“(1) such individual performed services in any
such capacity for any educational institution or agency
in the first of such academic years or terms; and
“(2) such individual has a contract to perform
services in any such capacity for any educational insti-
tution or agency for the later of such academic years or
terms.”. A
TECHNICAL AND CLARIFYING AMENDMENTS

Sec. 203. (a) Section 210 of the Emergency Jobs

and Unemployment Assistance Act of 1974 is amended

by adding at the end thereof the following new section:

“(c) Employment and wages which are not covered

by the State law may be treated, under sections 203 (1),
205 (a), and 206 (a), as though they were covered only if

the employment—

“(1) is perfermed by an employee (as defined in
section 3121(d) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1954), and

“(2) constitutes employment as determined under
section 3306 (c) of such Code without regard to para-
graphs (1) through (9), (10) (B) (ii), (14), (15),

and (17) of such section.

2  For purposes of paragraph (2), section 3306 (c) of such

24 (Code shall be applied as if the term ‘United States’ includes
25 the Virgin Islands.”.
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(b) (1) Section 205 of such Act is amended—

(A) by striking out the last sentence of subsec-
tion (b); and

(B) by edding at the end thereof the following
new subsections:

‘““(¢) If an individual knowingly has made, or caused to
be made by another, a false statement or representation of
a material fact, or wknowingl; has failed, or caused another
to fail, to disclose a material fact, and as a result of such
false statement or representation or of such nondisclosure
such individual has received an amount of assistance under
this title to which he was not entitled, such individual—

“(1) shall be ineligible for further assistance under
this title in accordance with the provisions of the appli-
cable State unemployment compensation law relating to
fraud in connection with a claim for unemployment com-
pensation; and

“(2) shall be subject to prosecution under section

1001 of title 18, United States Code.

“(d) Any individual who has received an amount of
assistance under this title to which he was not entitled shall
repay the amount of such assistance to the State agency
except that the State agency may waive such repayment if

it determines that—
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“(1) the payment of such assistance was without
fault on the part of the individual, and
“(2) such repayment would be contrary to equity
and good conscience.
Instead of requiring repayment under this subsection, the
State agency may recover the amount to be repaid by deduc-
tions from any assistance payable under this title or from
any unemployment compensation payable to the individual
under any Federal unemployment compensation law ad-
ministered by the State agency or under any other Federal
law sdministered by the State agency which provides for the
payment of any assistance or allowance with respect to any
week of unemployment, during the three-year period after
the date the individual received the payment of the assist-
ance to which he was not entitled.

“(e) Any determination by a Btate agency under sub-
section (c) or (d) shall be subject to review in the same
manner and to the same extent as determinations under the
State unemployment compensation law, and. only in that
manner and to that extent.”.

(2) Bection 210 (a) of such Act is amended by striking
out “and” at the end of paragraph (8), by striking out the
period at the end of paragraph (4) and imserting in lien
thereof a semicolon and by adding at the end thereof the
following new paragraphs:
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“(5) ‘State agency’ means the agency of the State
which administers the program established by this title;
and

“(6) ‘special unemployment assistance benefit ycar’
means the benefit year as defined in the applicable State
unemployment compensation law.”.

(e) Section 206 of such Act is amended by inserting
“(a)” after “Sgc. 206.” and by adding at the end thereof
the following new subsection:

“(b) In the case of any individual who files a claim for
assistance under this title during a benefit year which such
individual has established under any State unemployment
compensation law, the maximum amount of assistance under
this title which such individual shall be entitled to receive
during the special unemployment assistance benefit year
established pursuant to such claim (as determined under sub-
section (a) without regard to this subsection) shall be re-
duced by the amount of any unemployment compensation
received during the benefit year established under the State
unemployment compensation law.”. ‘

(d) Paragraph (1) of section 203 of such Act is
amended by inserting “ (A) " after ‘‘shall be excluded” and
by striking out ““; and” at the end thereof and inserting in
lieu thereof ““, or (B) if such employment and wages consti-

tute his sole qualifying employment and wages; and”.
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(c) Paragraph (4) of section 203 of such Act is
amended by striking out “'subsection (b)" and in.;(*rtiug in
lieu thereof “‘paragraph (2)".

EFFECTIVE DATHS

Ree. 204, (a) The Secretary of Labor shall, at the
cearliest practicable date after the date of the enactment of
this Act, propose to each State with which he has in effect
an agreement under section 202 of the Emergency Jobs and
Uncroployment Assistance Act of 1974 a modification of
such agreement designed to provide for the payment of the
special unemployment assistance allowable under such Act
by reason of the amendments made by section 201. Not-
withstanding any other provision of law, if any State fails
or refuses, within the three-week period beginning on the
date of the enactment of this Act, to enter into such a modi-
fication of any such agreement, the Secretary of Labor
shall terminate such agreement.

(b) No compensation shail be paid to any individual
under an agreement entered into by a State under the
Emergency Jobs and Unemployment Assistance Act of
1974, by reason of the amendments made by section 201
of this Act, for any weeck beginning before whichever of
the following is the latest:

(1) the date on which the State agreed to a modi-

fication of such agreement under subsection (a);

53-821 O - 15 - 12
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(2) the date of the enactment of this Act; or
(3) Julyt, 1975.

(¢) The amendments made by section 202 and subsec-
tions (c) and (d) of section 203 shall apply to weeks of
unemployment beginning after the date of the enactment of
this Act. )

(d) The amendment made by section 203 (a) shall
take effect on December 31, 1974.

(e) The amendments made by subsections (b) and (e)
of section 203 shall take effect on the date of thé enactment
of this Act.

TITLE 1II—-LOANS TO THE UNEMPLOYMENT
FUND OF THE VIRGIN ISLANDS
8ekc. 801. (a) The Secretary of Labor (hereinafter

in this section referred to as the “Secretary’”’) may make

ioa;s to the Virgin Islands in such amounts as he determines
to be necessary for the payment in any month of compensa-
tion under the unemployment compensation law of the Vir-
gin Islands. A loan may be made under this subsection for
the payment of compensation in any month only if—

- (1) tho Governor of the Virgin Islands submits an
application therefor no earlier than the first day of the
preceding month; and

(2) such application contains an estimate of the

amount of the loan which will be required by the Virgin
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1 Islands for the payment of compensation in such month,
2 (b) For purposes of this section—
\ 3 (1) an épplication for loan under subsection (a)
- 4 shall be made on such forms and shall contain such in-
. 5 formation and data (fiscal and otherwise) concerning
6 the operation and administration of the unemployment
© 1 compensation law of the Virgin Islands as the'Seurotary
8 decems nccessary or relevant to the performance of his
9 duties under this section;

10 (2) the amount required by the Virgin Islands for
11 the payment of compensation in any month shall be
12 determined with due allowance for contingencies and
13 taking into account all other amounts that will be avail-
14 able in the unemployment fund of the Virgin Islands
15 for the payment of compensation in such month, and
16 (3) the term ‘“compensation” means cash benefits
17 h payable to individuals with respect to their unemploy-

18 ment, exclusive of expenses of administration.
i 19 (¢) Any loan made under subsection (a) shall he
“~ 20 repayable (without interest) not later than January 1, 1978,
* 21 (d) No loan may be made under subsection (a) for
22 any month beginning after Junc. 30, 1976. The aggregate
23 of the loans which may be made under subsection (a) shall

24 not exceed $5,000,000.
25 (e) There are authorized to he appropriated from the
-—
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1 general fund of the Treasury such sums as may be neces-
2 sary to carry out this section.
Passed the House of Representatives Ha.y 21, 1975.

Attest: W. PAT JENNINGS,
Clerk.
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~ IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES
Arri 22 (legislative day, Apriw 21), 1975

Mr. Risicorr (for himself, Mr, Brooke, Mr. Casg, Mr. PuiLte A. Harr, Mr.

Inouyk, Mr. Jackson, Mr. Kennepy, Mr. Leany, Mr. Maenuson, Mr.:
Pastore, Mr. Prur, Mr. Scinweiker, Mr. Hueu Scorr, Mr. Starrorp, Mr.

Weicker, and Mr. WirLianms) introduced the following bill; which was

read twice and referred to the Committea on Finance

A BILL

To amend the Federal Unemployment Tax Act to provide a

1
2

30

4
5
6

five-ycar moratorium on application of the penalty imposed
(through a reduction in the credit allowed employers
against the Federal unemployment tax) by existing law on
States which have failed*to make. timely repayment of cer-
tain advances made to the State’s unemployment account.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-
tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,
That section 3302 (c} (3) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1954 is amended by adding at the end thereof the following
new sentence: “The provisions of the preceding sentence

shall not be applicable with respect to the taxable year
II
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2
beginning January 1, 1975, or any succecding taxable year
which begins before January 1, 1978; and, for purposes of
such sentence, Janunryrl, 1978, shall be deemed to be the
first January 1 occurring after January 1, 1974, and con-
secutive taxable years in the period commen.cing January 1,
1978, shall be determined as if the taxable year which begins
on January 1, 1978, were the taxable year immediately

succeeding the taxable year which began on January 1,

11974.”,



19

94ti1 CONGRESS
e §, 1810
¢

- IN THE SENATE OF TIIE UNITED STATES

May 22,1975

Mr. Javits (by request) introduced the following bill; which was read twice
and referred to the Committees on Finance and Labor and Public Welfare
jointly by unanimous consent

A BILL

To amend the temporary unemployment benefits prograimns, and
for other purposes.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-
tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,
TITLE I—AMENDMENTS TO THE EMERGENCTY

UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION ACT OF 1974

Sec. 101. (a) Section 102 (b) of the Emergency Un-
employment Compensation Act of 1974 is amended by add-
ing at the end thereof the following paragraph:

“’Any such agrecment shall further provide that payment

DS R A N e W D

of emergency compensation for any week of unemployment

eﬁy
=

beginning after December 31, 1975, shall, in addition to the

[
[

limitations of paragraphs (1) and (2) of this subsection, he

II .

o
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further limited so as to be made to an individual only if his
last employment prior to filing his initial claim for regulay
compensation under the Stale law included at least five work-
days in an area where an emergency compensation benefit
period is in effect with respect to such week of unemploy-
ment. Bach standard metropolitan statistical area of two
hundred and fifty thousand population or more, any part of
which is contained within the geographic limits of the State,
shall be considercd an arca of the State for this purpose. The
remainder of the State that is outside the geographic limits
of any standard metropolitan statistical area of two hundred
and fifty thousand population or more shall also constitute an
arca of the State for this purpose.”.

(b) The Secretary of Labor shall, at the earliest prac-
ticable date after the enactment of this Actj propose to each
State with which he has in effect an agreement entered into
pursuant to section 102 of the Emergency Unemployment
Compensation Act of 1974 a modification of such agreement
designed to cause payments of emergency compensation
thercunder to be made in the manner prescribed by sﬁch Act,
as amended by this Act. Notwithstanding any provision of
the Emergency Unemployment Compensation Aet of 1974,
if any such State shall fail or refuse, within a reasonable time

after the date of the enactment of this Act, to enter into such
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a modification of such agreement, the Secretary of Labor shall
terminate such agreement.
SEc. 102. Section 102 (c) (3) (A) of such Act is
amended by deleting the words “a State” and “any State”
in each place where they appear and substituting therefor

’ respectivelv.

the words “an area” and “any area,’
SEC. 103. Section 102 (d) (2) is amended by adding at
the end thereof the following: “Provided, That, with respect

to benefits for weeks ending after December 31, 1975, if the

* individual, except for the imposition of a disqualification in

accordance with the State law, was otherwise eligible for a
payment of emergency compensation under this Act with
respeet to a week of unemployment which began during an
emergency benefit period, but did not exhaust entitlement to
emergency compensation during such period, entitlement

shall continue after the end of period, but no emergency com-

‘pensation shall be paid under this Act for any week of

unemployment that begins more than 13 weeks after the end

of such period.”.
SEC. 104 (a). Section 102 (c) (3) (B) (i) of such Act
is amended Dby inserting, after the words, “For purposes of

subparagraph A,” the following: “with respect to emergency

‘compensation accounts established in aocordance with sub-

- N
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section (e) (3) and limited to benefits for weeks of unem-
ployment ending before January 1, 1976,”.

(b) Section 102 (c) (3) (B) (i) of such Act is further
amended by deleting the words, “a State ‘emergency on’
indicator” and substituting therefor the following: “an area
‘emergency on’ indicator.”

SEc. 105. (a) Section 102 (c) (3) (B) (ii) of such Act
is amended by inserting, after the words, “For purposes of
subparagraph A,” the following: “with respect to emergency
compensation accounts established in accordance with sub-
section (e) (3) and limited to benefits for weeks of unem-
ployment ending before January 1, 1976,”.

(b) Section 102 (¢) (3) (B) (ii) of such Act is further
amended by deleting the words, “a State ‘emergency off’ in-
dicator” and substituting thercfor the following: *an area
‘emergency off’ indicator”.

See. 106. Section 102 (c) (3) of such Act is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following subparagraphs:

- “(0) (i) For purposes of subparagraph A, with respect
to emergency compensation-accounts established in accord-

ance with subsection (e) (2) and limited to benefits for

weeks of unemployment endihglafter December 31, 1975,

there is an area ‘emergency on’ indicator for a week if, for

each of the three most recent calendar months ending before

such weck, both the rate of insured unemployment (scason-



£

'3

(]

o

[}

© 0 = O

10
1
12
13

14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

]

ally adjusted) for all States and the rate of insured unem-
ployment  (seasonally adjusted) in the arca equalled or
exceeded 5 per centum.

“(i1) Tor purposes of.,suhpnmgrnph A, with respect

L §

to emergency compensation accounts established in accord-
ance with subsection (e) (2) and limited to benefits for
weeks of unemployment ending after December 31, 1975,
there is an area ‘emergeney ofl” indicator for a week if, for
each of the three most recent calendar months ending hefore
such week, either the rate of insured unemployment (sca-
sonally adjusted) for all States or the rate of insured uncm-
ployment (seasonally adjusted) in the arca was less than 5
per centum.

“(D) (i) For purposes of subparagraph A, with respect
to emergency compensation accounts established in accord-
ance with subsection (c) (3) and limited to benefits for
weeks of unemployment ending after December 31, 1975,
there is an arca ‘emergeney on’ indicator for a weck if, for
cach of the three most recent calendar months ending
before such week, both the rate of insured unemployment
(seasonally adjusted) for all States and the rate of insured
unemployment (scasomnlly adjusted) in the arca equalled or
exceeded 6 per centum.

“(ii) For purposes of subparagraph A, with respect to

emergency compensation accounts established in accordance
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with subsection (¢) (3) and limited to benefits for weeks of
unemployment ending after December 31, 1975, there is an
area ‘cmergency off’ indicator for a weck if, for each of the
threc most recent calendar months ending before such week,
either the rate of insured unemployment (seasonally ad-
justed) for all States or the rate of insured uncmployment
{scasonally adjusted) in the arca was less than 6 per centum.

‘“(B) Yor purposes of subparagraphs (C) and (D), the
rate of insured unemployment has the same meaning as in
section 203 (f)} (1) of the Federal-State Xxtended Unem-
ployment Compensation Act of 1970.”.

SEc. 107. Section 102 (e) (2) of such Act is amended
by striking out the words “Except as provided in paragraph
(3), the amount established in such account for any in-
dividual” and substituting the following: “With respect to
benefits for weeks ending after December 31, 1975, the
amount cstablished in such account for any individual whe
initially files an application for emergency compensation for
a week of unemployment which beging in an emergency
benefit period based on an area ‘emergency on’ indicator as
defined in subsection (c) (3) (C) (i)”.

SEc. 108. Section 102 (e) {3) of such Act is amended
by striking out the words “only” and “July 1, 1975” and
substituting for the latter the following: “January 1, 1976;

and also for later weeks of unemployment but then only if
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is based on an area ‘emergency on’ indicator as defined in

subsection (c) (3) (D) (i)”.

TITLE II-AMENDMENTS TO TITLE II OF TIE
EMERGENCY JOBS AND UNEMPLOYMENT
ASSISTANCE ACT O 1974
Sec. 201, (a) Section 202 of the Emergeney Jobs and

Unemployment Assistance Act of 1974 is amended hy add-

ing at thic end thercof the following paragraph:

“Any such agreement shall provide that payment
of special unemployment assistance for any week of
unemployment ending aftcr December 31, 1975, shall
be made to an individual only if, prior to filing his
initial claim for assistarice or waiting period credit with
respect to such week of unemployment, he was last
employed for at least five workdays in an area where a
special unemployment assistance period is in effect with
respect to such weeck of unemployment. Each standard
metropolitan statistical arca of two hundred and fifty
thousand population or more, any part of which is con-

" tained within the geographic limits of the State, shall
be conﬁdered an arca for this purpose. The remainder of
the Statc that is outside the geographic limits of cach

area shall also constitute an arca of the State for this

purpose.”.
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(b) The Secretary of Labor shall, at the earliest prac-
ticable date after the enactment of this Act, propose to each
State .with which he has in effect an agrecment entered into
pursuant to section 202 of the Emergency Jobs and Un-
employment Assistance Act of 1974 a modification of such
agreement designed to cause payments of special unemploy-
ment assistance thereunder to be made in the manner
prescribed by such Act, as amended by this Act. Notwith-
standing any provision of the Emergency Jobs and Unem-
ployment Assistance Act of 1974, if any such State shall fail
or refuse, within a reasonable time after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, to enter into such a modification of such
an agreement, the Sceretary of Labor shall terminate such
agreemnent. -

Sie. 202, (a) Section 203 (1) of such Act is emended
to redesignate it as scetion 203 (a) .

(b) Scetion 203 (2) of such Act is amended to re-
designate it as scetion 203 {b) and to make it read:

“(b) the individual is totally or partially unem-
ployed, and is able to work, available for work, and seek-
ing work, within the meaning of, or as required by, the
applicable State unemployment compensation law and is
not subject to disqualification under that law: Provided,

That, in the case of any individual who performed serv-
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ices for a school in an instructional, research or principal
administrative capacity, special unemployment assist-
ance shall not be payable for any week commencing dur-
ing the period between two successive academic years
(or, when the contract provides instcad for a similar
period between two regular but not successive terms,
during such period) if the individual has a contract to
perform service in any such capacity for any school for
both of such academic years or both of such terms; and”.

(c) Section 203(3) of such Act is amended to re-

designate it as section 203 (¢) and to make it read:

“(c) the individual has filed a claim for assistance
or waiting period credit under this title: Provided, That,
if the individual, except for the imposition of a disquali-
fication in accordance with subsection (b) was other-
wise cligible for a payment of assistance or waiting
period credit under this title with respect to a weck of
unemployment which began during a special unemploy-
nient assistance period, but did not exhaust entitlement
to assistance during such period, entitlement shall con-
tinue after the end of the period but no assistance shall
be paid undor this title for any weck of unemployment

that begins more than thirteen weeks after the end of

such period; and"”.
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(d) Secction 203 (4) -of such Act i§ repealed, effective

with respect to weeks of uncinployment ending after De-

cember 31, 1975.

(e) Section 203 (5) of such Act is amended to re-

designate it as section 203 (d) .

SEc. 203. Section 204 of such Act is amiended by strik-

ing out its present provisions and substituting thé following:

“Section 204. For purposes of section 203, and limited

9 to assistance for weeks of unemployment ending after De-
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cember 31, 1975, in the case of any arca a special unem-

ployment assistance period— -

““(a) shall begin with the third week after the first
week for which there is an arca ‘emergency on’ indicator:
(as defined in section 102 (¢) (3) (C) (i) of the Emer-
gency Unemployment Compensation Act of 1974, as
amended) ; and

““(b) shall end with the third week after the first
weck for which there is an area ‘emergency off” indicator
(as defined in section 102 (c) (3) (C) (ii) of the Emer-
gency Unemployment Compensation Act of 1974, as
amended) except that no special unemployment assist-
ance period shall-have a diration of less than thirtcen
weeks.”.

Skc. 204. (a) Section 206 of such Act is amended hy

redesignating it as section 206 (a) and by inserting after the
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words “shall be entitled: {b receive’ the following: “during
his special unemployiﬁeut assistance benefit year”.

(b) Section 206 of such Act is amended by adding the
following subsection:

“(b) The maximum assistance amount of an individual
who has exhausted his special unemployment assistance
rights by having received all the special unemployment
assistance available to him during his benefit year shall be
increased by an amount equal to 50 per centum of the amount
established under subsection (a) if the week of unemploy-
ment for which he next files a claim for special unemploy-
ment assistance after such exhaustion:

“(1) begins before the expiration of his special un-
cmployment assistance benefit year or lefore the
{ermination of a special unemployment assistance period
that began during his special unemployment assistance
Denefit year; and -
“(2) such week begins within a special unemploy-

ment assistance period that is based on an area ‘emer-
gency on’ indicator as defined in section 102 (¢) (3) (D)
(i)uof the Emergency Unemployment Compensation
Act of 1974 as amended.”.

Skc. 205. (a) ‘Section 208 of such Act is amended by

striking out “March” 31, 1976” and substituting therefor

“March 31, 1977.”,

53-821 O - 175 -3
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(b) Section 208 of such Act is amended by striking out
“December 31, 1975” and substituting therefor “Decein-
ber 31, 1976.”.
SEc. 206. Section 210 (a) is amended by adding, at
the end thereof, the following paragraph:
“(5) ‘special unemployment assistance henefit
year’ means the benefit year as defined in the applicable

State unemployment compensation law.”.



I

31

The CuairMAN. Our first witness will be the Honorable John T.
Dunlop, Secretary of Labor. We are pleased to have you.

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN T. DUNLOP, SECRETARY OF LABOR;
ACCOMPANIED BY WILLIAM H. KOLBERG, ASSISTANT SECRE-
TARY FOR MANPOWER; AND WILLIAM B. HEWITT AND LAW-
RENCE E. WEATHERFORD, JR., ASSOCIATE MANPOWER ADMIN-
ISTRATORS

Secretary Du~vop. Thank you very kindly, Mr. Chairman.

I appreciate this opportunity to appear, and with me today on
my left is Mr. William H. Kolberg, Assistant Secretary for Manpower,
and on my right, Associate Manpower Administrator Larry Weather-
ford, and William Hewitt, who is also Associate Manpower Admin-
istrator, is also on my left.

Mr. Chairman, since you and this committee are very well familiar
with the range of issues I have come to testify about, it would seem to
me most appropriate if I, with your permission, could briefly sum-
marize what I might say and have submitted for the record the longer
and more careful statement that has been prepared and submitted to
you:

Is that agreeable, sir?

The CaairMaN. That is fine. -

Secretary Dunvop. Thank you.

Let me say a couple of things then in introduction. I think our un-
employment insurance system has served us well in the main in this
period of very marked economic downturn. As I set forth on page 2,
this is true not only from the point of view of the individual household,
but also from the macroview of the economy. There it sets forth the
fact that in 1973 there were $4 billion in unemployment benefits to 5
million beneficiaries, in 1974 that it increased to $6 billion to cover
714 million persons. For this year, 1975, we estimate about $19 billion
will be paid out to over 14 million unemployed workers, You see the

" compensatory system working well.

I also would like to add, with your permission, Mr. Chairman, a
note of personal expression of gratitude and appreciation to the
thousands of people who work in the State and Federal unemployment
insurance system around the country. As I have, in getting acquainted
with our regional offices going around the country, I visited a great
many of these unemployment insurance offices and talked with the
people not only in the lines but the people who work in those offices,
and I think the country owes to those staffs an enormous gratitude for
very hard work during the winter months, slacking off a bit now, of
course, where it was necessary to invest long overtime hours to get
those checks out into the hands of people who need them, and the
country owes them a debt of gratitude and I want to express that to
you this morning.

Now as you have indicated, with the continuation” of the unem-
ployment high levels, we face the fact that there will be a number
of people who will run out of their benefits under both the regular
benefit program and the supplemental program if further extension
is not done by June 80, and that is just 20 days away.

o”
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In brief, Mr. Chairman, I am here to support the House-passed
bill with one important caveat, and that is that the administration
is of the view that triggers should be added, that the House bill plus
the triggers are incorporated in a bill introduced by Senator Javits,
which 1s S. 1810.

Now briefly, the case for the triggers can be put in this way, as I
see it.

First of all, the extension of unemployment insurance to 65 weeks
does begin to raisé questions about at what point we have converted
an unemployment insurance system into a public assistance program
generally, You will recall the British faced this problem in the thirties,
the 1930’s, and that is a matter of some concern to me.

It also seems to me, therefore, important from these high levels that
we ought to plan to dephase these extended benefits when they are
enacted, and if you will turn to page 7, you will see a little table
which, in a sense, is a brief summary and constitutes our proposal
after some considerable discussion as to the best way to, indeed,
phase these extended benefits. It shows-that when the national and
area insured unemployment rates are 6 percent or over, the 85 weeks
would {)revail for the regular benefits, the extended benefits, and the
Federal supplement. For the SUA it would be 39 weeks as shown in
the same table. If unemployment came down to below 6 percent
to 5.9 percent, that would be reduced to 52 weeks and 26 weeks. And
at 4 percent to 4.9 percent would be down to 39 weeks and the SUA
program would disappear. At 3.9 percent or less, the regular pro-
gram would remain at 26 weeks.

That is the system that we think is appropriate, so that is one
reason for these phasings.

Another reason that I think needs to be considered is that the
amounts of Federal money that are appropriated for this purpose
ought very well, it seems to us, to go to those localities which most
need it, There are a number of localities where the insured unemploy-
ment rate is 3 percent, not many, but some, 4 percent, and it seems to
me that a dephasing proposition would have the effect of concentrating
more of the Federal money into those localities which most need it,
some of our major metropolitan areas, as distinct from being put into
just what might be called frictional unemployment in every part of the
country.

Thg);ne thing that impresses me, Mr. Chairman, as I do go around
the’ country and talk to people, is how diverse the situation is. If you
go, as I have, to Dallas, our Dallas office, or you go to Kansas City, the
unemployment situations there are very different than they are in New
York City or in Detroit or in other parts of our metropolitan areas.
And the phasing mechanism is intended in part to concentrate upon
those high unemployment areas, what Jimited funds there are available.

There may be some question if you are going to use the dephasing
mechanism, whether it ought to be on a State basis or on a major labor
market area basis. We prefer a major labor market area for reasons
that are set forth on page 14. .

I think, Mr. Chairman, that is really all T want to say on that subject.
I would like the opportunity, if I may, to say a word about the percep-
tions which I have of the unemployment insurance program as a whole
and what the administration’s policy with respect to it ought to be.
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In a sense I can divide that, Mr. Chairman, into three parts. The
first ap;;lroach is that before June 30 we ought to make these exten-
sions, otherwise we will have, ag time goes on, very extended exhaus-
tions of -benefits. That is phase I. That is represented by the House
bill and with the addition of the trigger matter, which I talked about,
the Senate bill 1810,

Now the second stage in our perception of the unemployment insur-
ance problem is that growing out of the experience which we have had
in these recent months and some longer experience as well, it is timely
to trﬁ to see the consensus upon a major limited number of items on
which permanent changes can be made, and we have been carrying on,
Mr. Chairman, very extended discussions with all kinds of interested
ﬁroups and Members of the Congress, special interests in this area. We

ave talked to labor people, management groups, to the State adminis-
trators, and as I say, members of the relevant committees, and we think
that perhaps it is possible to develop an area of agreement on four
major items which we would like to see enacted during 1975. Those four
areas are set forth beginning at page 17. They relate first to the subject
of coverage. The supplemental program, was necessary due to the rapid
changes in unemployment last year. We think we should have a perma-
nent system which has much broader coverage than the one which we
have now, so it would be unnecessary in times of rapid growth of unem-
ployment to make the kind of very quick emergency sort of changes
that were necessary last December.

So coverage is one area.

Second, financing, and there are several ways in which it should be
Kossible to improve the financial base. We also believe, although per-

aps it is more controversial, that consideration should be given and
we are continuing to discuss the subject of some kind of maximum
weekly benefit amount standard which States should be expected to
conform to. And that is set forth, as you notice, on pages 20 and 21.
And finally, the subject of a more careful look at triggering devices
for extended benefits.

Those four areas are, in our view, areas where we think by careful
work together with the Congress we can get adopted, and we would
like to see adopted in 1975 some permanent changes in the UI system
growing out of our experience over these recent months.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, the third pron% of our-approach to the UI
problem is to suggest that there be established a study commission
this year. It is the recommendation of our Federal Advisory Council
on Unemployment Insurance that we do so and that the study com-
mission take a hard long-term look at the system covering a whole
range of problems.

Vgg have been working with our advisory committee and others
about appropriate terms of reference and formulations and type of
commission and those discussions are going on now. The only final
comment on that issue, I would like to mention, Mr. Chairman, that
is very much my view, that that idea ought not to be an excuse for
not taking up in 1975, and we hope favorably, some of the longer
term structural changes, the four, tg be precise, that T have mentioned
in this brief"summary and which, as you note, are set forth on pages
17 to 22 of the statement.
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'Those, then, Mr. Chairman, constitute a summary of our views of
this matter. We think this 13-week extension before June 30 is essen-
tial. We would prefer very much to see the triggers we are proposing

"added to that. Second, we think in 1975 we ought to try to make these

permanent changes in the system by largely consensus recognizing
that there will not be unanimity. And third, we think a longer term
review of the system is timely in che light of the experience the coun-
try has had over the last decade, but particularly over the last month.

That, Mr. Chairman, constitutes a brief summary of my statement.
I will be glad to try to answer any questions.

The CHalRMAN. Mr. Secretary, the theory of unemployment bene-
fits is that they provide income on a temporary basis to the worker
who has become involuntarily unemployed; and he can then find
a suitable job. He is allowed 26 weeks to find a new job under the
regular unemployment program; 39 weeks when unemployment is
high, either nationally or in his State. Last year’s legislation extended
thxskup to 52 weeks, and this year the period has been extended to 65
weeks,

At what point do you feel we should cease to consider a man’s un-
employment a purely transitional problem and do something to create
jobs, rather than just provide cash income to people who are not
working ¢

Secretary Duxrop. Mr. Chairman, I think that is a good question,
and that is the range of issues I referred to a little while ago by sug-
gesting that at some point the UI system runs the danger of doing -
what the British did in the 1930, of turning it into a sort of welfare
system.

I guess my answer to that is that I would be very loath to see any-
thing beyond the 65 weeks we are recommending. I would also say,
however, that in order to, at this time, preclude the extension from
52 to 65, we ought to have-had in place a much more comprehensive
kind of welfare ;irogram which would take up the situation, which
we do not have. If we had had a more comprehensive welfare pro-
gram in place—and I am mindful of the efforts to do so in the past
and the complexities of that area—then I might have a very different
view about the extension that is here in front of us.

The CxamrMaN. Well, there are several things that occur to me;
one of them is that we ought to regard it as urgent to get on with
building things like highways, when we have 20 percent of our con-
struction labor out of work. From my point of view, I think that
where the only thing that is holding us up is environmental objections,
we ought to relax the environmental restrictions. -

Now, some of these environmental restrictions really are prett
hard to justify when you have a large number of people out of wor
and you have work that needs to be done. For example, there is that
requirement that you have a l-year study of the air quality of the
area where the highway would go to show that the air quality would
not be adversely affected.

The point that occurs to me is that I do not care whether the high-
way runs through one barren section of land between here and New
Orleans or another barren section of land between here and New
Orleans. In any event, something is coming out the tailpipe, even if
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it is only hot airg and it would be the same thing whether it is going
through one man’s field or another man’s field. .

Now, in addition to relaxing some of these requirements, we should
aclcelerate public works. At least those two things, I think, would help
a lot. -

What is your reaction to that { .

Secretary DuNLop. As to the first of the two matters you mentioned
I do believe that a good many of our regulatory arrangements o
recent years have added very materially to the problem of getting on
with a number of projects, I have no doubt in my own mind that the
Alaska Pipeline would not now be under construction had it not been
that in the final analysis the Congress acted on that matter.

The Cuairman. We relaxed the environmental standards in that
matter by saying that as far as we were concerned, the big study that
Senator Gravel held in his hand was adequate for us to get on with
widening that right-of-way from 50 feet to 100 feet. .

Secretary Dunrop. Well, Mr. Chairman, as you know, I have had a

" good number of years of interest and experience in the construction

usiness, always as a neutral in labor-management dis&ltes—-what I
would feel is that it should be possible for us to make a better compro-
mise between the interests of stretching out our concerns for the en-
vironment a little bit to accommodate tie employment situation. I do
not think those are either/or, so to speak. I do think the essential prob-
lém is really the long delays that are involved in it. If we had a process
that was certain, a little more reasonable, I think we could get along a
little further.

I think in this regard I do express the views—I am happy to 83
unanimous views—of the Labor ind Management Committee which
the President appointed, which it is my pleasure to serve as their co-
ordinator. They agree with what I have just said. _

Now, second, with respect to the public works situation more gen-
erally, it would take me quite a long time, I regret to say, to indicate
my own views about the economy. ﬁuess my view is something like
this: that after the tax cuts which we have had, which seem to me to be
the first line of economic gj)licy we should pursue—and again, I am
happy to tell you that the Labor and Management Committee recom-
mended that to the President in December, unanimously, as you know,
both business tax cuts and personal income tax cuts—after that, it seems
to me, the two other things that we have been urging are an unem-
ployment insurance system, to be suré that income is maintained for
those that are out of work. Second, the program of a limited number
of §pemﬁc purpose public employment jobs.

ow, beyond that, it seems to me—which that is where we are now,
so to speak—that there are a couple of areas that need special atten-
tion a8 job creations. One of them is—as you know, I have been

- strongly of the view that we need to push the public utility, particu-

larly the electric utility area, because power is a factor of production
if you like, which we would otherwise be short of. It is also essential
to move in the direction of shifting out of oil and gas in some parts of
the country, in power generation. And so, the shutdown of these
powerplants, the construction of them and operation, is, I think, &
major matter to which we need to give very first priority because of
the long leadtime to create jobs and so forth.
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Now, on the more specific public works area, I guess I have theseé
views. One is that there are a number of items that are budgeted and
I feel that in that area a certain amount of speeding ulp of that can
be done to give the economy a certain amount of special added boost
at this point. The acceleration of those—and particularly as we move
into a new fiscal year in a few weeks—some of those can be programed
shorter than they have been to get their impact faster,

Beyond that, I think I would want to take a good look at the 2uality
of the pro%lrams proposed. I, myself, am sympathetic to some of them.
Many of them are not productive programs which have a long-term
favorable impact on the economy.

The one thing we know from the 1960 and 1961 and 1962 program is
that—and I am not absolutely sure this is essential to the character of
it—but in that Fe,r.iod, we have pretty good data that showed that it
took a couple of years from the time of authorization to get the pay-
ments out the front door. And that is really a kind of a crucial issue
here as to what that time intccval is. And until that is speeded up
it seems to me it is not a very effective instrument for the purposes of
job creation.

The CuarrmMaNn. Well, before President Johnson became President,
he recommended that we should have a backlog of desirable public
works that we would like to do whenever we found ourselves with an
unacceptably high degree of unemployment. |

Now, it seems to me we ought to have an authorization for that so
that it would take just a quick appropriation and it could begin. And
perhaps we could even expedite some of the other things, as I men-
tioned, even perhaps streamline the bidding procedures to get some-
thing like that going. And I would hardly think that would be too
much of a problem. Where you have a contract already underway, you
could simply negotiate an extension of the contract with the fellow
who is doing it for you then, if you thought it was urgent.

We also have another point, Mr. Secretary. We in this committee
recommended a tax cut of about $6 billion beyond that which became
law this year. The conferees—I was pleased to cooperate in bringing
down the amount of the tax cut to about $23.5 billion on the assur-
ance—I will not say the threat—of the President that that bill was
going to be vetoed if it went about a $25 billion tax cut.

Now, the Congress sent to the President a measure for about $5
billion of public works that the President vetoed. If he could find
those are not such a sufficiently high priority, I wish you could tell us
what he would be willing to sign, because it seems to this Senator that
we would just like to get something done, just quite apart from who is

oing to benefit politically as the result of it. And I really feel
that to just pay those people unemployment benefits, we are doing
absolutely nothing.

Now, what can we do about that? I am willing to cooperate, but do
you not agree that to be paying out $19 billion to 14 million unem-
ployed workers—compared to $4 billion for 5 million unemployed
workers—is a vast waste of $15 billion and a minimum of human
resources {

Secretary DunNvrop. Senator, I think you have said a number of
thinﬁs. This last set of comments you make, I agree with you very
much. We ought to be able to do better. And the two things we have



i3

7

37

not been able, historically, in this count?—and this statement is
apart from political party—I believe is to develop the idea of a shelf
of public works and make it work very well.

he second point you make, that the payment of large sums of
money in unemployment insurance constitutes a waste of human re-
sources, is & matter I agree with. Given the fact that such unemploy-
ment exists, it seems to me, however, that some such system of
compensation—which goes to work automatically and turns off auto-
matically—is an essential portion of every modern economic society.
And that is why I am here to support it; not here to support the waste
of human resources that is involved. -

The CramrMaN. I believe Senator Byrd was the second Senator
to enter the room; and following the rule we have been using around

~here for some time, he would be entitled to take his turn next.

I would like to ask each Senator to confine himself to 10 minutes.

Senator Byrp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Secretary, the information we have indicates that the balance
in the Federal unemployment account is gettin%]quite low.

What steps are being taken to assure that there will be sufficient
funds in that account ¢

Secretary DunvLop. Senator, you are quite right. The balance in the
account at the moment, if I am not mistaken, is $3.8 billion. And the
account has been drawn down by virtue, as you would suggest—and
these facts may be helpful to you—of advances to States from the
Federal unemployment or loan account. And they have been made to
the following States: Connecticut, Washington, Vermont, New Jer-
sedy, Rhode Island, Michigan, Massachusetts, and Puerto Rico. These
advances from 1972 through June 1975 have amounted to $671.4 mil-
lion, and that is what is drawing the account down.

I believe there is pending in the Congress a request for appropria-
tions to provide a further addition to that fund, and if I am not
mistaken, there has been some disagreement in the Congress over the
legislation on that matter. _ ,

e are anxious to see that enacted so that that fund—the so-called
loan account—can promptly be replenished to grovide added amounts
whéch '\(ve are certain will be necessary to additional States in 1975
and 1976,

Senator Byrp. What is the prospect of the States which already
have borrowed from the fund, repaying the sums? ]

Secretary Dunwror. Well, of course, that undoubtedly varies b
State. As you know, the present law provides that where a loan ad-
vanced to a State has not been repaid within 2 years, the employers’
2.7 percent tax credit is reduced successively in 0.3 percent incre-
ments until the loan is repaid or recaptured. .

For example, the 0.3 percent increase was levied on Connecticut
employers for 1974, and collected in January of 1975. For 1975, col-
lectable in 1976, the penalty rate will be increased to 0.6 percent in
Connecticut, and so forth. . )

And the State of Washington, if I am not mistaken, will also incur
a penalty of 0.3 gercent next January.

Now, that is the present arrangement. .

One of the views I have, Senator, is that in the longer term commis-
sion which we were proposing, that a review of this sort of financing
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arrangement ought to take place to see what ought to be done with
the accumulated liabilities, so to speak, that are going to be built up
in this period of very high unemployment. It is clear to me it is not
f,rhe ki:;;)d of problem that ought to be handled between now and

une 30.

Senator Byrp. Well, the President’s budget message, submitted in
January or early February, indicated that there would be a $9.2 billion
balance in June of 1975. But you say that that balance is now $4.9
billion? There is a very substantial difference.

Mr. KoLeere. I think, Mr. Byrd, what you must be referring to is
the balances left in the State trust funds.

Senator Byrp. That includes the State trust funds.

Mr. KoLBera. In total, they are probably as you indicated; some
State trust funds are still in relatively good shape. What the Secretary
was referring to was the balance left in the loan fund. That was $3.8
million, as the Secretary indicated. We have asked for $1.5 billion ; that
is a part of the $15 billion supplemental request that has been going
back and forth beétween the House and the Senate on the disagreement.

Senator Byrp. That clears up the difference in those figures. Thank
you very much.

Mr. Secretary, we started off with 26 weeks of benefits and then went
to 89, and now to 52 ; and you recommend 65. Where do you think is the
appropriate stopping point ?

ecretary DunLor. Well, the chairman asked me an analogous ques-
tion, and I think maybe I can elaborate a little bit on what I said to him.

First of all, I do think that it is appropriate that the duration
should rise in times of very heavy unemployment. And the reason for
that principle, I think, is this: The job search which takes place in a
labor market may take a lot longer, and one may have to travel a lot
further in times in which unemployment levels are appreciably higher.
So, the notion of expanding the benefits, the duration of benefits, with
the level of unemployment is, on the whole, a sound principle. Let me
start that way. '

Now, second, I cannot tell you ‘where any ideal limit is. I, myself,
am concerned and at the outset this morning, Mr. Byrd, expressed
concern about our system degenerating—instead of a Federal-State
system, instead of an employer tax supported system—degenerating
into what I call a public assistance program. And I used the experience
of the British in the 1930’ because that is the classic case in which
it went awry. And I am concerned about that. ) ]

I am saying to you, however, that I do favor this extension at
this time because we have not in this country placed into effect a
comprehensive type of welfare program ; because one solution to these
problems would say after a certain point a person who was unem-
ployed—I do not care for the moment whether you say 52 weeks, 65 -
weeks, or some other number ; 78 weeks—ought to be treated financially
not as a part of the unemployment insurance system, financed in the
way an unemployment insurance system is, but ought to be treated as
o part of some welfare program.

Senator Byrp. What is the point, though, that you would draw that
line?
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Secretary DuNvLor. Well, to be precise, I am not in favor of going

: ang{further than we are here recommending.

r. KoLsero. The 65 weeks, Mr. Byrd.

Senator Byrp. Even at 65 weeks, you run some risk of getting to the
point that England got to.

Secretary Duo~rop. I do not deny that, Senator. But since we do
not have an alternative program in place in this country—we have
debated it in the country, all sides for many years.

One other point I think I should mention, sir, and that is that the
average duration of unemployment, however—Iet us not be mistaken
about that—is only, if I remember correctly, about 14 weeks. And so,
while you do have some cases of very long unemployment, most unem-
ployment—indeed, the average unemployment—is really reasonably
short. And 14 weeks is, if I remember it correctly, the statistical figure.
And it has risen from about 9.8 weeks to 14 weeks.

I can get the figure readily.

So while there are some persons with very long unemployment bene-
fits—and we are making a special study of all those wgo have ex-
hausted their benefits; this is another thing that we have—what are
the characteristics of these people who have exhausted, who have
gone, since the average duration is only 14 weeks, what are the char-
acteristics of those people who have gone all of the way to 39, 52,
or 65.

Senator Byro. That is a very important point you bring out. The
average, which I must say I had not realized, is 14 weeks. Does that
mean that a large majority of the unemployed are unemployed for
14 weeks?

Secretary Duxrop. Oh, yes. That is the statistical average. There
are a great many—I would give you a table, if I brought my monthly
statistics.

Senator Byrp. To put it another way, then, would it be accurate to
say that only a very small percentage would be unemployed for more
than the current 52 weeks? .

Secretary Dunror. Oh, yes; oh, yes, certainly.

I have a source of data, not from the unemployment insurance sys-
tem, but the figures will not be all that incongruent. I have the figures
from the monthly household survey which is taken once a month, as
you know; and I have the average duration for the figures that came
out last Friday. And they are 13.4 weeks. And that was May of 1975.

The figures for the second quarter of 1974 were 9.7. Those were
roughly the figures I gave you, but this is from a different source
than the Ul data.

Senator Byro. Is the system policed adequately to determine that
those who have not been placed in jobs at the end of, say 52 weeks
have really sought jobs? Or are they ones who would prefer to be on
unemployment benefits? ‘

Secretary Duxrop. Well, Senator, that is a matter that has for many,
many years interested me as an academic specialist, among other
things. in this business. And I once edited a book dealing with the con-
cent of availability of work, which deals with how that set of tests is

- administered in our unemployment insurance system.

Let me say. several things to you. First, I will confess that it is
extremely difficult, conscientiously, perhaps, to administer that in a
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time in which jobs are very scarce, because the ultimate test of avail-
ability is sending a person out to a job to see whether he will accept it
or not accept it and for what reasons. And that is the best test. And
in a time of substantial unemployment, it is very hard to put one to
the critical test. So, I start with that recognition, sir. .

Now, each of the States, as you know, has its own rules about this
matter, and what is an appropriate availability for work concept in
one State is not applied in another; they have their own. What wage
will a man or woman have to accept ¢ How far will they have to travel?
Shall they or shall they not work on the night shift in order to accept
a job? How far different from the kind of work that they have nor-
mally done shall they be allowed to refuse and still draw unemploy-
ment compensation? These are very difficult problems, I confess, and
as I say, an enormous body of precedent and law and court decisions,
as a matter of fact, in all of these States, has grown up over that
matter.

. In each of the offices, sir, that I have visited since I came to this
job, I have inquired into that problem. I have talked to the directors,
} have talked to the office managers of the individual offices that I was
visiting, because it is a matter that has long interested me. I guess my
conclusion about it, in the large, is that yes, there is some abuse of the
siy;sterp. But all things considered, I, given my normal, somewhat
skeptical nature, I have come to the conclusion that there is not as
much as I had thought there would be. Now, that does not tell you
very much, but nonetheless, that is kind of my judgment abouf it.

Senator Byrp. Thank you, sir. Thank you, M){ Chairman.

The Cmarryan. The next Senator to enter the room was Senator
Haskell. ‘

Senator HaskerL, Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Secretary, the bill on which we are holding this hearing would
extend unemployment benefits from 40 to 65 weeks; and this means, I
assume, additional employer taxes.

I wonder at what point the employer is égoing to stop being burdened
and at what time, will this be a general fund responsibility ¥ That is
one of my questions.

Secretary Duxvor. May I consult my colleagues?

Senator HaskeLr. Certainly.

Secretary Duxrop. What 1 wanted to consult my colleague about,
Senator, was we had had some discussion about this matter in the
Federal Advisory Council, and I wanted to be sure I had understood
their position about it. Although we have not come down on any posi-
tion about the issue you raised, the Advisory Council, the Federal Un-
employment Insurance Advisory Council, has come down on the side of
saying after 39 weeks the matter ought to become a matter of Federal
Government responsibility. Is that correct ¢

Mr. KoLBERG. Yes.

Mr. WeaTHERFORD. Well, general revenues.

Secretary Duxvor. Yes; that is what T mean. We are talking about
general revenues.

Now, I am not sure I agree with that.

It does seem to me, Senator, that that is one of the questions that this
longer term Commission ought to be engaged in. That is one of the
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reasons I want the Commission to spend the next year looking at
that question. =

On the other hand, I have some reservations about too early in the
duration transferring the responsibility to the Federal Government
exclusively, partly because that further undermines the State-Federal
system, which I think, in this area, speaking personally, I would like
to see preserved. If the Federal Government pays a larger and larger
share of that bill, it seems to me the case for the federalization of the
system, which has become a very emotional issue in many parts of
the country and among many of the employers in the country, be-
comes a little easier; and the arguments for Federal determination,
not only of benefit standards but of duration, and each and all of the
gory details, including the administration of these matters I was talk-
ing with Senator Byrd about, become much more possible and much
more difficult to resist. I do not, myself, think that, on the whole, is
a desirable development.

So, I am not, myself, too enthusiastic about that, apart from its
fiscal and obvious budgetary factors.

Senator HasKELL. l\ﬁ‘. Secretary, another question,

Is there any evidence of migration between States because State A
has a very liberal unemployment insurance law, and State B has a
very tight one?

Secretary Duxrop. Well, there are two aspects of your question that
I think I ought to comment on. I am afraid in the last couple of years
I have been spending my time before this March doing otEer govern-
mental chores, instead of doing all of the reading I should have done,
in which case I could answer you ve quickly,% am sorry to say.

Senator Haskerr. Well, join the cllfg.

Secretary Dunvrop. Well, there are two points. One might have in-
terpreted your question to say evidence o? the migration of firms.

Senator HaskELL. I did not mean that ; I meant employees.

Secretary Duxror. There is a great deal of argument about whether
differential tax rates have something to do with the location of enter-
prise, and so forth.

Senator HasxeLL. That was not my question. I directed toward the
employees.

Secretary Duxvop. 1 see.

The second concept of migration would be the migration of workers
among States. To the best of my knowledge, I know of a couple of cases

- of work that have dealt with that range of questions: but I know of no

piece of work which has come to the conclusion that there is any evi-
dence to support that view.

Let me ask my colleagues.

One of my colleagues, Mr. Altman. has raised with me this point,
which perhaps I might ask that I be cleer about. One might think of
migration in the sense of a person permanc *tly moving to a work place,
preferring a job in a State where unemploy ment benefits are higher
than they are, in the same way that one might move to a State
permanently in which wage levels were higher or the weather was bet-
ter, or something else.

That is one kind of movement.

The second kind of movement is having had a job and become unem-
ployed, can he move now to another State to draw higher benefits?
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That is clearly out because the benefits are, under our interstate pro-
gra&n, related to the State in which he developed his employment
credits.

Senator HaskeLL. On the first, there is no evidence, to your knowl-
edgﬁ, of migration to States with high unemployment benefits, I

ather.
. Secretary Dunvop. To my knowledge; no.

It would be an interesting intellectual, and I may say, statistical
problem to separate out all of the reasons for which people move. If I
am not mistaken, 20 percent of our people move within each year, out
of a county. I remember some number like that in my head. To separate
what proportion of that 20 percent that moved out of a county in a
year was due to unemployment insurance—I think that would be
a pretty hard job to do.

Senator HaskeLL. One further question, Mr. Secretary.

What role does your office or your agency play in determining
whether or not a Federal fund is actuarily sound; whether in fact the
law is collecting adequate moneys to fund potential unemployment
benefits? -

What role does the Federal Government play ¢ -

Secretary Dunvop. May I ask Mr. Weatherford. That is his responsi-
bility, and that is one-of the problems I have not gotten into in a few
months.

Mr. Weatherford ¢

Mr. WeATHERFORD. Senator, there are really two areas that we have.
The first one is one where the State has the full responsibility. and
there is no strict Federal requirements that would impose on the State
a taxX rate, the amounts, and the solvency of that fund.

The second area is one that we do actively participate in. It is one
where we provide technical assistance to our actuaries to each State
in developing appropriate tax schedules and estimating income, outgo,
and trying to provide that technical assistance that a State needs. We
have got to provide a great amount of influence over it by program
letters, leadership, guidance, to make sure that the State does develop
a program that is sound. In this regard we have a lot of work to do
obviously, between the next 2 years, because over half of our States’
trust funds are going to be in serious difficulty.

Senator HasgeLL. Maybe you and I could sit down at your conven-
iencl()alin my office to discuss this, because I think this is a problem, a real
problem.

I know, for instance, in my State T had a zero rating. In other words,
I did not have to pay anything. I probably should have been, you

- know, if the Government had been foreseeing the present economic

conditions—and I think it is very much a real problem. I would like
to sit down and discuss it with you.

Secretary Dunrop. We would like to do that very much, Senator, As
I remember from what little knowledge I have of Colorado, the ex-
perience rating arrangements there have produced some of the results
to which you refer. I would be very happy to talk with you.

Mr. WeaTtuerrorp. If T could just take 1 second, Senator.

One of the real problems that we face and the States face now and
will be facing, is the limitation on their wage base; their current wage
at $4,200 has, what I would like to refer to as a restricting mechanism
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on them, because in order to collect the type of revenue that they are
going to have to collect now means a tremendous increase in the rate
which, in effect, kind of invalidates the experience rating system
among the employees in this State, )

We hope to talk about this in our next round, when the Secretary
talks about this.

Senator HaskeLL. Thank you very much.

My time has expired. .

Senator HarTke [presiding]. I am just following the regulations
established by the chairman who said that the next person would be
Senator Nelson.

Senator NeLsoN. I regret I did not gét- here in time to hear the
presentation of your testimony, Mr. Secretary, and I do not want to
repeat anything that has been covered. o

owever, in your statement, I note that you are estimating that
cost in 1975 of $19 billion, and in 1976 of $18 billion.

Is that correct ¢

Secretary Dunrop. Yes, sir. )

Senator NeLsoN. A short time ago you testified that the current aver-
age unemployment period is 14 weeks, Is that what you were saying—
average?

Secretary Dunror. Yes, sir.

Senator NetsoN. I haven’t read mur testimony and I wasn’t here
while you presented it, so I might be asking something you covered.
But I assume that a good percentage of the $19 billion to be spent in
1975 and the $18 billion estimated for 1976 is going to be paid to
people in their first 14 weeks. Is that correct -

Secretary Duxnvop. Yes, certainly.

Senator NeLsoN. I asked this same question on another bill, on the
Eublic service employment bill, before the Labor Comnmittee, so I guess

know the answer. But you are using a detrigger mechanism in a labor
market area of 250,000¢

Secretar{qDUNmP. That is the recommendation, sir. }

Senator NELsoN. So, you do that, recognizing, I assume, that in a
labor market of 250,000, you may have gone below the insured un-
employment rate for the trigger, but have an inner-city area where
the rates are much higher#?

Secretary Duxrop. I do not know what Mr. Kolberg answered when
you asked him that question, and I have not consulted him. But, the
answer seems clear to me, as yes, just as there would be variations
around any average figure in any set of statistics.

Senator NeLsoN. Well, I did raise the same question, and the one
that bothers me most about-it, I think, is that in those areas, as in the

ublic service employment bill, there will be areas in balance of State
jurisdictions where you will have smaller communities of 40,000,
80,000, and so forth. In the whole area the rate may be well below the

~ trigger, but it could be very high in smaller communities within that

area. So, there is substantial discrimination. Maybe it is unavoidable,
but there is substantial discrimination against the employees who live
within an area like that, as contrasted with another area.

Secretary Dunvrop, May I comment on that, Senator, and put it this
way to you: I guess my conviction is that it 1s important for reasons
I specified in summarizing my testimony to dephase, to-bring the
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durations which we are. proposing— 65 and 39—down to more normal
levels—from 65 to 52, and 52 to 39. as unemployment drops. _

In my testimony, is the table which specifies the levels. Now, logi-
cally speaking, you could say I only want to use a national trigger,
and if you use a national trigger, you will have very great disparities
among cities and regions and so forth. As I said to the chairman, as I
have been traveling around the country in the last 6 or 8 weeks, visit-
ing, you notice how differert some parts of our country are at the
present time in this regard. Now, if you say I do not like a single
number, I want to go to a State basis, or, if you take a State at a
time, you also have a wide disparity. The certain metropolitan areas
could be overbalanced in their effects by very high levels of unem-
ployment, and certain metropolitan areas being averaged down be-
}cle'tu]sie of a lot of smaller cities in which unemployment rates were

igh.

Now, we think that the preferred system, recognizing that neither
the country as a whole nor the State as whole, nor, if I can say, the
local labor market area, or balance of the State included. is ideal. We
think we should move in this country more to standard metronolitan
areas because that is the nature of the labor market. That is the area
where most of the job search is carried on.

We are trying to develop from-eongressional suggestions, and I
agree with that.a CETA approach.

Now, the difficulty, as you say, is the 250.000—it may not be rep-
resentative. On the other hand. it is hard enough to get accurate,
reliable, at the present state of the art, statistical information for that
level to try to impose an obligation to make triggers work on a still
smaller area. because the data—we are still struggling very hard to
perfect the locality unemployment data, the labor force data, in
units of 250.000. We have no capacity to do it at levels below that.

Senator Nerson. I think it causes some concern—I have heard it
expressed here by Senator Byrd and yourself—about federalizing the
program, about the length of time of coverage, and your response,
which I guess I would agree with, that you have got to do something
and this is the best we can do. Would it introduce an offensively novel
concept if at some stage where the Federal Government was involved,
vou furnished an alternative to unemployment compensation and fund
it in the public sector where there is lots of work that needs to be done;
and if there is no private employment for the unemployed worker, say,
at week 65 or whatever, which is a long. long time and far bevond the
average. that in order to draw from Federal -funds a worker must
accept either a private job if there is one, or a job in the public sector,
where there is lots of work that needs to be done, and where we have
some programs that have been very successful, particularly. for ex-
ample, Operation Mainstream. :

Have you ever considered trying to assess the value of that concept ?

Secretary Dunvop. There is quite & long intellectual history behind
that idea, as you know. I have thought about it often in the past.

I think the principal aquestion in my mind is our capacity, at the
moment, as & country, to fashion the mechanisms by which that would
work out. I do recognize a number of very successful manpower pro-
grams. I think they are by far a minority in the total we have de-
veloped over the last decade. As I get around the country and visit
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with mayors in cities, as I have, as I say, gone to each of our regional
offices, there are now a great many problems with the limited scope of
public employment programs that we have. If the question is, am I
prepared to explore such an idea. Yes, I am.

If the question is do I think we are anywhere near the mechanisms
to make it work, well, I think not, candidly. )

Now, one other problem about it. I myself am concerned that a great
deal of our discussion in these days of job creation, has been talked
about as if it were only the Federal Government or States, for that
matter, that create jobs, when, as a matter of fact, the country really
seems to me to be looking for what they call good jobs; and those are
jobs which pay well, which have steady employment, which have
chances for promotion, for safe working conditions and the like. If
you look around our economy, those jobs are jobs which involve an
enormous amount of capital.

. So, while I am not hostile to the kind of intellectual notion you sug-
gested, and have often thought about it, it seems to me that the mecha-
nism of working it out—so, here is somebody who has been on unem-
ployment insurance for 39 weeks and is coming to the end—he
automatically %?es to some kind of job in his city. If %e is there 6 weeks,
that is fine. If he goes back to his old job and 1s recalled, I have some
doubts as to whether a successful local city program can be usefull[v(
carried out with that kind of mix of people over siich duration. I thin
the mechanisms on that are really very difficult to work out.

Senator NeLsox. Might I ask one more question ¢

Senator HarTRE. At the pleasure of the chairman, who is not here.

SecretariDUNLop. Yes, Senator ¢

Senator NeLsoN. I think it has two features. One of them you dis-
cussed a while ago. What kind of a job is one required to take in the
private sector; under what circumstances may he or she turn it down ¢

I am suggesting that once you get to a certain number of weeks of
unemployment, that in any {:ublicly funded Yrogram, there ought to
be some alternative offered that a person would be required to accept.

Now, I donot think I agree with you that we do not have the capacit
to manage it. I have forgotten—somebody here might remember—
think we handled 4 million people on WPA, and despite the popular
talk of some people who do not know what the WPA did, it was a
magnificently successful prograny. We handled, I think, over 4 million
people, nearly half of the population of the unemployed, with a frac-
tion of the gross national product.

It seems to me at some stage we ought to be saying well, look, you
are going to have to do some work. Considering the fact that at some
stage requiring-the worker to make a contribution, and considering the
fact that there is all kinds of work to be done, I think it is manageable,
and I would like to see that concept explored.

Secretary Dunrop. May I comment, sir? ‘

Senator NELsoN. People ought to work if there is work to be done.
Secretary Dunror. Let me say there are two ideas I would like to
comment on that. - ’

The first is, if you are going to do that, I would like to see it thrown
into the pot for discussion the notion that such people might be
assigned, as in other countries, to essential training programs, because
I have a feeling—and it may happen in a nomber of our localities—

53821 0 - 75 -4



71

1

46

if unemployment duration goes on to 52 weeks or something like that,
there is a real chance that we have a structural factor at work in that
community or in that industry, in that locality, which means that
those jobs are never going to come back; and therefore, under those
circumstances, if one is going to spend money, one of the things that
one might do at some t‘ﬁmmt’, 18 to put people into training programs
that get them out of the occupations, industries, localities, in which
they are in—and I am not offering that.
nator NeLsoN. No; I would not eartilz endorse that.

Secretary Dunror. I am not offering that as an alternative, but it
seems to me that it belongs in the same pot of ideas.

Now, the second point, of course, is, and I am sure you are aware,
the average costs of these public service jobs are in the order of—what,
$8,000 a year per employee. In the unemployment compensation sys-
tem, of course, is a very much lower level. The benefits average $65
a week, which is half, roughly, the annual rate.

- I just wanted to point that out. '

Senator HarTkE. The next person on my schedule is Senator Hartke,
I will defer, however, to Senator Gravel.

Senator Graver. I would just like to touch on the triggering mecha-
nism involved, but before I do that, I want to say that%esubscribe to
the concept enunciated by Senator Nelson, that at some point, after a
long period of unemployment, a person should forego the option of
turnini down general work in lieu of the exact kind of work he wants.

At the beginning he should be able to stay in his chosen field but
after a period of time expires, possibly because of the factors you de-
fined, there may be not the precise type of work available in that com-
munity and it may never be available. So, he has got a choice, he has
either got to move out of the community or take another kind of work,
more humble work possibly. '

And that brings us to the problem of the triggering mechanism.
What would be your reaction 1f we, along with extending these bene-
fits, extended the authority to make the 120-percent triggering mecha-
nism optional? It is highly discriminatory in the State of Alaska.
Most people, because they now have high unemployment, think that
we are the land of prosperity because of the pipeline. But, according
to the figures here, as of May 17, 1975, there are not too many places
in the Ugnl:ted States that have unemployment higher than we have.

We have 10.71 percent unemployment but we could not be triggered
if the mechanism were enforced today. We could not be triggered
because we would only have 94 percent rather than 120 percent, since,
as you know, we have customarily enjoyed worse unemployment than
this. What is now a national problem has been consistently an Alaska

roblem and we have been discriminated against through this trigger-
ing device albeit we have had this temporary “pardon.”

I think this “pardon” should be institutionalized. We should not
punish people because they hap{)en to be in an area that has constant
severe unemployment. We should try to solve the problem in another
fashion perhaps through a mandatory training effort or through a
mandatory jobs program. ,

Secretary Dunror. Well, Senator, let me comment on several as-
pects of what you have said.
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First of all, I am sure you know the 120-percent trigger was sus-
pended, or more accurately, the Emergency Unemployment Act of
1974, included a provision permitting States to waive the 120-percent
indicators until December 31, 1976. So, at this point in history, as far
as your State or any other State that wishes to do so, it has that author-
itﬁy to waive the triggers of that form and so that need not now be in
effect.

Senator GRAVEL. Excuse me, Mr. Secretary, what I was suggesting,
was an amendment to this act that would make that waiver permanent.
That is what I was suggesting.

Secretary Dunrop. Well, on that matter, I guess my view is that
the record of the Congress in the last years, since 1972, unless I
am mistaken, I have in %ront of me seven occasions in which the Con-
gress has waived the application of the trigger.

So, my testimony sought to develop the notion that the trig%ers
we now have are not a very effective mechanism if every time they
would hurt somebody or bite somebody the Congress comes along
and extends them or makes them nonoperative.

And, in that sense, therefore, it was our proposal that the Congress
ought to look at this trigger problem from a different perspective.
And I tried to offer a di%erent set of triggers of national and local
area triggers then have been previously trieg? -

Now, I guess finally my observation is that I would much rather
that the Congress adopt some system with triggers for the reasons
I have indicated such as those we have recommended or, conceivably
others we could talk about rather than simply abolish the triggers and
not put anything in its place.

Senator Gravir. Well, we could have a permanent trigger like the
4 percent already in existence, You see, that is in positive terms,
not relative terms. I think a positive trigger is easier to comprehend
and more effective. But, what you seem to be saying now is that if
you have a constantly high rate of unemployment then you are used
to the suffering so you do not need any-succor.

I do not think that is very logical. We are dealing with real human
suffering, so I think that a positive figure, whether it is 4 percent, 5
percent, 6 percent, makes more sense than a relative figure.

Secretary Du~ine. Let me ask you—some of the things you have
said, I find myself in agreement with. o
~ You will see a brief summary of our proposed trigger arrange-
ments in my prepared statement. And you see our view is that at one
level of unemployment in a locality or the State, the rest of the State,
or national state of unemployment, you would have over 6 percent, 85
weeks., If unemployment levels came down to 5 to 6 you would have
52 weeks and 30 on down to less than 4 percent, 26 weeks.

Now, that seems to me to meet the tests that you are talking about.

Senator GRAVEL. Yes: this is in positive terms, not relative terms.

Secretary Dunrop. Then we are on the same wavelength.

Senator GraverL. This is what you are recommending to the
committee?

Secretary Dunrop. Yes, sir.

Senator Graver. I may well be your champion, Mr, Secretary.

Secretary Dunvop. Thank you.
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Senator GraveL. Thank you very much.

Senator HArTKE. Senator Curtis?

Senator Curtis. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. '

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that a short statement of
mine be inserted at the opening of these hearings just following the
chairman’s statement.

Senator HarTkE. Without objection, so ordered.!

Senator_Curris, Mr. Secretary, is it a correct statement of your

osition today that you are recommending an extension of the existing
raw for a specified period and are not recommending an extension of
the period of entitlement provided in existing laws?

Secretary DunNvop. Yes, sir, .

Senator Curtis. And how long are you proposing to extend the
existing law ; to what date?

Secretary Dunvror. I think the answer is June 80, 1976.

Senator CurTis. June 301

Secretary Dunvor. Yes.

Senator Curtis. That would be for 1 fiscal year? _

Senator HarTEB. Wait just a minute, I do not think that is right.

Secretary Dunror. Let me have somebody answer it who will not
make a mistake. Who wants to answer it? Larry? All right; now don’t
you dare make a mistake.

Senator Curtis. I think-my next question will clarify your answer.

What change in existing law do you propose for the last 6 months
of this extension period. if any? — -

Secretary Dunror. We propose the change incorporated in S. 1810,
which is the trigger problem.

Senator Curtis. It is my understanding that you were favoring a
phase-down: of the benefit-period for the last 6 months, but a straight
extension of the operation of existing law for the balance of this calen-
dar year. Is that right ¢ B

Mr. WearHERFORD. That is correct.

Secretary Dunvop. That is correct.

Senator Curtis. Now, explain how that phase-down during the last
6-month period would work. -

Mr. WeaTHERFORD. Effective on January 1, Senator Curtis of 1976,
on both the national and an area basis which the Secretary described
of 250,000 population, if the insured unemployment rate dropped
below 6 percent, the benefits in that area would drop from 65 weeks to
52 weeks. If that rate dropped further below 5 percent, it would drop
from 52 weeks back to 39 weeks which is the current permanent
program.

Senator Curris.-In asking my question, I used the expression a
“phase-down,” but that is the same thing as a change in the triggering
mechanism. Is thut correct{

Secretary Dunrop. Yes; that is correct.

Senator Curtis. Then there is a meeting of the minds that, for the
balance of this calendar year, existing law should be extended without

change.
Mr. WeaTHERFORD. Yes, sir, 65 weeks.

18ee p. 1,
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. Senator Curtis. Then for the last 6 months of the coming fiscal year
is when this new “phase-down” proposal would become effective

Mr. WEATHERFORD, Senator, I think there is one change from that.
The administration proposal, S. 1810, would provide for that to go on
through calendar year 1976, not until June 30.

Tha House bill, which came over, extended that 65 weeks without the
dephesing to June 30,-But, I think it is important, you said the first
6 months of next year, it really goes on through calendar year 1976,

Senator Curris. I see. What did the House-passed bill do along the
lines of our discussion ¢ o

Mr. WeaTHerrorp, The House extended the 65 week availability
which_came about with the tax reduction minimum through June 30.

Senator Cukris. In other words the House bill merely extended ex-
isting law.

Mr. WeATHERFORD. Yes, sir, through June 30, 1976. . ~

I think we should understand, Senator Curtis, that that is a trig%er-
ing mechanism, that these benefits would all go off when we drop below
4 percent. But that is not operable and we do not anticipate us being
in that posture at any time during the next 2 years,

Senator Curtis. I think that is all, Mr. Chairman.

Senator HARTKE. All right, Mr. Dunlop, you are not new to this ques-
tion, you are an old hand at unemployment, and I think, that, generally
speaking, I can interpret what you have said; you are pretty disap-
pointed with the whole mechanism of this system—aren’t yout

Secretary Dunrop. Well, I am disappointed that it has to work, that
we have to have unemployment compensation at the levels we have
had. I think a great deal of the normal operation of it is very good. I
also testified. I think before you came in, Senator, that in going around
the country I am very much of the view that the country owes a great
debt of gratitude to the people in these offices who have worked very
long hours through this winter., .

Senator HArTKE. I do not think there is any question about it. It
has been a nice program of handing out the dole; right? It is a good
program with people administering the dole: that is what it amounts
to. You said this back in 1959 in your testimony before me on the spe-
cmll‘(;&mmittee on unemployment. Let me read you just a few of your
words,

“A great deal of mischief,” is the way you described this system
“has been done in this fie'd by the present unemployment.” What you
say about it is that “the unemployment compensation system estab-
lishedin a period of mass unemployment, appears peculiarly unadap-
tive and unimaginative to treat the differentiated character of unem-
ployment in the decade ahead.”

And I think your prophecy is exactly on target. I would rather
stick with that than your statement today in which you conform to
the present administration’s policy of neglect. .

I also think that in your statement you are exactly on target. I just
want to refer to the outline of your thinking.

You say, “general fiscal and monetary policies are blunt and crude
tools to treat unemployment,” right ¢

Secretary Dunvor. I agree with that.
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Senator HARTKE. You agree with that. You say that “public policy
concerning unemployment must be concerned both with the level and
the structure of unemployment.” Do you agree with that?

Secretary Dunvor. I have been saying that. ~

Senator HARTKE. There is not a thing in the present law that deals
with the structure of unemployment significantly; isn’t that fair?

Secretary Dunvop. Not very much. _

Senator %IARTKE. Not very much, at best. And when you mentioned
a moment ago your idea of trying to take the long-term unemployed
and putting them into some type of technological training that is really
almost inoperative in an age in which there is nothing to train them
for, isn’t it ? ‘ ‘

Secretary DunNwop. I cannot buy that, neither could I-have bought
it in 1959. ‘ ‘

Senator HarTke. But tell me, then, what you are going to train
them for today. Let me pose the problem differently : How many jobs
a year need to be created just to stay even ¢ - ,

Secretary Duxvop. 1.5 million, I forget the exact number.

Senator Harrke. Last month we did not even maintain that pace;
is that correct ? . ' : 4

Secretary Dunvop. That is correct.

Senator HarTke. Therefore, any statement from the Labor Depart-
ment or the administration is misleading when it asserts that there are
more people at work. The fact is that, relatively speaking, more people
are not at work. This country is in a very precarious situation. Do you
agree with that? :

Secretary Du~wrop. I agree that the rise in employment is only a
partial view of what is happening, because in terms of unemployment,
the relative rise of the labor force must always be taken into account.

Senator HarTkE. That is right. It is wrong for Government officials
to look at the situation through rose-colored glasses. All that does
is prolong the agony, it does not deal with the hardcore problems that
we are faced with today. . ,

Secretax_'%'{DUNLoP. I am also against rose-colored glasses.

Senator HARTKE. At least, we can agree on that.

Senator Curtis. They are better than blinders. ;

Senator HarTkE. That is right, and that is what they are wearing
down at the White House.

“The average level of unemployment experienced in the recent
past cannot be regarded as an effective deterrent to inflation.”

Do you agree with that statement ¢

Secretary Duxvop. I sure do.

Senator HarTkE. I hope you do, that is your own statement made

. in 1959,

Secretary Duxrop. Yes; and I have been saying it since 1959.
~ Senator HArTRE. And “such unemployment levels are an effective
way to constrain wages and prices” ¢

ecretary Duxrop. I agree.

Senator Harrke. “Policy decisions affecting the average levels of
unemployment reflect and require a scale of priorities among objec-
tives of national economic policy. The scale of prioritiés in which eco-
nomic policy is to be formulated in the next decade, it is the most vital
olzls'sctilx?’t.Of c}omestlc policy facing the country,” and we neglected it,

i we
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. Secretary Dunvop. Yes, sir.
¢ Sex}'ator Curris. May I ask the chairman what you are reading
rom

Senator HArTEE. I am reading from Mr. Dunlop’s testimony be-
fore me when I was on the Select Committee on Unemployment
Problems in 1959.

Senator Curtis. In 1959% The statute of limitations has run out.

[ General lau,gh’oer.{l

Senator Curris. The Secretary cannot be held to answer for any
offense committed back in 1959.

Senator HARTKE. John, just for the record, would you not reaffirm
every statement today that I have read to you?

Secretar?v Dunrop. Well, I have not looked at it recently, sir.

[General laughter.]

Secretary DunLor. But every statement you have thus far read, I
would be prepared to agree with.

Senator HARTKE. That is fine.

Now, my point is that we are just not addressing the heart of the
li‘oblem; what we are doing is administering first aid to a crucially
11l patient.

Secretary Dunror. Yes; I do not disagree with that formulation.
But, Senator, I do think when the patients are in the shape that they
are, to continue your metaphor, it is important to deal with these
problems for the people who are out of work.

Now, I have been around looking at the country and I—

Senator HARTKE, 1 a%ree with that.

Secretar%IA)UNLoP. All right.
Senator HARTKE. I do not find any disagreement with that. We are

not going to let the patient die simply because we do not have the
immediate cure—that is what you are saying?

Secretary Dunvror. Yes.

Senator HarTRE. And you praise those people who are in the
emergency room doing a hell of a good job keeping the patient alivet

Secretary DuNvLop. Yes, sir. .

Senator HARTKE. I find no fault with that. But I do think it is
shocking that we are going to have $19 billion spent in 1975 on 14
million unfortunate Americans who would rather be working than
drawing unemployment compensation checks.

Secretary Dunrop. Yes, sir.

Senator HARTKE. You have argued that someplace along the line
these people ought to go from the unemployment rolls into a training
ﬁrogram. If not that, then they may have to be relegated to the dump

eap of welfare.

Secretary Duxrop. I do not myself, regard those as the only two
alternatives. I think, Senator, that a series of policies which include
the stimulation of both private and public with particular emphasis
on private employment, is what we need.

enator HARTKE. Yes; all right. But there is one point in regard to
the statement that Senator Long made originally; he said that you
know that we are trying to come to grips with this in the Congress,
and that there is an effort to make some type of an accommodation.

What is wrong, for example, with the program which is tied uf) in
the supplemental approiyriations bill inveolving railroad rehabilita-
tion? It would take people who are in maintenance of way, employees
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who have been thrown out of work because of the economic recession,
an%vput them back to work doing the same thing they previously did.
ould you not basically endorse such a program? It is 100 percent

in line with your philosophy. I cannot see how you could oppose it.
Secretary Dunrop. Well, Senator, let me talk just a little bit about

the railroads.

I happen not to be involved. ]
Senator HARTKE. Let me just stop for a moment; I am talking about

the theory and this is the example of your theory, which I think I
endorse; I am not sure yet.

What I am saying is that this type of employment is not the type of
thing which you criticize and with which I agree. It is not just a make-
shift job which has no relationship whatsoever to previous experience
of the individual or his dignity and his own employment future. But it
continues to find some type of relation between the individual’s ability
and his desires. Isn’t that the type of thing that happens in these so-
called emergency employment approaches which deal with upgrading

-~

" the railroad beds in this country using the same type employees who

did that work before?
Secretary Dunrop. As I said, Senator, I have not been involved in the

railroad discussion very much, and I would be somewhat hesitant to

- talk about it. But let me make one point that I think ought to be

borne in mind, and that is this: The question of which lines to reha-
bilitate, how to rehabilitate them, a line that is rehabilitated for heavy
freight is rehabilitated in a different way than a line for fast passenger
service. The curvature on the line for fast passenger service is a very
different curvature and so forth than one with heavy freight.

It seems to me that the essential thing in the railroad business is to
get along with the problem of how these railroads are going to be run,
who is to run them; get the financing that is necessary to run them,
and then let the people who are going to run it decide which rail tracks -
are to be repaired and handled for fast freight or fast passenger or
otherwise rehabilitated. I don’t know enough about it, candidly. But
I have some doubts, knowing what I do about the railroads, and T have
a lot of labor-management experience on the railroads I regret to say
in some ways. I have spent 3 months riding the front ends and rear
ends of trains trgmg’ to decide what the crew consists of, all of those
operations should be in 1959, 1960, and 1961, and what I do not know,
to be quite frank about it, is whether the problems of the repair of the
roadbeds can really be separated from the question of the
organizational—

.. Senator Harrke. Well, that is a different question. But the fact of
it is, would you not agree, that if you could find work which is related
to the ordinary and customary talents of the individual, that that
would be a much preferable way of providing public service
employment ¢

ecretarﬁDunmn On that principle, I agree,

Senator Harrke. All right, fine. Senator Dole, do you want to ask
some questions

Senator Dore. I am sorry, Mr. Chairman. I have no questions, I
have been in another committee meeting. I do have a statement I
would like to have made a part of the record prior to the testimony.
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Senator Hartre. Without objection, that will be done.!

Senator Curtist

Senator Curtis. In reference to the statistics on unemployment,
is there any breakdown with reference to the unemployed § How many
of them are the principal wage-earner in the family

Secretary Dunvop. Oh, yes, of course. I carry around in my head
one figure that may provide some insight into that, and we would be
hagﬁy to furnish for the record those detailed figures more generally.

e unemployment rate that came out last Friday for heads of house-

holds was 6.3 percent. The unemployment rate overall, including, there-
fore, people who are not heads of households, like people living in the
same household, as you recall, was 9.2 percent. So that is one measure
of the difference I think that you asked for.

But we. can furnish very readily for the record that sort of
information.

[Material supplied by the Department of Labor follows:]

Table A. Highlights of the employ tsituation { ally sdjzsted deta)
Quartsrly sversget Monthly dats
Selacted categorien i 1974 1975 Mar. Apr. May
1T [ 1 | | oav 1 19725 | 1975 { 1975

{Millions of persons)

Civilianlaborforce ... ......... 90,5 90,6 91,4 91,8 91.8 9.8 92.3 |  92.9
Total employment ............ 85.8 86.0 86.4 85.7 84,1 83.8 84,1 84,4
Adultmen ... 48.5 48.5 48,5 48,3 41.3 47.0 47.1 47.3
Adultwomen .............. 29.8 30.1 30.5 30.1 29.8 29.9 30.0 30.0
Teenagers . ...o.ooeunnn.., 7.5 7.6 1 1.4 1.4 7.0 . 7.0 7.0 7.1

4,1 4,7 5.0 6.1 1.0 8.0 8.2 8.5

Unemployment . ..............

{Percant of labor force)

Unemployment rates:

AT workers ... ovuenienenn.. 5.1 5.1 5.5 6.6 8.3 8.7 8.9 9.2
Adultmen...........ooounn, 3.4 3.5 3.7 4.8 6.3 6.8 7.0 7.3
Adultwomen. .. ........o..0.. 5.1 5.1 5.4 6.5 8.2 8.5 8.6 8.6
Teenagers ....oooiveenin, 4 15.2 15.1 16,1 17.5 20.5 20,6 20.4 2t.8
White ...iiiiiiiiiiinanen., 4,6 . 4.6 5.0 5.9 7.6 8.0 8.1 8.5
Negro and other races 9.2 9.1 9.6 11.7 13.7 14,2 14,6 14,7
Household heads . . 2.9 3.0 3.2 4.1 5.5 5.8 6.0 6.3
Martiedmen ......oviuiann 2.4 2.4 2.7 3] 4.8 5.2 5.6 5.8
Full-time workers ............. 4.6 4.6 5.0 6.2 7.9 8.3 8,6¢ 8.8
Stateinsured ... .....oouunn.. 3.2 3.3 3.4 4,2 6.0 6.4 6.8 7.0
(Weeks)
Average duration of
unemployment ... ....... ..... 9,5 9,7 9,9 9.9 11.3 11.4 12.9 13.4
) {Millions of persons)

Nonfarm payroll employment ., . ... 78.0 78.3 18,7 78.3 76.8 6.4 76.4p]  76.4p
Goods producing «ndustries ... .. 26.9 24,9 24.8 26,1 2.7 22,1 22.3p] 22.2p
Service:producing industries ... .. 53.1 53.5 53.9 54,2 54,0 54.0 54.1p]  S4.2p

{Hour of work)

Average weekly hours:

Total private nonfarar ... . .. 6.7 16,7 36.7 36.4 6.0 35.9 36.1p] 36.0p
Manulactuning ....... ..... W, b 39.9 40,1 39.7 38.9 38.8 39.0p] 39.0p
Manufacturingovertime .. ... .. 3.5 3.2 J.b6 2.9 2.} 2.3 2.)p! 2,3p
{1967=100)
Hourly Earmings Index, private
nonfarm: -
T Incunentdollars ... ... ... .. 152,17 156.2 | 160.3 | 164,0] 167.) 168.8 | 168.8p] 169.8p
inconstant dollaes. . ... ... in7,8 107.4r] 107.0r} 1006.4r] 1G6.4 107.0 106.3p] N.A.
p pretimunary. e-corrected
N A_» nol svedabte. t = jensed
oo ———
18ee p. 2.
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Senator Curris. Now, this heads-of-household figure, 6.3 percent,
would someone be included in that figure if their spouse was em-
ploS;:;d on a full-time basis?

retary DunvLop. Yes,

Senator Curris. In other words, if a husband and wife are both
working, and the husband becomes unemployed, he would be included
in that tabulation that accounts for 6.3 percent?

Secretary Duxvor. Well, I can give you the rate for that. The unem-
ployment rate for married men with their spouse present—living with
them, I suppose that means—is 5.8 percent. )

Senator CurTis. Is that if the wife is employed ¢

Mr. Hewrrr. They do not go to the point if there is a secondary wage
earner in the family of the principal wage earner who is unemployed.
. Senator Curris. In other words, there could be persons included
in the 6.3 percent figure whose spouses are full-time wage-earners.
Is that correct? ~ :

Mr. HewrrT. Yes, sir.

Senator Curtis. Now, let we refer to students graduating. Those
who go to work within a few days after their graduation, or after
the school term ends, of course do not become an unemployed statistic.
But, in good times and bad, many of them have to loo{: around, make
several applications for employment, and find something that they
are suited for. Or they may even change locations.

How much time elapses before they become an “unemployment
statistic”t .

Secretary Dunvop. Well, the answer to that, Senator Curtis, is this.

f we are measuring unemployment by the insured unemployment
system, the answer is they do not, because they are not involved in that.

Senator CurTis. Is that the way it is?

Secretary DunvLor. Well, we have, Senator, two basic ways in which
unemployment is measured in this country. One is through the unem-
ployment system which we have been talking about all morning. The
other is the monthly household survey sample, 47,000 households in the
United States. It is a very good number, as we statisticians say.

So, in the UI system of measuring, the student we talked about
would not be unemployed. In the household data, this monthly sample,
he would, or she would, only be counted as unemployed if in the sample
somebody knocked on the door and asked whether that student or
member of the household was seeking work. If the student responded,
or the person who responded, the parent msronded for them, “Why

es, s0-an-so has finished school, but he is not looking for work”—then
e would not be counted as unemployed. .

If the student responded, or his parent responded, or his sister
responded that he was getting over his last year and he didn’t quite
know yet what he was doing—he has to be actively seeking work,
according to the answers given, to be included in the unemployed.

Senator Curris. But the result of the sample is then translated to

- the entire number of students leaving school ¥

Secretary Dunvrop. Yes, it is blown up, as we say, from these 47,000
households to the country as a whole, and for the country as a whole,
Senator, it is my testimony and I am sure any parade of statisticians
you wish would respond that it is probably the best statistical number
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we have in the United States, although peoEle will quarrel with the
definition, which is fair enough. But given the liability of the sample
on a nationwide basis, it is a very reliable number.

Senator Curtis. Now, based upon the UI tabulation, what is our
percentage of unemplt}i'ement?

Secretary DunvLop. Let me compare the two, Senator. Last Friday’s
household sample showed an unemgloyment nationwide rate of 9.2
percent. If I may drop a footnote to Senator Hartke’s remark, in 1959,
and now I am interested in the differential rates of unemployment in
different groups, the Ul rate last week was 7 percent. In other words,
the difference between 7 percent which is the insured unemployment
rate and 9.2 percent is that those are the differences, because they are
different concepts.

For example, in the household sample, people who have never
worked before and who are now seeking work, or people who have
worked before a long time ago and are returning to the labor market,
they will be counted—if they are seeking work—as unemployed in
the population sample, in the household sample.

Senator Curris. And it will also reveal something in reference to
marginal workers?

Secretary Dunvrop. Yes.

Senator Curtis. And something in reference to unemployment?

Secretary Dunwrop. If they are reported as seeking work, yes.

Senator Curtis. Yes. In other words, it is conceivable that in the
sampling, the report may be made that the husband and father would
like to have a job; and it also may be true that he has not had the
opportunity of acquiring an%r particular skills that would make him
very attractive to many employers. Is that not rflght?

ecretary DuNLop. Yes; there are still all kinds of possibilities. A
rson may say, I am seeking work, but my aspiration for a wage
18 higher than anything in this community. They may say, I am
seeking work, but he may have in his mind a type of work that is not
available; or vice versa. There are lots of people who have been so
discouraged because they have not found work, that they have not
been seeking work. So you have all kinds of situations.

Senator CurTis. Yes; I think all of these factors are important, but
I likewise think it is important that both the Congress and the coun-
try understand the complexity and the various factors involved.

Secretary Dunvor. Oh, yes; by all means,

Senator Corris. Thank you.

Senator HarTke. I wonder if I could just ask one more question
before I go to the Commerce Committee executive session ¢

By July 1975, at least 250,000 people will have exhausted all benefits,
including those which are extended by H.R. 6900. What happens to
those people # What do you do about those ¢

Secretary Dunrop. If I understand you right, on June 30, 1975, the
benefits that were extended by the tax reduction bill earlier this year
would disappear, and people would be eligible for no further benefits,
and they would have no other source of maintenance. In fact, in one
of the tables, Senator, I did include the exact r.umber. In the last
table to my testimony, you will see the number of people who are
estimated to exhaust their benefits each quarter.
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And the answer is, they would have no visible means of further
support.

IS)gga.tor HarTke. Thank you, Mr, Chairman,

The CramMAN (presiding). Mr. Secretary, eight States have ex-
hausted their unemployment benefit accounts and are now borrowing
money from the Federal unemployment account to meet their benefit
payment obligations. These are interest-free loans, but if they are not
repaid within 2 years, the Federal unemployment tax on employers
in the State, in effect, is automatically increased in order to increase
the amount. Senator Ribicoff’s bill, S. 1502, now pending before the
comrpéttee, would allow an additional 3 years for these loans to be
repaid.

Could you give us your view on this proposal ¢

Secretary Duxvop. Well, Senator, you are perfectly right of the
fact of these States and others that will in the future exhaust their
funds and be required to borrow.

We, I think, are concerned about the impact of these tax penalties
on employers in the States where economic conditions are already
causing heavy burdens. And I guess my view this morning, Senator,
to you, is that that is an issue which in our judgment ought not to
be addressed between now and June 30, but really is a part of this

- commission’s study which I spoke of in my prepared statement. That

is, the problem involves quite a lot of complex considerations of tax
rates in the separate States—the relative effects of questions of loans.
And we would rather see that issue addressed in the post-June 30
period, and we are grrepared to addressit.

The CHairMaN. Now, under H.R. 6900, up to 65 weeks of unemgloy-
ment benefits will be available through June 30, 1976 in any State
provided that the National or State unemployment insured rate is
at least 4 percent.

While the national rate is now 7.8 percent, and all-but a few States
are well above 4 percent at present, I would certainly hope that there

~ would be some improvement in the situation next year.

In your stattement, you favor reducing the duration of benefits
available as the insured unemployment drops nationally. Would -you
favor a reduction also on a State-by-State basis?

Secretary Dunvop. Well, Senator, we recommended that the—our
preferred position is that it be by local labor market area of 250,000 or
more. If the question is what is my view about doing it on a State
basis, I would say I would prefer a State basis to just a National
ll;as;s, and I would prefer a local labor market area basis to a State

asis. )

The CaARMAN. Now, we have a suitable job provision in our unem-
ployment insurance law, and I find m sejlf wondering whether we
should continue to say that a person need not accept available employ-
ment after a 39-week period has expired.

Do you feel that perhaps the suitable job provision should be
terminated at some point less than 65 weeks? Or do you think this
ought to just carry right on through, all of the way? You can have
help wanted signs out all over the community, but a person may
still draw unemployment insurance benefits for more than a year.

Secretary DunvLopr. Well, I guess my view is, if I understand your
question, is that the requirements should be continued. Indeed, as
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seems to me, as I said earlier, I had asked a study be made, and I
have just gotten the first State results that I looked at in my home on
Sunday. One, from a number of States, before I use them, is who are
these peog)le who have gone on to exhaust their benefits, now at the
52 weeks? What is their age, what is their sex, what is their racial
composition, what industries are they from—all of these kinds of
questions obviously have occurred to you and to me.

Now, my own view is that I would continue that requirement. If
anything, it seems to me that at that point, anybody who—14 weeks,
I said, was the average. Now, when a person has been unemployed
for 60 weeks or 50 weeks, it seems to me that person ought tc begin
to get a little more attention from our employment service and others
as to see what are the special problems which he or she confronts.
And therefore, instead of avoiding any such questions, it seems to me,
rather, that special attention ought to be given.

The Crairman. I think that Ronald Reagan made the point that
if he had not moved about this country, but was still living in the
hometown where he first was born, and was out of a job, that he would
be eligible for unemployment insurance almost indefinitely. There
were no jobs in his hometown for a movie actor; no jobs available
for a radio announcer, and no jobs available for a man who has had
some experience as a Governor of a State. That job was already taken.
Based on the experience-he had had, if he was still in his hometown,
from which he had migrated, he would be eligible to draw unemploy-
ment insurance almost forever—provided the law permitted him to.

So, I just wonder at what point do we say, you either go somewhere
where somebody can use your talent or else you ought to accept the
kind of jobs that are available around here. In other words, shall
we just continue right on along for 65 months without asking the
fellow to lower his sights and take something that was beneath his
dignity in the beginni%g?

Secretary DunvLop. Well, maybe my colleagues ought to supplement
what I am saying—or maybe I ought to say correct—but my under-
standing of the way the States, though there is diversity among them,
work is that the office—first of all, they are required to register at
the employment office, as distinct from the unemployment insurance
place where their checks are mailed or where they receive the payments
in cash or in checks.

Now, at the employment office there are, as I see them, banks of
jobs that are put up on various kinds of television screens for people
to examine. I have seen people turning over these. A person is referred,
after a while, to a job. Now, various State laws provide that a person
may turn down one or more referrals, but there is a limit to that,
de&ending upon the State law.

a;lr(be Mr. Weatherford would explain just a little bit more how
it works, ‘

Mr. WeaTHERFORD. Senator Long, I think maybe one of the State
administrators who will be talking to you might want to supplement
what I am going to say, but I am under the impression that a person
who goes into an unemployment insurance office is just not paid,
because they do certain things in that office on a periodic basis to talk
to him about his own personal efforts to find a job and try to provide
him some help. At the same time, as the Secretary said, he registers
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with the public employment service. And those folks do a job of trying
to help him find a job. And we do not continue to pay people who
refuse suitable work.

I think the difficulty that we have in the broad system of employ-
ment security is trying to locate the job and put the man with it. And
in my experience with it, you just do not find many cases where
people are refusing work and continuing to pay benefits, because when
he refuses a job, somebody in the emglovment service tells somebody
in the claims line, and they cut him off ; because it is difficult to try to
put these two things together and to find a job and to find a man and to
get an employer—to get all of these factors together.

The CuairMaN. I wish T had the exact story, because I am sure the
man was telling the truth. I became acquainted with a fellow who was
a very successful businessman, and he told me that at one time he found
himself out of a job. According to his story he knew that there were
jobs that he could hold that did not pay as much and did not have,
perhaps, quite the same stature as the jobs he had held before, and ac-
cording to his story, he had difficulty prevailing upon the department
to refer him to one of those jobs which scemed to be below his skill
and exp‘erience. He finally succeeded by mainly strength and effort,
in forcing them to refer him to a job that was available, because he
was convinced if he kept holding out for the kind of thing he had had
before, he would never get a job.

I would just like for you to get me straight on that. For example, if
a fellow knows a lot about the trucking business but they do not want
to refer him to the job of being a truck driver—at what point do people
just go ahead and refer him to whatever they have got, rather than
refer him to jobs up near the top of the company where he was when he
lost that previous job?

Secretary DunrLor. Let me try to comment on that.

If a person wishes to be referred to a job, I suppose—my experience
in these offices and talking to State administrators is that he has—if
someone has not, so to speak, been in line ahead of him—and the offices
tend to refer two people to a given job, in my experience in some of
the offices, anyway—that person you talked to would have a right to be
referred to such a job.

Now, the question you were talking about earlier was a little differ-
ent. It is the question, if that job represents a substantially different
rate of pay or a different occupation or a different distance of commut-
ing_or different hours at work, different working conditions than he
previously had enjoyed, does he have the right to object to that? That
is a different case from the one you mentioned, Senator. And the rules
there vary among States. For awhile, for some cases, he may do so;
but after a certain point in time, the extent to which he may turn
down a job declines, typically.

But I think all I am trying to say, Mr. Chairman, is that there is a

' difference between the problem of a fellow who wants to take a job,

from a fellow who does not want to take it because it is beneath what
he may regard as his customary place of work.

The CraIrMAN. Well, at a racetrack, you are familiar with the term
of dropping down in class, If a horse cannot win in running an allow-
ance race, put him in a claiming race. But I guess when a mother has
an eligible daughter in the family-and she turns down two or three men,

~
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after a while the mother starts talking about the daughter having her
sights too high. And I guess maybe in terms of jobs, that is the kind of
thing we are talking about. How do we meet that problem where there
are Jobs available? You have got help wanted signs hanging around
town, and a person has been drawing unemployment benefits a long
time, but to get a job the person is going to have to drop down in class,

you might sa

Secretary %UNLOP. Well, Senator, I do not know very much about
the handicapping business to which you refer——

The Crairyan. Well, I have lost some money because I do not;
I know that. -

Secretary Duxror. But I would say this, if you look at how these
things work, at least as I have looked at it over many years, it seems to
me what happens is this: that an individual’s aspirations are in fact
very significantly influenced by a long period of unemployment. That
the kind of job—after all, we are not talking about something which
fulfills, certainly, in heads of households, his normal pay. And the
experience is that peolple, after a time, are willing to take lower rates,
are prepared to travel further, are willing to take jobs which are of a
lower status, more disagreeable or whatever else you want to say, than
when they are first employed. And I do think the office tends to refer
people to do jobs that are different from what they originally started

‘out with. That is to say, this sort of learning about the labor market,

this part of changing one’s aspirations does, in fact, go on.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Byrd.
- Senator Byro. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I have just one question. _

Mr. Secretary, you testified that the average duration of unemploy-
ment is 14 weeks,

Secretary DunLop. About ; yes.

Senator Byrp. Do you have the figures showing the percentage, say,
for the month of May, or for the %rst quarter—however you might
keep the figures? What percent of the unemployed were unemployed
for less than 26 weeks? ..

Secretary Du~NLop. Just a moment—may I consult and see if I
have those numbers here?

Mr. Hewrrr. 12.8 percent were 27 weeks.

Secretary Dunrop. For May 1975, 37 percent of those who were
unemployed were unemployed 5 weeks or less. This is the household
survey. Xnother 31 percent were unemployed from 5 to 14 weeks; 31
percent were unemployed 15 weeks and more.

Senator Byrp. How much? Thirty what?

Secretary Dunrop. 31.5.

Now, that latter figure—the 31.5—can be broken down into two fur-
ther categories: those who were unemployed 15 to 26—which I think
is about your question—18.7 percent were unemployed

Senator Byrp. May I ask at that point whether this is the way
you would handle it. You would take the 87 percent who are unem-
ployed for 5 weeks; take the 31 percent who are unemployed for a

riod of 5 to 14 weeks; and then that last percentage you gave was
g:tween 15 and 26 weeks. What percent was that?

Secretary Dunvrop. 18.7.

Senator Byro. 18.7.
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Secretary Dounwor. I will add it up for you in just a minute. If I
could give you a final number——

Senator Byrp. And the 86 percent, then, were unemployed for less
than 26 weeks.

Secretary DunvLor. My quick arithmetic—I was about to give you
another number—the number who were unemployed 27 weeks and over
is 12.8 percent. And I think that is the number you are seeking.

Senator Byrp. Yes; that would make 98 or 99 percent, approximately.

Secretary DunvLop. The first three numbersli added—I gave you—
add up to 100, I think, exactly. And of this 31.5, it is broken down into
18.7 and 12.8.

And when we are talking about this long-term duration, Senator—
that is where you first broached this question with me earlier, in re-
sponse to my reply to you, I believe—I said that while we are talking
about—let me state it more carefully—while we are talking about an
extension to a maximum duration of 65 weeks, the average duration
under the unemployment household figures are 13.4 weeks. And only

'12.8 percent had, in May of 1975, unemployment of 27 weeks or more.

Is that clear?

Senator Byrp. Yes, that is clear. ;

It seems to say to me that the question of going from 52 weeks to 65
weeks affects really a rather infinitesimal number of individuals.

Secretary Dunvrop. Well, I am not sure infinitesimal-——

Senator Byrp. Percentagewise.

Secretary Dunvrop. A small percentage of those who are unemployed,

es.
y Senator Byrp. Well, that is what we are talking about, those who are
unemployed.

Mr. WeATHERFORD. Senator, if I might make a point, not all people
who draw benefits are entitled to these maximum figures we are talk-
ing about, the 26 weeks under regular programs and when you leave
the regular program and go to the permanent extended and on into
FSB, that does not automatically.add these 13-wéek increments we
are talking about. We only add half of what he has under the basic
program. And under the State laws throughout the country about two
out of five people that exhaust their benefits, about 40 percent do not
oxhaust 6 weeks because they are not entitled to & full 26 weeks under
the various State laws. .

Consequently, the fact that we have a 65-week available would cer-
tainly be enough for a claimant who had only 20 weeks. He has 20,
you add 10 more for the regular program and 10 more for the FSB.
So 40 would take care of it but without this extension, that man is
going to be cut off at 20 weeks.

So I think the key thing I wanted to say when we talk about the
duration and average duration and what have you, that not everybody
that is a claimant draws 26 weeks. Many of them do not qualify for 26
weeks, and when they exhaust their benefits, he is out of benefits in
some States at 4 weeks and in other States the average minimum dura-
tion is around 10 weeks.

S Secretary Dunvrop. That just underscores the point you are making,
enator.
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Senator Byrp (presiding). But, in any case, increasing the duration

- of the benefits from 52 weeks to 65 weeks would affect only a very,

very small percentage of the total unemployed.
r. WeATHERFORD. That is correct.
Senator Byrp. A ver%small figure.
_ Mr. WeATHERFORD, xoe]pt when you take the total universe, yes,
sir, we are talking about a lot of people. And we had a discussion one

-time, Senator Byrd, of the relationship to the exhaustees in percent

to the relationship of total ple, and I think we have to be con-
cerned about number rather than percents of this. And you are talki
about somewhere between 1 million and 2 million people. Althou
that is a small percent of the total in the country, it 1s a lot of people.

Our judgment is that we do have a lot of individual people that are
going to be faced with this much less than 65—

Senator Byrp. Well no such large figure which you are mentioning
would be affected by the 52 weeks to 65 weeks extension.

Mr. WeATHERFORD. I am sorry, sir.

Senator Byrp. Do you mean you would have about a million people
unemployed affected by the extension o

Mr. KorLeEra. Senator, let me try it this way. Over the course of this
calendar year we would estimate there would be 14 million separate
individuals on unemployment insurance over that time, not at any
one time. Right now there are about 6.2 million being paid right now,
but over the course of calendar 1975, to relate that, and I think the point
Is_:ou are getting to are-those who will be involved perhaps in an ex-

austion after extended periods. The table that is attached to the Secre-

tary’s testimony indicates that those that would exhaust 65 weeks over
this entire year we estimate to be about 400,000. So it would be about
400,000 that would exhaust 85 weeks out of the 14 million that would
have been on une%;:loyment insurance at some time during this year.

Senator Byro. Thank you. Thank you, gentlemen, very much.

Senator Dunror. Thank you, Senator.

[Secretary Dunlop’s prepared statement follows:]

PREPARED TESTIMONY OF HoN. JoHN T. DUNLOP, SECRETARY OF LABOR

Mr. Chairman and meribers of the Committee, T appreciate this opportunity
to appear before you. With me are Assistant Secretary for Manpower, Willlam
H. Kolberg, and Assoclate Manpower Administrators Willlam B. Hewitt and
Lawrence E. Weatherford, Jr.

The Congress and the Administration acted quickly last December to provide
needed temporary improvements in the unemployment benefit program to cope
with the dramatic upturn in the unemployment levels in late 1974. These pro-
grams, to extend benefits for regular unemployment insurance claimants up to
52 weeks and to provide protection to the 12 imillion workers not previously
covered, have substantially helped to buffer the effect of the economic downturn
on the unemployed with previous attachment to the labor force.

The unemployment Insurance system, with these temporary extensions, 18 --
the Nation's first line of defense in dealing with the serious unemployment con-
ditions we have faced during the past months and which we expect to continue
for some time. Unemployment benefits have provided the means by which mil-
lions of jobless workers have been able to maintain their households and families
during these hard times. Moreover, the program is helping to sustain the econ-
omy, as benefits are being paid at a rate expected to be about $19 billion this
year, a five fold increase over the benefits paid out in 1978. This level of bene-
fits, which is helping maintain aggregate demand in the Nation’s economy, I8

53-821 0-75 -5
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In 1978, $4 billion in unemployment benefits was paid out to over 5 million
beneficiaries. In 1974, $6 billlon was paid to over 71 million. For 1975, we
estimate about $19 blllion will be paid out to over 14 million unemployed work-
ers. For calendar year 1976, we estimate the figure will be over $18 billion to
over 12 million claimants.

Over the past few months I have spent some time in our regional offices and

_ in observing the activities of local employment security offices in a number of

States. I have witnessed first hand the extraordinary workloads handled by
the State agencles caused by the sudden and dramatic rise in unemployment
levels. I appreciate the complexities involved in administering not only a greatly
expanded volume of regular and extended benefit clalms, but also the problems
of the initial claims of people who become newly eligible for unemployment
benefits by reason of the Special Unemployment Assistance (SUA) program.

I have been generally impressed by the work performed by the staff of unem-
ploymeut insurance and employment service offices throughout the country. A
remarkable job has been performed, often with no increase in staff, with the
need to work nights and weekends, and under constant, heavy pressure. They
deserve the Nation’s thanks for the job they have done.

NEED FOR FURTHER EXTENSION OF TEMPORARY PROGRAMB

While the program is presently handling the current work load, it is apparent
to the Administration and the Members of Congress that while the current high
unemployment levels persist, an increasing number of workers are scheduled
to exhaust all of their available benefits including those available under FSB
and SUA. As a temporary measure, Senator Javits introduced and the Congress
passed a further extension of benefits up to 65 weeks for regular claimants as
a part of the tax reduction bill. However, this provision explres on June 30—just
20 days from now.

As I pointed out in my confirmation hearings and at my swearing-in cere-
mony, the number one priority for curing the Nation’'s economic ills is to get the
economy moving through tax reduction measures. This has been accomplished
and fortunately we are already beginning to see signs that the recession is coming
to an end. We know, however, that even with the beginning of recovery, unem-
ployment may be expected to recede slowly. e

In this setting, the Administration proposed a further extension of the tem-
porary unemployment programs. These were carefully considered by the Sub-
committee on Unemployment Compensation of the Housé Ways and Means Com-
mittee. That Committee and the full House adopted the Administration’s rec-
ommendations for extending benefits through the end of this year and signifi-
cant technical amendments but it did not include a major provision which we
believe requires immediate attention. H.R. 6900 contains no effective means of de-
phasing the unprecedented 65 weeks of benefits for regular claimants nor the
39 weeks for SUA claimants until insured unemployment drops to a level of
414 percent or the program terminates. Senator Javits has, therefore, introduced
by request S. 1810 which is the Administration’s proposal. S. 1810 not only pro-

._vides for the extension of benefits similar to the House passed bill but it provides

for a dephasing of those benefits in 1876 as the economy begins to improve in the
Nation and in each area.

TLet n&e“describe first the features of S. 1810, after which I will comment on the
House .

8. 1810—F8B Provisions

The Administration proposals concerning the temporary extensions of bene-
fits are incorporated in S. 1810. As I have indicated, a maximum of up to 85
weeks of benefits (26 weeks of regular UI, 13 weeks of Federal-State extended
and 26 weeks of Federal Supplemental Benefits) is. now available until June
30. As‘current legislation now stands, after June 30, the maximum available
will be 52 weeks, until the program expires at the end of 1976. We-believe the
65-week maximum will be needed on a nationwide basis beyond June 30 and,
indeed until the end of this calendar year. Accordingly, the bill provides for
the extension nationwide of the 85-week maximum through December 31, 1975,
instead of June 30, 1975.

After December 81, 1975, the bill provides that as long as the rate of in-
sured unemployment for the Nation or for each area does not drop below 6
percent for 3 consecutive months, the full maximum of 65 weeks would con-
tinue to be avgilable in that area.
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When the rate drops below 6 percent for either the Nation or the area,
but remains as high as 5 percent for both, the maximum benefits payable
would be 52 weeks, -

When the rate drops below 5 percent for either the Nation or the area, FSB
would no longer be avajlable, and the maximum benefits payable would be 39
weeks: 26 weeks of regular benefits and 13 weeks of extended benefits pay-
able under the permanent program.

The 18 weeks of extended benefits under the permanent program would con-
tinue to be available on a nationwide basis as long as the rate of insured un-
employment for the Natlon is 434 percent or higher as provided in the per-
manent laws. B

‘We have carefully considered a wide range of possible trigger levels before
arriving at those we recommend. We believe that they will appropriately dephase -
these temporary programs as the economy improves.

The following table shows how the total maximum duration of benefits
would decline as unemployment levels recede in 1976 :

TABLE
Maximum duration of benefits in weeks UI/EB/

Both nationsl and area IUR/SA fsB1 SUA
Gpercant and Over. .....c.ceeniiieeiiiianaans 85 3
510 5.9 percent..... . %
410 4.9 percant?d..... 0
39percentoriess?. .. ... ... o .eennnnn.. 0

1 Ul equal regular un2mployment insurance; EB equal extended benefits payable under the permanent program;
FSB equal Federal surplementsi benefits, payable on a tomponr‘ basis. X

$ These entries are illustration.; existing law provides for both national and State triggers. State triggers could continue
oxtended benefits selectively.

8. 1810—8UA Provisions

8. 1810 relates not only to the temporary FSB program but also to the Speclal
Unemployment Assistance (SUA) program enacted last December. This is the
temporary program, which is now under consideration by another committee,
to provide protection to those 12 million workers not eligible for benefits under
the regular unemployment insurance program, As it now stands, benefits are
provided under this program for a maximum of 26 weeks. As indicated on the
attached table a significant number of these workers are expected to exhaust their
benefits and still be without work. Accordingly, the bill provides that the maxi-
mum amount available on a nationwide basis throughout 1975 be increased from
26 to 39 weeks. As is proposed with respect to the FSB program, the bill pro-
vides a dephasing of the levels of SUA during 1976 on an area basis, as unem-
ployment levels recede. : . )

In other words, the maximum 39 weeks would be available in an area as long
as the rate of insured unemployment nationwide and for the area was 6 percent
or higher. When it drops below 6 percent for either the Nation or the area but
is at least 5 percent for both, a maximum of 26 weeks of SUA would be available
in the area. When the national or area rate drops below b percent, these benefits
would no longer be avallable in the area.

DEPHASING MECHANISM

We feel that a trigger-off mechanism should be incorporated because benefit
durations of as long as 65 weeks for covered workers and 30 weeks for those
eligible for SUA benefits are durations that were not designed for normal economic
perlods. These levels of benefits are geared only for protracted periods of unem-

~ ployment such as we are currently experiencing.

e also feel the trigger-off mechanism is desirable in order to make the most
effective use of limited public financial resources. By targeting funds to those
areas with the slowest rates of recovery, we will assure that special and supple-
mentat benefits are used only where they are absolutely necessary.

We urge unemployment rate triggers because we believe that the duration of
benefits must be directly related to the level of unemployment in the local labor
market. We recognize that as available job opportunities decline, the typical
job search period must be extended and longer periods of compensation are nec-
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essary. Furthermore, the impact of high unemployment is felt on job markets
throughout the country which give job seekers fewer employment alternatives
even if they widen the geographical area of their job search, A rational trigger
recognizes this reduction in potential geographic mobility and provides extended
benefit duration to sustain a necessarily longer job search. Conversely, as eco-
nomic recovery takes place, the job search period decreases correspondingly and
area varfations in the rates of recovery make it desirable to encourage worker
mobility, thus the need for a national trigger-off. The reason we are also recom-
mending an area detrigger mechanism for phasing out extra weeks of unemploy-
ment benefits is that an area trigger is most responsive to geographic variations
in unemployment. Since the 1960's, geographic variations in the unemployment
rate during recessions have become more pronounced. We expect that as the
economy turns around, the rate of recovery will vary markedly from area to area.
This expectation is supported by a recent study, reported in the Monthly Labor
Review showing increasingly wider differences in unemployment levels among
geographic areas in the 1970’s as compared with the last decade.! Consequently,
there is a need for a mechanism that will be locally responsive and geared
specifically to areas with high unemployment rates.

The trigger mechanism is a built-in stabilizer that responds semi-automatically
to changes in the level of economic activity. One of our purposes is to make it
turn on better and make it turn off better, as the economies of our labor markets
shift and change.

I recognize, Mr. Chairman, that the “triggers” and the set of concepts implicit
in that term appear to be complicated.

I would like to describe what I believe are the basic purposes of triggers. The
first purpose, I think, is to recognize that if the Federal Government has a lim-
ited amount of money, it is common sense to try to concentrate that money into
those areas where the unemployment rates are highest. i

The second purpose, as I see it, particularly for the future, Mr. Chairman, is
that our economy is likely to undergo a period in which there are very marked
differences in the unemployment picture, locality by locality as the total levels
of unemployment recede in the economy. We need to pay more attention to the
geographical structure of unemployment, the locality structure of unemployment,
in the period ahead. As I indicated earlier, there is new information which sug-
gests that these structural changes need a good bit of attention.

The third reason for emphasizing triggers, in my opinion, is that if we design
them to respond properly to changes in economic conditions, the duration of
unemployment insurance payments will increase promptly with the onset of eco-
nomic decline. They will then be reduced promptly as the economy recovers.
Triggers are necessary to tune these payments to fluctuations in the economy.

The fourth purpose, I think, for paying attention to this subject is that if
we can together design an improved system of triggers, it will prevent the need
for what has been a record of ad hoc intervention in this matter by Congressional
action. On six different occasions, the Congress, for understandable reasons, has
altered the operation of the trigger established in 1970 with respect to the
permanent program of Federal-State extended benefits. Such ad hoc intervention
emphasizes the fact that we do not have a well designed or accepted system.

So for these reasons, the topic here is important. Generally, we propose essen-
tially local area triggers because we think triggers should be tuned to fluctuations
in the economic conditions within the .locality—that is, a locality of 250,000
population or more.

It is important to note that our recommendations call for the trigger pro-

visions to be based on three months experience. This assures that the trigger
on and trigger off response will be to truly underlying economic conditions and
trends, and not be in response to abberations or quirks in the monthly statistical
data. )
We also think it is easier and more appropriate to adjust benefit durations to
changing conditions at the local level rather than to national conditions. The
present system undoubtedly conceals a great deal of variation among areas and
communities.

Our recommendations as to the unemployment levels at which to set the
trigger are made on the basis of historical trends and projections of future con-
ditions. We have carefully considered a wide range of possible trigger levels
before arriving at those we recommend. For example, our recent analysis indi-
cated that, as unemployment was rising and as we broached the six percent IUR

1 Andrew M. Sum and Thomas P. Rush, ‘The Geographlc Structure of Unemployment
Rates,’’ Monthly Lador Review, March 1975, pp. 3-9.
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level, the number of exhaustees showed a substantial build ‘up. indicating that
the job search situation was still deteriorating.

MAJOR LABOR MARKET AREAS

For the purpose of our proposed extended beneflts program, 4 major labor mar-
ket area is defined as a Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA) with
250,000 or more population in July 18783, the latest date for which comparable
data are available. There are 139 such areas throughout the Nation. In total, 64
percent of the Nation's population reside in these 139 large SMSA’s, SMSA's are
defined by the Office of Management and Budget and are in common use by gov-
ernment and private enterprise. In addition, those portions of each State which
are not covered by these 139 large SMSA’s are included in a balance-of-State
area. With the 51 balance-of-State areas, the number of jurisdictions which
would be subject to their individual unemployment rate triggering would be
1900. We will be happy to make available for the record a list of all such areas.

Based on the Administration’s economic assumptions the national insured
unemployment rate (IUR) in January 1976 will still be above 8 percent. At that
time, we estimate that some 92 local areas and 34 balance-of-State areas for
a total of 126 with 74 percent of the Nation's insured unemployed, will continue
to be eligible for the supplemental benefits and SUA programs.

H.R. 6900

I should like to turn now to the House passed bill which is also aimed at ex-
tending the FSB and SUA programs, With respect to the FSB program H.R. 6900
would extend the full maximum of 65 weeks until June 80, 1976. Thereafter and
until the end of 1976, a maximum of 52 weeks of such benefits would be pro-
vided. Thus, for 1975, the two bills contain the same FSB provision. The critical
difference is that while S. 1810 incorporates an area-trigger mechanism for
reducing the levels of both FSB and SUA benefits available during 1976 as cond!-
tions improve. H.R, 6900 contains no such device.

The Department of Labor has enjoyed a close working relationship with
the members and staff of the Subcommittee on Unemployment Compensation
of the Committee on Ways and Means, where H.R. 6900 originated. Our under-
standing is that the Subcommittee intends to explore thoroughly the implica-
tions of various alternative trigger mechanisms for activating and detrigger-
ing extended benefit programs.

We share with the Subcommittee the recognition that action is needed quickly
to prevent the level of extended benefits from being reduced after June 80, and
to extend the SUA program. We welcome particularly the technical amendments
to SUA incorporated into the House-passed bill that experience has shown are
needed. But we believe now is the time also to incorporate the detriggering de-
vices of the Administration proposal.

It is our view that an appropriate mechanism should be built into the tem-
porary benefit programs now, so that in 1976 there will be -available a means
for reducing benefit durations when there are corresponding improvements in
economic conditions.-We feel also that the appropriate places where this detrig-
gering should apply are the major labor market areas in the country. We believe
S. 1810 would provide an orderly dephasing of the two extended benefit programs,
while ensuring the continued availability of appropriate amounts of extended
benefits in areas with excessively high levels of unemployment,

For these reasons, we support S. 1810 over the House passed H.R. 6900,
and would again point out the urgency of this legislation. In 20 days from today
the provisions added by the Tax Reduction Act will expire, effectively cutting
off benefits to many workers and denying them to others.

CHANGES IN PERMANENT PROGRAM

I indicated earlier that I would identify some of the areas of our Federal-
State system of unemployment insurance where we believe permanent changes
should be explored in 1975. In the near term, I hope to submit specific proposals
for your consideration, after further informal consultations with representative
groups seeking as large an area of consensus as possible. It {s most important
to identify those aspects of the programs where there is agreement on improve-
ment. Otherwise, we risk getting no changes at all, In addition, we hope to learn
from the experience gained in this period of high unemployment so as to be
better prepared to offer constructive changes in our regular, permanent program
of unemployment insurance. )
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COVERAGE

In enacting the temporary program of SUA last December, Congress recognized
that an uncovered worker with steady attachment to the labor force is no less
vulnerable to the risk of unemployment than a worker laid off from a covered
job. That program is due to expire at the end of this year, or at the end of
1976 if our proposals made earlier are adopted. When this program ends, those
workers will again be without unemployment insurance protection.

Although some States have gone beyond the current Federal coverage pro-
visions and have extended the regular program to include one or more of the
groups of workers otherwise excluded, amendment of the Federal law would be
necessary to ensure that these workers are protected in all States.

It takes about two years for an extension of coverage, through amendment to
Federal law, to become effective. Each State must enact corresponding coverage
provisions in its unemployment insurance law, Not until the provision is on the
State statute books can workers begin to establish qualifying wage credits.

It appears that there is now widespread support for extending coverage to

" certain excluded groups of workers.

FINANCING

There also appears to be widespread sentiment that unemployment insurance
must be put on a sounder financial basis. The key to this issue is the current Fed-
eral unemployment tax rate of 3.2 percent and the current Federal taxable wage
base of the first $4,200 paid a worker. This wage base was set in the 1970 legisla-
tion. Under the original Social Security Act, the wage base was total wages. In
1939 it was established as £3,000 and it remained at that figure until 1970.

Most States have the same $4,200 tax base. An increase in tax base beyond the
Federal base in difficult to get adopted in many States because of apprehension
that an increase would put their employers at a competitive disadvantage.

When more revenue is needed to finance benefit costs, as is the case now, a
State can accomplish this by increasing tax rates, by increasing the tax base, or
by doing both. A low tax base will mean higher tax rates for more employers, up
to the maximum rates permitted by State law. If these maximum rates hold, it
will mean less opportunity for arraying rates in accordance with individual
employers’ experience with unemployment, which is what experience rating sys-
tems in every State are designed to do.

Moreover, benefits are based on a worker's total wages up to the maximum
weekly benefit amounts, while taxes are determined by rates and the taxable
wage base limit, Orly about 50 percent of all wages in covered employment are
taxed, and in some States the ratio of taxable wages to total wages is well below
50 percent, and falling as wages increase.

The current $4,200 wage base has become less and less realistic when measured
against the rise in total wages. An increase in the wage base is one of the means
to be considered to help ensure sound financing at the State level, as well as for
accumulating sufficient revenues through the net Federal tax to meet our finan-
cial commitments at the national level.

WEEKLY BENEFIT AMOUNTS

It is important also that the question of benefit adequacy be examined in terms
of what purposes unemployment benefits are intended to serve and whether cur-
rent levels of benefits meet those purposes. The goal has historically been to pro-
vide a 50 percent replacement of normal weekly pay before taxes. Most States
now meet this goal with respect to benefits below the maximum; however, sub-
stantial numbers of workers are still cut off by low ceilings from receiving a
benefit equal to half their normal pay before taxes.

Largely because of the low maximums in State laws, the average weekly benefit
amount now paid is about $65.

We recognize that the current drains on State and Federal unemployment funds
are enormous. We recognize also that providing an adequate maximum weekly
benefit amount in every State would add somewhat to the costs of the program.
The current heavy costs, however, are attributable for the most part to the ex-
traordinary volume of unemployment. We belleve a reasonable approach to benefit
adequacy should be considered this year. In any event, legislating now to improve
weekly benefit amounts would not impact costs or benefit levels received by job-
less workers for about 2 years.



%

-%}-I_ﬁ

3

67

TRIGGERING DEVICES FOB EXTENDED BENEFITS

There have been a number of problems with the triggering mechanism in our
permanent program of extended benefits—which makes available a maximum of
18 weeks of extended benefits, whey_unemployment either in the Nation or in
the State reaches prescribed levels. As part of the State trigger, the level of
unemployment must not only be high enough, but must also be 20 percent higher
than the level of the corresponding periods in the previous two years. The object
of this provision was to ensure that extended benefits would not trigger on in
a State solely because of normal seasonal downturns.

Instead, this provision has prevented States from staying in trigger on status
when unemployment is substantially high for a sustained period. In effect, it
causes States to trigger off when high unemployment continues much beyond
one year. It has been necessary for Congress to act on six occasions to permit
waiver for a continuing period of this 20 percent requirement.

Clearly, we should consider adjustments in the trigger mechanism for the
permanent program of extended benefits. These should be aimed at making ex-
tended benefits available at the early stage of an economic decline, and at trigger-
ing on the program when unemployment levels are high, regardless of how they,
compare with & previous period. Our experience under the temporary programs
may reveal other reasonable approaches on which a consensus may be based,

STUDY COMMISSION

The third step-to improvements in the program ties in with the recommendation
of the Federal Advisory Council on Unemployment Insurance for the establish-
ment of a national group to conduct an in-depth study of the need for long-term
reforms in the system.

We should seriously consider the establishment of a national study commis-
ston on unemployment insurance. We believe such a body, set up on a representa-
tive basis, might make a significant contribution to an extensive evaluation of
the system and particularly to an understanding of the relationship of unem.
ployment insurance with other income maintenance systems.

The scope of any such commission should be broad enough to permit a thorough
examiniation of the basle structure of this program and its underlying principles,

I should point out, however, that action on the current legislation now pending
must not be postponed pending establishment of a study commission and publica-
tion of its findings.

Again, I wish to express my appreciation and that of my colleagues for this op-
portunity to appear and offer our views on unemployment insurance. I hope
this Committee will extend to us another opportunity in the near future to dls-
cuss our further proposals.

EXHAUSTIONS OF BENEFITS UNDER REGULAR UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE (Ul) PROGRAMS AND UNDER
SPECIAL UNEMPLOYMENT ASSISTANCE (SUA) PROGRAM, 1973-76

Regular  Extended
Ut benefits FSB-1 FsB-21 SUA-1 SUA-2

ACTUAL

428, 000

4

340, 000

426, 000

April-June. ... .. .. ..., 504, 000

Jul -SOMCI‘HDM ..................... 507, 000

ber-December.................. 496, 000

ESTIMATED ?

Janyary-March 1975 700, 000 300, 000 100,000 ... ... .cccevarzarzzecccenconnnae
April-fune... ... . ... 900, 000 400, 000 300, 000 50, 000 10,000 .......... -
mlyaepmnw ..................... 000,000 550,000 350,000 150,000 90, 000 10,060
October-December. ... . 000, 000 600, 000 400, 000 200, 000 90, 000 40, 000
Janua —Mmh 1976 100, 000 600, 000 400, 000 200, 000 90, 000 50, 000
April-June._......... . , 000 600, 000 400, 000 200, 000 90, 000 50, 000
July-September..................... 900, 000 550, 000 350, 000 200, 000 80,000 - 50,000
October-Decomber. ..__............. 900, 000 450, 000 250, 000 200, 000 70, 000 40, 000

1 FSB-1 and FSB-2 refer to exhaustion of Federal supplemental benafits for covered workers, weeks 52 and 65 (tiers |
:'n.d' 2), 2‘6“”?3‘9"('1{ sulA-ldag;' fUA -2 refer to oxhau:tfon of special unemployment assistance for noncovered workers,

an ofs 1 an especti
m"ﬁﬂ‘.‘ﬁ’u austion for calendar year (976 based on assumption of no change in FSB and SUA trigger mechanisms
w.
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Senator Byrp. The next witness will be Mr. William Heartwell, Jr.,
commissioner of employment, Commonwealth of Virginia, and chair-
man of the Legislative and Legal Affairs Committee of the Interstate
Conference of Employment Security Agencies.

The committee is very pleased to have Mr. Heartwell present today.
Before the chairman calls on Mr. Heartwell, if you will permit me to
make an observation.

The CuARMAN [presiding]. That is fine.

Senator Byro. I have known Mr. Heartwell for many years. We in
Virginia are very proud of his long and effective service to the Com-
monwealth of Virginia. We in Virginia recognize him as being an
outstanding public official, a man of splendid abilities who has done
a magnificant job for our State and I am happy that he has been
recognized by his colleagues throughout the Nation by being made
chairman of the Legislative and Legal A ffairs Committee of the Inter-
state Conference on Employment Security Agencies.

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to say to my colleagues of the Finance
Committee, Mr. Heartwell is an outstanding public official. I thank
the ghairman and the committee for permitting me to say these few
words.

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM L. HEARTWELL, JR., COMMISSIONER,
VIRGINIA EMPLOYMENT COMMISSION, AND CHAIRMAN, LEG-
ISLATIVE AND LEGAL AFFAIRS COMMITTEE, INTERSTATE
CONFERENCE OF EMPLOYMENT SECURITY AGENCIES, INC, AC-
COMPANIED BY ROBERT GOODWIN, ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR, IN-
TERSTATE CONFERENCE OF EMPLOYMENT SECURITY AGENCIES,
INC., WASHINGTON, D.C.

Mr. HeartweLr. Thank you, Senator, for those very kind remarks.
I realize the lateness of the hour. I will keep my remarks very brief
and to the legislation we are considering.

I do have with me and to my right Mr. Robert Goodwin, who is a
former Director of the Bureau of-Employment Security for many
years and is now_associated as an associate director with the Interstate
Conference of Employment Security Agencies here in Washington.

I think you gentlemen understand that the Interstate Conference
of Employment Security Agencies represent all of the State employ-
ment security administrators throughout the country and that our
basic responsibility, of course, is administering the employment se-
curity program and the unemployment insurance program.

Our responsibility also includes the unemployment insurance that
is being considered before you this morning, the Federal supplemen-
tary benefits,

Because of our responsibilities with respect to these programs, we
do appreciate this opportunity and I would like to also acknowledge
the Secretary’s remarks cencerning the tremendous crunch that all
employment security agencies throughout the States are experiencing
during this downturn in the economy, and to say that through many
long and dedicated weeks, weekends, and holidays we do feel, sir,
that we have acted responsibly in seeing that qualified claimants
receive their benefits. It has been very traumatic in some respects but
also very rewarding, and that we did have a system in place that could
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move quickly, efficiently, expeditiously to see that these people were

paid.

The bylaws of our conference, sir, require us to poll the States
before we come up with a collective position on pending legislation,
and on this particular legislation we took this step and polled the
States and presented our testimony initially to the House Committee
on Ways and Means. The States were invited to react specifically to
proposals put forth by the administration and incorporated in I¥R
6504. The administration recommendations are also contained in S.
1810. Our poll presented six questions and to the extent that these
questions are pertinent to this hearing, I will report them to you
today. And for those who are interested we have attached to our
testimony the full text of the questions and answers to all questions
in our questionnaire,

The first question we presented to the State administrators was
whether or not they favored an extension of the special unemploy-
ment assistance in the Federal supplemenetal benefits program in
1975. On the extension of the SUA, 42 States favored the proposal
and 4 States did not. On the extension of Federal supplementary
benefits, 41 States favored the ﬁ)lroposal and 5 States did not.

I might add, though, Mr. Chairman and Senator Byrd, that it
should be stated that some of the States voting in favor of the tpx‘o—
posal, including Virginia, did so mainly because of the gravity of the
situation but raised very serious questions identifying an unemploy-
ment insurance program up to 65 weeks, particularly if it is financed
by employers.

For 1976 the administration proposed that both SUA and FSB
be put on an area basis. The administration’s area proposal would
trigger on in areas with populations of 250,000 or more, and as a
separate area, the balance of the State, only if both the national and
area insured unemployment rates, seasonally adjusted, for each of the
most recent 3 calendar months is at least 6 Percent to qualify for 39
weeks of SUA benefits or up to 26 weeks of SBA benefits. If unem-
ployment drops below 6 percent, but not less than 5 percent, SUA
benefits would be reduced to 26 weeks and FSB benefits to 13 weeks.
If either the national or area trigger drops below 5 percent for 3
consecutive months, no SUA benefits would be gayable and extended
benefits would be limited to the 138 weeks available under the triggers
of the 1970 law as amended last year.

I might add that the States were very much against this-area pro-

- posal. Only 2 States favored this proposal and 44 States voted against

this area trigger. ]

In speaking of the trigger I think we can give some good indications
in my home State that I would like to refer to briefly. But basically,
the opposition to the area trigger centered on the use of areas for
paying these benefits because State administrators are strongly op-
posed for the following reasons.

First, in some States, such as Virginia and Texas, our areas of
high population, our urban corridor would not qualify under the
250,000 population criterion because the insured unemployment rate
is below this. This is true in areas of Texas also and other States, yet
in some of our smaller areas that would not qualify populationwise,
where we have high unemployment, and this includes areas such as
Lynchburg, Petersburg, areas in the valley, areas in the southside,
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areas in southwest Virginia. They will not qualify because of a lack
of population and because of the balance of State-insured unemploy-
ment rate is not high enough to qualify.

So you would actually, in effect, have in Virginia under the arca
trigger no one that would qualify, and we think this is inequitable.

Texas.—I will skip this testimony. They have some other examples
of what I have just related that is included for the record.

I would like to also very briefly bring up another question that has
been of tremendous concern to the administrators which is included
in H.R. 6900, which is an amendment providing that benefits be not
Eald to teachers, researchers, and principal administrators employed

y schools duiring the period between academic years or terms if they
have contracts with any school for both such years or terms.

This-problem, as you are aware, has been addressed by the Appro-
gflatlons Committee in the House, which included a provision in

.R. 5899 which would deny these payments to teachers. I might add
on the question of including the teacher provision not paying the
teachers. 43 States voted in favor of this and only 3 not in favor.

One other item that has been touched upon by the Secretary in his
testimony is the question concerning the source of funds for Federal
supplemental benefits.

As you are aware 65 weeks are now funded from the Federal pay-
roll tax. We polled the States concerning their views on how long
should the employer tax pay for the supplemental benefits. Six States
concluded that we should continue funding from the pavroll tax for
the full 65 weeks. Six States thought that the period should be limited
to 52 weeks, but 32 States believed the limit should be only 39 weeks.
And I might add that our employees in Virginia also feel very strongly
that an unemployment insurance program anything over 39 weeks
should be funded out of general revenue.

In summary, Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee. the
Interstate Conference does favor the extension of SUA for another
year to December 31, 1976, and to increase the maximum amount pay-
able from 26 to 39 weeks through June 30, 1976. We also favor the
extension of the present 26-week maximum under Federal supple-
mental benefits through June 30, 1976 with a drop back in both pro-

‘grams by 13 weeks to the original enacted duration after that date.

‘We strongly oppose the area trigger as proposed in S. 1810 and
egdorse the State and national triggers which are contained in H.R.
6900.

We favor the proposal in H.R. 6900 providing that benefits be not
payable to teachers between academic years or terms if they have
contracts with school for both such years or terms.

We believe that the source of funds for financing extended benefits
should be financed by payroll tax only through the 39th week and
bevond that from general funds of the Treasury.

In closing, Mr. Chairman and Senator Byrd, this is a very brief
summation of the testimonv that is recorded in more depth in the
prepared statement that will be furnished to the committee.

The CriatikMax. Thank you verv much. Do you have any questions?

Senator Byrn. Thank you. Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Heartwell, the national unemployment rate is what, 9.2 percent?

Mr. HEARTWELL. Yes, sir.
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Senator Byrp. And it is 7 percent for those under UI?

Mr. HEARTWELL. Yes, sir.

Senator Byrn. Now, what are the two comparable figures for the
State of Virginia? _ ’

Mr. HearrwerL. Well, in Virginia, sir, the latest rate that we can
verify, the unemployment rate, is 6.6 percent by April, and we esti-
mate 7.4 percent for May, in comparison with the 9.2 percent. To an-
swer the second part of this, out of our labor force of approximately
2,150,000, about 1,400,000 are covered under the act. I have not figured
this out, percentagewise.

Senator Byrp. Which areasof Virginia have the larger percentage
of unemployment ?

Mr. HeartweLL. We have a very unique situation, Senator, in that »

our urban corridor—vhich of course starts here and goes down
through northern Virginia, Richmond, and cuts across through the
veninsula into tidewater—which represents about 65 percent of our
population, has very low unemployment. Richmond’s insured unem-
pl%yment is 1.4 percent.

Senator Byro. 1.4 percent ?

- Mr. HEARTWELL. Yes, sir, the city of Richmond insured unemploy-
ment. Now, our high unemployment areas are basically—in the smal-
ler areas, where durable manufacturing has been hard-hit; this is tex-
tiles, furniture, electronics, home furnishings, apparels, and these areas
have been the Danville-Martinsville area south of Roanoke, and in-
cluding Galax and Marion, which have been very heavily hit. Some
areas in the valley, mainly Staunton and Waynesboro—and in some
of these areas, you have unemployment rates as high as 12 and 13 per-
cent, but they are smaller areas, and it is because the durable manu-
facturing is basically, in these particular areas.

Senator Byrp. Well, is the Martinsburg area—furniture manufac-
turing—beginning to make a comeback, is it not ¢

Mr. HEaRTwELL. Yes, sir. Martinsville is an extremely interesting
area. I was just there in April 1974. They had a claims load of 29; 29
claims for the whole month of April in 1974. In 1975, it had 13,200;
and this is a rather dramatic explanation of what has happened to that
area. But you are exactly right; some of our major industries are be-
ginning to recall in that area, and the unemployment rate is dropping.

Senator Byrp. Well, of course, that would not just be the city of
Martinsburg. I would assume that would be the case in Henry County,
Patrick County, and Franklin County. Would the improvement get to
Danville?

Mr. HearrweLL. Yes, sir. Danville has been very heavily hit, and
Galax is where you have a concentration of apparels. -

Senator Byrp. How about the far southwest and the coal mining
area ? There is not too much unemployment there is there

Mr. HearTweLL. No, sir, there is not. Actually, going down the inter-
state to the far southwest, unemployment has not been high. Starting
at Marion and coming up through Roanoke, it is much higher. About
46 percent of our unemployment is basically in what we call western
Virginia. That would incorporate—starting at Martinsville, it would
incorporate the areas we have been discussing. The other areas of
the State, except for ;flockets, as I mentioned, in the valley, and a few
on the south side, we have been very fortunate, sir.
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Senator Byro. Thank you, Mr. Heartwell. Thank you, Mr. Chair-
man,

The CHAmdan. Thank you very much, gentlemen.

Mr. HEarTtweLL. Thank you, sir. -

[Mr. Heartwell’s prepared statement follows:]

"STATEMENT BY WILLIAM L. HEARTWELL, JR., COMMISSIONER, VIROINIA EMPLOY-

MENT COMMISSION AND CHAIRMAN, LEGISLATIVE AND LEGAL AFFAIRS COMMITTEE,
INTERSTATE CONFERENCE OF EMPLOYMENT SECURITY AGENCIES, INC.

Mr, Chairman, and members of the Committee, iny name is William L. Heart-
well, Jr., Commissioner of the Virginia Employment Commission. I am also
Chairman of the Legislative and Legal Affairs Committee of the Interstate Con-
ference of Employment Security Agencies, and I am appearing before you today
in that capacity.

The Interstate Conference of Employment Security Agencies represents the
State Employment Security Administrators. These Administrators have respon-
sibility for administering the employment security program-—unemployment in-
surance and the public employment service in their respective States. Their
responsibility for unemployment insurance includes the two temporary programs
approved by Congress last December—the Federal Supplemental Benefits Pro-
gram and the Speclal Unemployment Assistance Program.

Because of our responsibilities with respect to these programs, we appreclate
the opportunity you have afforded us to testify before your Committee. We
presented our views to the Committee on Ways and Means on May 1, and we
are glad to have the apportunity to present our views toyou.

The Interstate Conference of Employment Security Agencies is very much
interested in permanent improvements in the unemployment insurance program,
but it is my understanding that the hearing today deals only with the question
of extension and revision of the Federal Supplemental Benefits Program and a
few related questions. The Interstate Conference testified on the extension of
SUA before the Senate Subcommittee on Employment, Poverty and Migratory
Labor of the Labor and Public Welfare Committee on May 20, 1975.

The unemployment insurance program has, during the last six or eight months,
borne the brunt of a crushing administrative load brought on by the very high
unemployment. During this period the UI system has paid benefits to more
workers than at any time in the history of the program. The system is now pay-
ing benefits to more than six million workers. Benefit payments have doubled
since this time a year ago, and in some States they have tripled or quadrupled.
A year ago our total unemployment .rate was 5.2 percent. Now it is 9.2 percent.

In spite of the tremendous increase in workload, the Ul system has done a
good job, although some of the weaknesses of the system have been emphasized
dramatically by the increased unemployment. These weaknesses are, of course,
in large part the reason why Congress passed the FSB and SUA legislation.
I assume that this Committee will address the problem of weaknesses in the
permanent UI system at a later date and the Conference would appreciate an
opportunity to present our views at that time,

The By-laws of the Intersfate Conference require us to poll the States hefore
presenting Conference views on pending legislation. We took this step and
polled the-States before presenting testimony to the House Committee on Ways
and Means. The States were invited to react specifically to proposals put forth
by the Administration and incorporated in H.R. 6504. The Administration recom-
mendations are contained in S. 1810. Our poll presented six questions and
to the extent that these questions are pertinent to this hearing, I will report them
to vou today. For those interested. I have attached to my testimony the full text
of the questions and answers to all questions in our questionnaire,

EXTENSION OF 8UA AND FSB

The first question we _presented to the State Administrators was whether or
not they favored an extension of the SUA and FSB programs for 1975. Specifi-
cally. for FSB the proposal was that entitlement be 100 percent of resular
bhenefit duration with a 26 week maximum. On the extension of SUA, 42 States
favored the proposal and 4 States did not favor the proposal. On the extension
of FSB, 41 States favored the proposal and 5 States did not favor the proposal.
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PAYING UI ON AN AREA BASIS
For 1076 the Administration proposed that both SUA and FSB be put-on an

- area basis. SUA is, of course, on an area basis now but this provision has not

been operative as the national trigger has been in effect since February 22, 1976.
The Administration’s area proposal would trigger on in areas with populations
of 250,000 or more, and as a separate area, the balance of the State, only if doth,
the national and area insured unemployment rates (seasonally adjusted) for
each of the most recent three calendar months is at least 6 percent to qualify
for 39 weeks of SUA benefits or up to 26 weeks of SBA benefits. If unemployment
drops below 6 percent, but not less than 5 percent, SUA benefits would be reduced
to 26 weeks and F'SB benefits to 13 weeks. If either the national or area trigger
drops below 5§ percent for three consecutive months, no SUA benefits would be
payable and extended benefits would be limited to the 13 weeks available under
the triggers of the 1970 law as amended last year.

Only two States favored this proposal, and 44 States did not favor this proposal.

Opposition to this proposal centered on the use of areas as the administrative
base for paying UI henefits. State Administrators are strongly opposed to the
use of areas. As an alternative, the States voted.41 to 4 in favor of using State
and national triggers and for paying benefits if either the State or national
trigger is met. They favored using the trigger levels now in effect for SUA and
FSB for the remainder of the temporary period of these programs.

I believe, and most State Administrators agree, that an area trigger ls an
arbitrary device for deciding who will get benefits and who will not, and that
it would exclude large numbers of unemployed workers whose need for benefits
is as great as those who would get benefits. The area proposal is based on the
dublous assumption that the unemployed in areas with less than five or six
percent unemployment have less difficulty in obtaining reemployment. As those
with knowledge of the labor market know, a person's problem in finding reem-
ployment is complex, is related in a large degree to his own personal situation—
skill, age, occupational demand—and is affected only in a marginal way by the
level of unemployment in the area.

Highly qualified workers can find great difficulty in finding reemployment
if their occupation is not currently in demand, or if they are 50 years of age,
or for many other reasons.

A major problem created by the area trigger proposal would be in those States
where unemployment is not high enough to trigger “the balance of State” area
but where there are sizeable cities under 250,000 with serious unemployment.
Virginia and Texas are examples of the States. Let me illustrate this problem

-by the specific problem in my own State of Virginia.

For instance, the areas of Richmond, Norfolk, Tidewater, Newport News,
Hampton and Northern Virginia would not qunllry for paying benefits under
the Bill even though they met the 250,000 requiremel*. Unemployment in all
of these areas would be bhelow the five and six percent requirement. On the
other hand, some of our smaller areas, but areas of substantial size, such as
Roanoke, Lynchburg, Winchester, Harrisonburg, Staunton-Waynesboro, Char-

" lottesville, Bristol, Danville, Martinsville, Fredericksburg, Covington-Clifton

Forge, Radford-Pulaski, would not be ecligible even though the unemployment

rates generally are higher in these areas than they are in areas over 250,000.

Most of our employment in textiles and furniture is in these smaller areas and
these industries have been hit very hard with unemployment.

‘In case you may think Virginia represents an isolated case, let me give you
the information furnished to me by Henry Rothell, Administrator for the Texas
Employment Commission. Again, Texas would not trigger on with either five
or six percent for “rest of State” area. (Insured unemployment rate for State
is only 2.6 percent.) At the same time, workers in the following areas have
serious problems: Laredo with a population of 75,000 and an insured unemploy-
ment rate of 8.4 percent. Sherman-Dennison with a population of 83,000 and an
unemployment of 8.4 percent, Brownsville-Harlingen with a population of 140,000
and an unemployment rate of 7.1 percent and McAllen-Edinburg with a popu-
lation of 181,000 and an unemployment rate of 8.1 percent. Areas with populations
of over 250,000 such as Houston, Dallas, San Antonlo, Corpus Christie and
Beaumont would not qualify as unemployment is below 8§ percent. Unemployed
workers would not be eligible for benefits in these areas although there would
he many of them in overall numerical terms and many of _them would have
great difficulty in obtaining reemployment.

The area trigger approach would be extremely difficult to administer and
would greatly increase-administrative costs. Because many workers moved, and
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often base eligibility on work in several area:, every area would need classifica-
tion data for every other area—not only in a given State—but for areas in all
States. Interarea clearance of data to determine eligibility would present a
staggering administrative task.

The Administration proposal would use seasonally adjusted insured unem-
ployment data. Seasonally adjusted area data has not been produced by either
the national Manpower Ofiice or by the States except experimentally on a study

basis. The technical process of seasonal adjustment requires data for at least
three years and data is not available for some areas.

CLARIFICATION OF TEACHER ELIGIBILITY FOR SUA

As you probably know, H.R. 6900 includes an amendment providing that bene-~
fits be not payable to teachers, researchers and principal administrators em-
ployed by schools during the period between academic years or terms if they
have contracts with any school for both such years or terms. The question of
payment or nonpayment of SUA to teachers between periods of academtc years
or terms has been a controversial problem. The problem has also been addressed
by the Appropriation Committee in the House which included a provision in
H.R. 5839 which would deny these payments to teachers, Although H.R. 5899
has passed the House vith the teacher provision, it has not as yet become law.
It wonld be desirable for this Committee to retain the amendment on the teacher
question even if it shouid pass in H.R. 5899 in order to meet this problem after
the end of the 1978 Fiscal Year.

On the question of including the teacher provision, 43 States voted in favor
and only 3 voted not in favor.

S8OURCE OF FUNDS FOR FSB

Our questionnaire also contained a question concerning the source of funds
for FSB. As you know, all 65 weeks are now funded from the federal payroll
tax. Six States concluded that we should continue funding from the payroll
tax for the full 65 weeks. Six States thought the period should be limited to 52
weeks, and 32 States belleved that the limit should be 39 weeks. Bevond the
limits stated in the question, it would assume that funds would come from the
general funds of the Treasury for the FSB program.

SUMMARY

In summary, Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, the Interstate
Conterence favors the extension of SUA for another year to December 31, 1076,
and to increase the maximum amount payable from 26 to 39 weeks through
June 30, 1976. We also favor the extension of the present 26 week maximum
under FSB through June 30, 1976 with a drop back in both programs by 13
weeks to the original enacted duration after that date.

We strongly oppose the area trigger as proposed in 8. 1810 and endorse the
State and national triggers which are contained in H.R. 6900.

We favor the proposal in H.R. 6900 providing that benefits be not payable
to teachers between academic years or terms if they have contracts with school
for both such years or terms.

We believe that the source of funds for financing extended benefits should
be financed by parroll tax through the 39th week and beyond that from general
funds of the Treasury.

In closing, I want to again thank you Mr, Chairman, and members of the
Committee, for the opportunity to present our views. If you have questions I'll
be glad to try to answer them.

INTERSTATE CONFERENCE OF EMPLOYMENT SECURITY AGENCIES, INC.,
April 25, 1975.

MATLGRAM TO BTATE ADMINISTRATORS (S8EE ATTACHED LIST)

Frank Walsh and Bill Heartwell have accepted an invitation to testify before
the UI subcommittee of Ways and Means Thursday, May 1 on extension of SUA
and F'SB. In order that they may present the views of the States we are request-
ing that you respond to this poll. -

Our schedule is tight. Please furnish us with your response either in writing
or by telephone by COB Tuesday, April 29.
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Recommendations of the administration are contained in items one, two, three
and five. Item four represents an alternative to the administration’s point three.

1. It is proposed that SUA be extended through 1976. Faver the proposal, 42
States; do not favor, 4 States.

2. For the balance of 1975 :

(a) SUA entitlement is increased from 100 percent of regular entitlement, with
a 26-week maximum to 150 percent of regular entitlement, with a 39-week maxi-
mum, Favor the proposal, 39 States; do not favor, 7 States.

'(b) The FSB entitlement of 100 percent of regular benefit duration with a
26-week maximum enacted by the Tax Reduction Act of 1975 (Javits amendment)
through June 30, 1975, is continued to December 81, 19076. Favor the proposal, 41
States do not favor. 5 States.

For 1976

(a) Both SUA and I“SB are put on an area basis.

--{b) Areas are SMSA's with populatlons of 250,000 or more and, as a separate_
area, the balance of the State.

(c) SUA and FSB are payable in an area only if:

Both the national and the area IUR’s (seasonally adjusted) for each of the
most recent three calendar months are at least 5 percent.

(d) SUA is payable at 150 percent of regular benefit duration, up to 39 weeks
(instead of 100 percent, up to 26 weeks) and FSB is payable at 100 percent of
regular benefit entitlement, up to 26 weeks (instead of 50 percent, up to 13 weeks)
onlty if: Both the national and the area IUR’s (seasonally adjusted) for each of
the most recent 3 calendar months, are at least 6 percent. Favor the proposal, 2
States ; do not favor, 44 States.

4. If you voted no on three would you favor instead using State and national
triggers and make benefits payable if either the State of national trigger is met?
Favor, 41 States ; do not favor, 4.

5. With respect to SUA would you favor an amendment providing that bene-
fits be not payable to teachers, researchers and principal administrators employed
by schools during the period between academic years or terms if they have con-
tracts with any school for both such years or terms, (Similar to provision in '70
amendments for institutions of higher learning.) Favor the proposal, 43 States;
do not favor, 3.

6. The source of funds for F'SB is now from Federal payroll tax for full 65
weeks, With any of the proposed extensions would you prefer: (check) con-
tinue payroll tax as fund source for 65 weeks, 6 States; limit use of payroll tax
to 52 weeks, 6 States ; 1imit use of payroll tax to 39 weeks, 32 States.

7. Your alternative suggestions or comments. . cnncaoeua. ———————————
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Your prompt response will be appreciated.
RoBERT C. GOODWIN,
Assoctate Exzecutive Director,
TOEBSA.
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The Cuarraan. That concludes the hearings. We will have to have
a chance to analyze this information béfore we vote on a bill. Thank
you.

[Whereupon, at 12:26 p.m., the committee recessed, subject to the
call of the Chair.]

/\
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OHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, D.C., June 10, 1975.

Hon. RussgLL B. LoNg,
Chairman, Qommitice on Finance,
U.8. Senate, Washington, D.O.

DEeAR Mr. CHAIRMAN : This statement on temporary and emergency unemploy-
ment compensation benefits is made on behalf of the National Chamber’s mem-
bership which includes over 48,000 business enterprises and 3,600 trade and
professional associations, local and state chambers of commerce.

The National Chamber supports the permanent programs of the Federal-State
Unemployment Compensation system. This includes the program to provide up
to a maximum of twenty-six weeks of benefits to unemployed workers during
normal economic periods. It also includes an additional thirteen weeks of ex-
tended benefits in times of recession when there is prolonged unemployment.
Moreover, we support the financing of these permanent programs by employers
through payroll taxes.

We do not support H.R. 6900 and other proposals to have the federal govern-
ment extend unemployment compensation benefits beyond thirty-nine weeks.
Such extensions undermine the basic purpose of the program which is limited
to providing income maintenance for temporarily and involuntarily jobless
workers. While unemployment compensation should be the primary source of
income protection for people who are laid off, it is neither designed nor well
equipped for administering to the needs of the long-term unemployed. This is
the function of other manpower assistance programs and/or public relief which
can offer both income support and re-employment assistance of the type and
nature suited to the needs of those suffering from long-term, structural or
chronic unemployment. Of course, the solution for the unemployed is the crea-
tion of sufficient private sector jobs to absorb them into the work force.

For many years the business community has supported the unemployment
compensation program. We are concerned that adding temporary and emergency
extensions of benefit periods will weaken the system which has worked so
successfully for 40 years. This would occur at a time when employers are faced
with substantial cost increases just to provide funds for the permanent pro-
grams, plus increased costs for wages, Social Security payroll taxes and other
employee benefit programs.

This problem of continually extending benefits and still labeling it as un-
employment compensation emphasizes the need for a National Study Commission.

-As a preliminary step we urge the Committee to require that adequate sindies
be made by the Department of Labor of the cnrrent reciplents of existing long-
term unemployment compensation programs. Iaformation on what kinds of
people are drawing benefits, their work history, household income (wages, wel-
fare, food stamps, housing supplements, ete.), individual and family need for
income support, and access to or use of other manpower services should be
included as a mandate in any legislation adopted. The availability of such data
to a study commission and the Congress will be invaluable to the formulation
of sound income support policies and programs for the long-term unemployed.

We appreciate your consideration of our views and request that they be made
a part of the hearings record.

Cordially, Hi b
- TON DAvIs,

General Manager,
(19) Legislative Action.
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PorLioy PoSITION OF THE GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS TASK FORCE

Adopted by the Intergovernmental Relations Committee, National Conference of
State Legislatures, Late-Spring Meeting, Washington, D.C., June 5-6, 1975

UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS

The Intergovernmental Relations Committee of the National Conference of
State Legislatures urges Congress to immediately pass H.R. 6900 which extends
federal support for unemployment benefits up to a maximum of 65 weeks-through .
June 30, 1976.

The Intergovernmental Relations Committee wishes to draw special attention
to the need for section 202(b) which would clarify the eligibility of educational
employees for unemployment benefits between academic years.

The Intergovernmental Relations Committee further pledges its cooperation
to Congress in a review of existing federal-state benefit programs for the un-
employed. Such cooperation between the legislative branches is essential if the
benefits programs are to have maximum effectiveness in assisting persons who
are temporarily unemployed.

STATEMENT OF THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MANUFACTURERS

The National Association of Manufacturers, on behalf of its more than 13,000
member companies, appreciates this opportunity to comment on H.R. 6900.

The continuing high rate of unemployment has placed heavy demands on our
unemployment compensation system. Long lines at the unemployment office and
delays in benefit payment have been much publicized. But, looking beyond such
administrative problems, the underlying system has served the nation's unem-
ployment demands exceedingly well. Substantive deflciencies clearly exist how-
ever ; indeed as unemployment increases, the need for reform becomes at once
more apparent, and in some cases urgent.

However, in responding to the immediacy of the unemployment problem,
we must not lose sight of other ramifications of emergency legislative enacements.

Our present unemployment insurance system was originally intended to pro-
tect workers against the financial impact of involuntary unemnloyment by
providing them a degree of wage loss compensation for a reasonui.:> :lme while
they seek new employment. The payroll tax levied on employers attempted to
distribute the costs of financing the program among those who theoretically
caused the unemployment.

In most states the maximum duration of employer responsibllity was set at
approximately 26 weeks. Unemployment beyond that point was deemed more
likely attributable to employee-related causes (e.g. lack of diligence in seeking
new work). However, in light of recent economic conditions, Congress has
several times extended in 13 week increments, the definition of ‘‘reasonable”
period for seeking re-employment.

Such extensions, however, have been made without careful investigation as
to what is a reasonable time in view of current conditions. Is 65 weeks ‘“reason-
able” or should we extend duration to 78 weeks? two years? three? or indefi-
nitely? Fundamentally, the issue reduces to a determination of how long we
are going to provide compensation to the unemployed simply because at one time
they 1cere employed. Clearly, the original purpose of the unemployment com-
pensation system was not to serve as a permanent income maintenance pro-
gram for the formerly employed. With repeated extensions ol duration maxi-
mums, the system resembles such a program increasingly. -

In addition to benefit duration, it must also be determined whether the em-
ployer’s responsibility should be co-extensive with benefit duration. Clearly, the
employer cannot bear indefinitely the burden of financial support of former
employees. In view of the fact that weeks 40-65 were added to the system in
specific response to declining economic conditions it becomes difficult to justify
further burdening the employer with these costs. These additional weeks of
benefits have effectively been appended to the unemployment compensation sys-
tem, without regard to financing equities, simply because the system existed.
Apparently, if the employer can be required to fund compensation for unem-
ployment for which he theoretically is responsible, he can be required to finance
compensation for unemployment for which he is not responsible—l.e. unem-
ployment perpetuated by general economic conditions. -
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Industry urges the Committee in the deliberations on H.R. €900 and future
unemployment insurance legislation as well, to consider the distortive effects
of repeated ad hoc additions to the system. The program was not designed to
serve conditions such as exist today. It cannot be transformed in increments to
serve in periods of high and protracted unemployment by simple extension of
benefit duration. Once it is determined how long benefits should endure, adequate
and cquitable provision must be made for financing such benefits, as well,

While some unemployment insurance issues should be dealt with immediately
(e.g., extended coverage, interim financing reform) others (including perma-
nent fundings, duration, benefit adeguacy) uare essentially policy determina-
tions., These require more extensive evaluation of the system’s past experience
and appraisal of its present objectives, and cannot therefore be dealt with so
readily. For this reason, the Federal Advisory Council on Unemployment Com-
pensation has unanimously recommended, and industry fully supports, the estab-
lishment of a national study commission on unemployment compensation. Such
a commission would represent the long-awaited rational approach to fundamental
questions of unemployment insurance, which have virtually, since the inception
of the program, been dealt with on an intuitive basis.

Fundamental changes in the system is needed, but fundamental change can-
not be achieved through a series of temporary measures added on to one an-
other and extended indefinitely. Until such fundamental change is effected, in- _
terim improvements are needed. But, an alternation which improves one facet and
impairs another is clearly no improvement at all. Unemployment compensation
is a complex, interrelated system and no one element of the system may be treated
without affecting others,

An increase in benefit duration can produce the desired result of lessening
the financial difficulties of the unemployed, but so too can it decrease incentive to
return to work. And further it will result in a greater financial burden on em-
ployers, who too suffer the effects of the present economy, Indeed, financial dif-
ficulties are increasingly the cause of the unemployment initially.

Examination of the effects of H.R. 6900 must not cease upon determination
that it is advantageous to the unemployed. Industry urges consideration of
the bill’'s total implications before there can be further action on it.

STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LLABOR AND CONGRESS OF INDUSTRIAL
ORGANIZATIONS

This statement is submitted in support of legislation to provide additional
weeks of unemployment benefits under the Tewmporary Federal Supplemental
Benefits Program without the use of triggers basaed on unemployment rates.

The most recent ofticial unemployment rate was 9.2 percent. But taking ac-
count of the 1.1 million additional workers too discouraged to even look for jobs,
the actual unemployment rate was 10.3 percent.

This situation is not expected to improve in the near future. To the contrary,
most observers agree that the unemployment rate will continue to increase in the
months ahead and remain at high levels for the next few years. Therefore,
temporary stop-gap, 13-week extensions of unemployment compensation benefits
triggered ‘on” and “off” by statistical formulas totally unrelated to actual un-
employment levels will not solve the problems the nation faces today.

The Labor Department has recently announced that the number of major labor
market areas with substantial unemployment—6 percent or more—has swelled
to a record 127. This is an all-time record since the present classification system
started in May 1955. One year ago, the number of labor market areas classified
in the substantial unemployment category was 43.

Thus, widespread substantial unemployment at present levels is a natfonal
problem affecting millions of workers and their families throughout the country.
Attempts to develop local unempluy:nent compensation triggers, as the Adminis-
tration has recommended, will certainly fail just as the national and State trig-
gers, which have required Congressionual revision ten times in the past five
years, have been a dismal failure.

On May 21, 1975, by the overwhelming vote of 381 to 8, the House of Represen-
tatives passed IL.LR. 6800 which would continue until June 30, 1976, the maxi-
mum G5-week benefit entitlement for regularly covered workers under State
unemployment insurance laws. Krankly, we see no reason to limit this extension
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to mid-1976. In the face of the scope, impact and probable duration of the present
emergency, the AFL-CIO urges this Committee to report legislation that would
provide at least 65 weeks of benefit entitlement as long as the present unemploy-
ment crisis lasts. Tis benefit entitlement should be available as long as unem-
ployment remains at present high levels.

We sincerely hope that the Congress will consider action on permanent re-
form of the program later this year. At that time, this Committee could recom-
mend a further temporary extension of benefit entitlement beyond the 65-week
maximum if unemployment levels have failed to decline substantially. But at
this time, the AFL~CIO urges you to report a bill that will provide benefit entitle-
ment for every jobless worker for 26 weeks of regular benefits and at least 39
weeks of extended benefits, or a total of 65 weeks. Benefits after 39 weeks should
be Federally financed.

The AFL-CIO also urges that emergency extended benefits be made available
to workers who exhausted their benefit rights prior to passage of the Emergency
Unemployment Compensation Act of 1974, The workers to whom this legisiation
would apply are being denied emergency- extended benefits and the extended
benefits provided by the recently enacted Tax Reduction Act of 1975 only because
1tt;e{1 exhausted their benefit entitlement prior to passage of the emergency leg-
slation,

A worker who exhausted all his benefit entitlement in December, 1974, and
whose benefit year expired on January 15, 1975, is ineligible for emergency
benefits. If this same worker had & benefit year that expired one week later—
January 22, 1975—he would be eligible for the full protection of the emergency
legislation. This is a gross inequity and it should be remedied immediately. If
workers who exhausted all benefit entitlement after June 30, 1974 are made
eligible for emergency extended benefits, it would remedy a glaring inequity in
the existing emergency program.

In summary, the AFL-CIO urges that this Committee report a bill to the
Senate as quickly as possible providing for the present 85-week benefit entitle-
ment to remain in effect until the nation is no longer plagued by large-scale
unemployment.
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UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION

Introduction

State unemployment compensation programs generally provide
up to 26 weeks of benefits in a year to unemployed workers who are
covered under these programs. A few State programs provide for a
somewhat longer maximum benefit duration, and most State programs
limit the duration of benefits to less than 26 weeks in the case of
certain workers who do not have a history of recent steady employ-
ment. ) -

Provisions have been made for extending the duration of benefits
in times of high unemployment, beyond what is provided under the
regular provisions of State programs to take account of the fact
that, during such times, it is more difficult for unemployed workers
to find new jobs. These programs were temporary until 1970, when
a program to provide such extended benefits was made a permanent
part of Federal law through the enactment of the Federal-State Ex-
tended Unemployment Compensation Act.

Provision has also been made from time to time to take account of
unemployment arising from certain specific unusual circumstances.
Examples of this type of legislation are the unemployment assistance
provisions of the Disaster Relief Act and the trade readjustment
allowances under the Trade Act. These provisions make special types

- of unemployment benefits available to gersons whose jobs are ad-
versely affected by natural disasters or by increased imports which
result from Federal Trade policy.

Until this year, the mechamsms in permanent law-for triggering
extended unemployment benefits have not operated to make these
extended benefits available in many States which have experienced
continuing high unemployment. As a result, Congress has found it
necessary six times since the extended benefit program was enacted to

-~ pass temporary legislation permitting extended benefits to be paid
even though the triggering requirements of permanent law were not
met.

This pamphlet outlines the provisions of the Federal-State Extended
Unemp?oyment Compensation Act as enacted in 1970, and the sub-
sequent enactments which have been passed to supplement or make
more readily available the benefits provided under that Act. The
pamphlet also includes selected background materials_and statistical
data relating to the unemployment compensation-programs.

The major features of the unemployment compensation programs
which are now in effect are summarized in the chart below. More de-
tailed descriptions of the provisions of these programs are presented in
the text which follows.

— (1)

(89)
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MAJOR CHARACTERISTICS OF EXISTING; UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION PROGRAMS i

!

When in effect

Program Benefit duration ! Funding 3

Regular Stage programs...... 1st to 26th week of un- 100 percent from State
employment. unelinployment ac-

counts.
Federal-State extended ben- 27th to 39th week of un- 50 percent from State/
efits. employment. 50 percent from Fed-
- eral unemployment ac-

©  { counts.
Emergency unemployment (a) 40th to 52d week of ‘(a) 100 percent from

Federal unemploy-

benefits. unemployment.
: ment accounts.

(b) 53d to 65th week of (b) 100 percent from
unemployment. ’ Federal unemploy-
. ment accounts.

No special requirements.

High?level of insured un-
employment—national-
.. ly or in specific State.

(a) Temporary program:
expires Dec. 31,
1976; effective only
when extended pro-
gram in effect.

(b) Same as (a) but effec-
tive only through
June 30, 1975.

1 Based on maximum duration of benefits (26 weeks in most 2 Repayable loans from general revenues are available to cover

States for regular program). Persons with less substantial work shortages in these accounts.
history may qualify for shorter durations.

06
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Federal-State Extended Unemployment Compensation Act of 1970

The Employment. Security Amendments of 1970 (Public Law
91-373) established a permanent program to pay extended benefits
during periods of high unemployment to workers who exhaust their
basic entitlement to regular gatate unemployment compensation. As a
condition of Federal approval of the State’s unemployment insurance
program, States were required to establish the new program by Jan-
uary 1, 1972, and all States have done so. The Federal Government
and the States each pay 50 percent of the cost of benefits under this
program.

hese extended benefits are paid to workers only during an ‘“‘ex-
tended benefit” period. Such a period can exist either on a national or
State basis by the triggering of either the national or the State ‘‘on”
indicator. '

National “On” Indicator.—There is a national “on” indicator when
the seasonally adjusted rate of insured unemployment for the whole
Nation equals or exceeds 4.5 percent in each of the three most recent
calendar months. —

State ‘‘On” Indicator.—There is a State ‘“on’ indicator when the
rate of insured unemployment for the State is at least 4 percent but
only if it equals or exceeds, during a moving-13-week period, 120 per-
cent of the average rate for the corresponding 13-week period in the
preceding two calendar years.

Extended Benefit Périod.—An extended benefit period in a State
begins after there is either a State or national ‘“on’ indicator, and
continues, until the t,rigﬁer conditions are no longer met, but the
minimum period is 13 weeks. )

Benefits.—During either a national or State extended benefit period,
the State is required to provide each eligible claimant with extended
compensation at the individual’s regular_weekly benefit amount.
Benefits under the Federal-State program are limited to not more
than 13 weeks per individual.

Results of the Trigger Requirements of the 1970 Act

Before extended unemployment benefits are payable under the
permanent provisions of tﬁe 1970 act, either a single national trigger
requirement must be met or else, for benefits to be payable to unem-

lo’{ed people in a specific State, two State trigger requirements must
Eot be met. After the program was enacted, the national trigger
requirement was in effect for only 3 months, and the State trigger
requirements were frequently not met by a number of States with
relatively high levels of unemployment. Although the unemployment
rate in these States was high, it was not 120 percent higher than the
rate for the corresponding periods in the two preceding years. As a
result, Congress acted several times to permit States to waive the 120
percent requirement in the State trigger. )

National Trigger—Public Law 91-373 provided that extended -
benefits on the basis of the national triﬁer requirement—4.5 percent
insured unemployment—could be payable no earlier than January 1,
1972, and the national trigger was, in fact, ‘‘on’’ as of that date since
the national rate of insured unemployment had reached 4.5 percent
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in the months September, October, and November of 1971. An
extended benefit period based on the national trigger ends, however,
when the national insured unemployment rate is less than 4.5 percent
for three consecutive months. Since the national rate dropped to 4.3
percent in December 1971 and remained below 4.5 percent in Januarﬁ
and February of 1972, the national trigger was ‘‘off’’ beginning wit
the week of March 5. The national trigger was ‘‘on’’ with respect to the
week beginning February 2, 1975, (and was ‘‘on’’ earlier—for the week
beginning January 5, 1975,—for those States which elected to change
the national trigger from 4.5 percent to 4.0 percent, as permitted under
legislation described in the following section of this print) and has
remained ‘‘on” since that date.

The table below shows the national insured unemployment rates for
%urposes of the national trigger under the Federal-State Extended

nemployment Compensation Act of 1970. -

NATIONAL INSURED UNEMPLOYMENT RATE

[In percent]

Month 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975
January. ...l 409 287 318 5.96
February.......................... 425 291 338  6.68

arch.............c.oii 432 294 359 7.30
s{aril .............................. 398 279 369 7.83
ay. .. (o 400 281 369 ........
June......... 392 281 365 ........
July. .. 391 272 358 ........
August............................ 352 275 351 ........
September................ 485 354 278 372 ........
October................... 485 337 274 400 ........
November................. 464 334 283 452 ........
December................. 430 323 29 526 ........

State Trigger.—Extendes benefits are payable in any State, under
the permanent provisions vi the extended benefits program, if the
13-week insured unemployment rate in the State is at least 4 percent
and if that rate is equal to 120 percent of the rate in the comparable
13-week period of the 2 prior years. In most States, it is the second
part of the State trigger which has proven most difficult to meet.

If a State has a sustained high rate of unemployment, it will even-
tually trigger “‘off,” and not be able to provide extended benefits which
qualify for 50 percent Federal funding unless its insured unemploy-~
ment rate is not only high but is actually continuing to rise so that it
remains 20 percent higher than it was in the 2 previous years. When
unemployment in a State remains at a high level for more than a
year, this requirement becomes difficult to meet since the high un-
employment level then becomes a part of the base to which the 20
gercent increase measure is applied. In Alaska, for example, extended

enefits were payable on the basis of the State trigger starting at the
4
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end of January, 1971, Alaska, however, had to stop paying extended
benefits at the end of November 1971 even though it had a 6.8 percent
rate of insured unemployment. This was well above the required
4.0 rate of insured unemployment but did not meet the requirement
of a 20 percent increase over the 2 prior years. In the first three
months of 1972, the national trig%(er was ‘‘on”’ so that extended
benefits were again payable in Alaska as in other States. When the
national extended benefit period ended after March, 1972, thirty-eight
States had insured unemployment rates in excess of 4 percent but nine
of these States (including Alaska with a 14.46 percent rate) could not
meet the requirement of a 20 percent increase over the prior 2 years.
As is shown below, all of these 9 States had insured unemployment
rates above 6.5 percent. ‘

STATE INDICATORS FOR EXTENDED BENEFITS (APR. 1, 1972)

Insured unemployment rate

As percent of

State 13.week rate 2 prior years
Alaska............................. 14.46 106
California............ U 6.65 99
iIdaho............. ...l 6.73 112
Michigan.......................... .6.74 104
Montana.......................... 7.79 116
North Dakota...................... . 7.65 118
Oregon...................coiinin 7.07 96
Rhodelsland...................... 7.81 117
Washington....................... 11.46 98

Under legislation described in the following section of this print, the
mandatory application of the 120-percent trigger has been suspended
under various temporary enactments since October of 1972. The most
recent “trigger report”’ which is reproduced as table 4 on page 21 shows
that there are only two States (Texas and Wyoming) which do not
meet the 4-percent trigger and only 3 States (Alaska, Hawaii, and
North Dakota) which do not meet the requirement of having an
insured unemployment rate equal to at least 120 percent of the rate
prevailing in the two prior years.

Legislation Suspending Trigger Requirements

Starting with Public Law 92-599 (enacted Qctober 27, 1972), Con-
gress has acted 6 times to modify the trigger requirements of the
Bermanent, extended benefits act for temporary periods. Under

ublic Law 92-599, the 120—€ercent requirement in the State ‘‘off”
trigger could be disregarded by a State provided the State law per-
mitted it to do so. This provision was to expire in June, 1973. How-
ever, Public Law 93-53 (enacted July 1, 1973) extended the expiration
date through December, 1973 and in addition permitted a State to

b
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ignore the 120-percent requirement for the ‘‘on’ trigger as well as for
the ‘“‘off’’ trigger. However, under these 2 temporary provisions an
extended benefit period could begin only if the rate of insured unem-
ployment in the State was 4.5 percent, rather than 4 percent as
required under permanent law.

On December 31, 1973, a temporary provision was enacted as part
of Public Law 93-233 permitting a State to pay benefits on the basis
of a 4 percent insured unemployment rate without regard to the 120
Rgrcent requirement. This provision was scheduled to expire on

arch 31, 1974. However, it was extended through June 1974 under
Public Law 93-256 (enacted March 28, 1974). The permission to
waive the 120 percent requirement was subsequently extended by
Public Laws 93-329, 93-368, and 93-572. This provision is scheduled
to expire on December 31, 1976. A

Emergency Unemployment Compensation Act of 1971

In December, 1971, the Congress enacted Public Law 92-224 which
established a program to pay ‘‘emergency unemployment compensa-
tion benefits” for up to 13 weeks to persons who had exhausted their
entitlement to regular and (if applicable) extended unemployment
compensation benefits. The program was temporary, with no persons
eligible to receive benefits for the first time after June 30, 1972.

tate ‘“Emergency On” Indicator.—The additional 13 weeks of
benefits were payable beginning the third week after there was an
‘‘emergency on’’ indicator in the State. An “‘emergency on” indicator
occurred in any State when the insured unemployment rate for the
State plus the average rate of those exhausting regular benefits ex-
ceeded 6.5 percent over a 13-week period and-when-one of the follow-
ing criteria was met: ‘

(1) There was a State or national “on’” indicator for extended
benefits (that is, the \national rate of insured unemployment
exceeded 4.5 percent in the 3 most recent months, or the State
insured unemployment rate exceeded 4 percent in the previous
13 weeks and was at least 120 percent of the insured unemploy-
ment rate during the corresponding periods of the-previous 2
years), or o

(2) There had been such an indicator at some time during the
previous year and the State met all the criteria of the State “‘on"’
indicator for extended benefits except for the 120-percent re-
quirement.

State ‘‘Emergency Off”’ Indicator.—When the rate of insured unem-
ployment plus the average rate of those exhausting regular benefits in
a State dropped below 6.5 percent for a 13-week period, there was a
State ‘‘emergency off” in(ficator. An emergency extended benefit

eriod in a State ended with the third week after the “emergency off”’_
indicator excei)(t that the benefit period could not have been less than
at least 26 weeks.

The original legislation, which was to be in effect only during the
first six months of 1972, provided for 100 percent Federal financing
with payments being made out of the Federal extended benefit
account. Under this legislation, repayable advances could be made to
the account, as needed, from general furfds. Advances to the extended
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benefit account were to be repaid only if and when there was an excess
of funds in the Federal Unemployment Trust Fund. On June 30, 1972,
the Emergency Unemployment Compensation Act was extended
(P.L. 92-329) through December 31, 1972. Along with extending the
life of the emergency program, the law changed the financing by
providing an increase in the Federal unemployment tax equal to 0.08
percent of taxable payrolls in 1973. This additional income was used
to finance the benefits paid under the Emergency Unemployment
Compensation Act for weeks ending after June 30, 1972. However, no
provision was made for financing the benefits payable earlier.

Emergency Unemployment Compensation Act of 1974

Public Law 93-572 (The Emergency Unemployment Compensation
Act of 1974) created a new temporary Emergency Unemployment
Compensation Program modeled after the Emergency Unemploy-
ment Compensation Act of 1971.

The emergency unemployment compensation program augments
existing unemployment compensation programs by providing addi-
tional weeks of benefits in a period of high unemployment-to people
who exhausted their benefit rights under the unemployment compen-
sation laws, including the Federal-State Extended {Inemploymenb
Compensation program.

The new program provides_a third tier of protection for workers
in States that are paying benefits under the permanent extended bene-
fit program, provided the State entered into an agreement with the
Secretary of Labor to participate in the temporary emergency benefit
program,

ompensation under the program is payable in a State having an
agreement with the Secretary and experiencing the required unemploy-
ment levels, for weeks of unemployment beginning in 1975. Once
triggered, the emergency benefit period (the period during which
emergency compensation can be paid in the State) will remain in
effect for at least 26 weeks, but no new claim may be filed after 1976.
The cost of the emergency benefits payments will be met by repayable
advances from Federal gencral revenues to the extended vunemploy-
rl?en(t‘ compensation account in the Federal Unemployment Trust

und.

“To be eligible for compensation under the new Emergency Unem-
ployment Compensation Act, an individual must have exhausted all
rights to regular unemployment insurance benefits and to extended
benefits. An eligible individual is entitled potentiall% to emergency
benefits for up to one-half of the number of weeks of his total regular
benefit entitlement, but not more than 13 weeks (26 weeks through
June 1975). The weekly benefit amount is the same as for State
regular and Federal-State extended compensation.

he emergency unemployment compensation program goes into
effect in a State only when extended unemployment benefits are also
payable in the State. Under the Federal-State Extended Unemploy-
ment Compensation Act of 1970, States must pay extended benefits
when the insured unemployment rate in the State is 4 percent and at
least 120 percent of the rate-for the corresponding period in the pre-
ceding two years. Under the new law a State is given the option of
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paying extended benefits (and emergency benefits) when the insured
unemployment rate is 4 percent, without regard to the 120 percent
factor for the two vear period ending December 1976.

Under prior law. extended benefits are payable in all States after
the seasonally adjusted National insured unemployment rate for three
consecutive months is 4.5 percent. P.L.. 93-572 permits the States to
pay extended benefits when the National rate of insured unemploy-
ment is 4 percent, rather than 4.5 percent. Therefore, both the ex-
tended unemployment compensation program and the emergency un-
employment compensation program went into effect in those States
that elected the 4 percent figure when the National seasonally adjusted
insured unemployinent rate reached 4 percent and stayed at least that
high for three consecutive months. The national optional 4 percent
trigger went ‘‘on’’ for the week beginning January 5, 1975 and the
national mandatory 4.5 trigger went ‘‘on” for the week beginning
February 2, 1875. It is anticipated that the rate will continue to in-
crease for some months. Thus, both the extended benefits programs
and the new emergency program will be in effect in all States for most
of 1975 without regard to the provisions of the new law permitting the
States to pay extended benefits when the national trigger is 4 percent
but below 4.5 percent. Any additional extended benefits that were
payable as the result of a State electing to put the extended unemploy-
ment compensation program into effect when the national rate is 4
percent rather than 4.5 percent are paid in full (rather than 50 percent)
out of the Federal unemployment account.

In effect, P.L. 93~-572 provides the States with the following options
as to the time when an extended benefit period and an emergency bene-
fits period would go into effect:

(1) when the insured unemployment rate in the State under
the State extended benefit trigger is 4.0 percent; or

(2) when the national insured unemployment rate under the
national extended benefit trigger is 4.0 percent.

And the States would be required to start an extended benefit period
and an emergency benefit period:

(1) when the insured unemployment rate in the State under the
State extended benefit trigger is 4.0 percent and 120 percent of
th?i rate for the comparab%e period in the preceding two years;
an

(2) when the national insured unemployment rate under the
national extended benefit trigger is 4.5 percent.

Tax Reduction Act of 1975

As part of the Tax Reduction Act of 1975 (Public Law 94-12) Con-
gress increased the maximum period for which Emergency Unemploy-
ment Compensation could be paid from 13 weeks (as provided by
Public Law 93-572) to 26 weeks. The provision is temporary and is in
effect through June 30, 1975 only.

8
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House-Passed Legislation (H.R. 6900)

Title I of the bill would extend through June 30, 1976 the amend-
ment to the Emergency Unemployment Program which was added by
Public Law 94-12. As a result a total of 65 weeks of unemployment
compensation would be possible through June 30, 1976 and the 52 week
maximum which would otherwise go into effect in July 1975 will be
delayed until July 1976.

This change would have an estimated cost of $850 million—$400
million in 1975 and $450 million in 1976.

Title IT of the bill would extend through Dec. 31, 1976, the time in
which Special Unemployment Assistance payments ( payai)]e to unem-
ployed people who do not qualify for unemployment compensation)
maK be paid. It would also provide that through June 30, 1976, 39
rather than 26 weeks of benefits may be paid under that program.

In addition, title IIT of the bill would authorize the Secretary of
L.abor to make loans to the Virgin Islands, similar to the loans made
to the States, to enable the Virgin Islands to continue payments
under its unemployment compensation program when regular unem-
ployment compensation funds are exhausted.

\%fhile the Virgin Islands has an unemployment compensation
rogram, it is not part of the Federal-State system because the Virgin
slands, unlike Puerto Rico, is not included in the definition of “State’’

in the law. -

The Department of Labor estimates that in the 12-month period
ending June 30, 1976, the Virgin Islands program will have an operat-
ing deficit of between $600,000 and $3.1 million. In order to enable
the program to continue paying benefits, H.R. 6900 would authorize
the Secretary of Labor to advance to the island’s government the
amounts necessary to continue operation of its unemployment com-
pensation program for the period July 1975-June 1976. The total
amount of the loans could not exceed $5 million and would have to be
repaid (without interest) not later than January 1, 1978.

In its report on H.R. 6900, the House committee inricates that if
subsequent legislation should include the Virgin Islands in the Federal-
State system, any outstanding loans under title 1II of the bill, should
be considered as loans from the Federal unemployment account. (In
1972 the Virgin Islands government requested that the Federal-
State program be extendef to the Islands.)

9
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Employment Covered Under State Unemployment Compensation
Programs

General Rule.—In general, persons working for private employers
meeting certain minimum requirements are covered under State
unemployment compensation programs. In 34 States, any employer
with one employee in 20 or more weeks of the year is subject to the
program. Eight States require coverage in the case of emplovers with
at least one employee at any time, and the remaining States base
coverage on either a different duration of employment or on the
amount of wages paid by the employer.

Special Categories.—Federal employees and members of the armed
services, while excluded from coverage under State unemployment
insurance programs, are covered under a special Federal program.
Federal law does require coverage of individuals who work for non-
profit organizations which have 4 or more employees in 20 or more
weeks, and 19 States require coverage in the case of non-profit organi-
zations with 1 or more employees.

State and Local.—Except in certain limited cases (e.g. State hospi-
tals), Federal law does not require State coverage of State or local
government employvees. However, most States provide some form of
coverage for at least some State or local government employees.
About half of the States provide mandatory coverage for State em-
ployees and either require or permit election of coverage by local
government subdivisions.

Major Erclusions.—There are certain types of employment which
are generally (although not universally) excluded from unemploy-
ment insurance coverage. Some of the major exclusions are:

Agricultural employment (covered in D.C., Hawaii, Minnesota,
and Puerto Rico);

Domestic service (covered under certain conditions, in Arkan-
sas, D.C., Hawaii, and New York);

Self-employment (partially covered in California).

(13)
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TABLE 1.—EMPLOYMENT COVERED UNDER STATE UNEMPLOY-
MENT COMPENSATION PROGRAMS (DEFINITION OF EM-
PLOYER)

1 employee
Alternative  Nonprofit
In 20 At any . payroll employers
eeks ! Other conditions 1 or more?
State (34 States) (8 States) (10 States) (4 States)! (19 States)
Alabama........ X
Alaska.................... X
Arizona.......... X e
Arkansas............................ 10days........... X
California........................... Over .......... X
$100
in qtr.
Colorado. ....... X
Connecticut. .. .. X X
Delaware. ... ... X o
District of
Columbia.  .......... X e X
Florida.......... X o
Georgia......... X o
awail.................... X .
Idaho.......... =X $300in X
qtr.
Iinois.......... X
indiana.......... X
lowa............ X X
Kansas.......... X
Kentucky........ X
Louisiana....... X
Maine........... X
Maryland.................. X e X
Massachusetts...................... 13 . X
o weeks !
Michigan........ X $1,000 X
inyr.
Minnesota.. X X
MISSISSIPPI. ..... X oo
Missouri X
Montana............................ Over .......... X
500
inyr.
Nebraska........ X e
Nevada...............ccooiiiiiin... $225in ..........
qtr.
New Hampshire. X ... . ... .. .. .. X
NewJersey.......................... $1,000 .......... X
in yr.
See footnotes at end of table
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TABLE 1.—EMPLOYMENT COVERED UNDER STATE UNEMPLOY-
MENT COMPENSATION PROGRAMS (DEFINITION OF EM-
PLOYER)—Continued

1 employee
Alternative  Nonprofit
in 20 At any payroll employers
weeks ! time Other conditions 1 or more ?
State (34 States) (8 States) (10 States) (4 States)! (19 States)

New Mexico..... X $450in X .
NewYorkK................ ... $300in ...... .

North Carolina.. X

North Dakota.... X

Ohio............. X

Oklahoma....... X

Oregon.............................. 18 wks.. $225 X-
in qtr.

Pennsylvania.............. X

PuertoRico............... X X

Rhodelsland.............. X X

South Carolina.. X

South Dakota.... X ... .

Tennesses...... X

..............................

..............................

..............................

Vermont....... .. X
Virginia......... X

Washington............... X X
West Virginia.... X ...
Wisconsin.... ... X o
Wyoming............................ $500 ..........

1 Or a quarterly payroll of $1,500 during a calendar year or preceding calendar
year, except in Idaho, Michigan, New Mexico, Oregon.

1 Alt other States cover nonprofit organizations that employ 4 or more in 20 weeks
as required by Federal law.

3 Also covers employers of 20, Hawaii, and 4, Minnesota, or more agricultural
workers in 20 weeks.

Note: Data in table correct as of June 1975,
Unemployment Compensation Benefits

Eligibility.—In order to be eligible to receive any unemployment
insurance benefits, unemployed workers must have met certain quali-
fying requirements during a base year which precedes their benefit
year. In some States the (ﬂ\lmlifying requiremont is a certain amount
of wages; in other States the requirement is in terms of work during
a certain number of weeks or during a certain number of quarters.
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And, some States impose both types of requirement. In all but 9
States, the qualifying requirements can be satisfied only by persons
with some employment during at least 2 quarters of the base year.

Benefit Amounts.—The amount of benefits paid to an unemployed
worker each week varies according to the level of his earnings during
the base year or, in most States, during that quarter of the base year
in which his earnings were highesb. Formulas vary from State to State
but the largest number of States pay a benefit equal to about 50
percent of average weekly wages. In 11 States benefits include special
allowances based on the number of dependents. For about 40 percent
of all beneficiaries, the amount of the weekly benefit is determined
by the maximum limit which the State places on weekly benefit
amounts rather than by the formula.

Mazimum Benefits.—The limit on the maximum amount payable
per week in the various States ranges from $50 to $156. In 31 States,
the maximum weekly benefit payable under the unemployment in-
surance program is determined as a percentage of average weekly
wages in employment covered by that program in the State. The per-
centage varies from 50 to 66% depending on the State. In Ohio, the
maximum is adjusted annually by any percentage increase in the
average weekly wage and in the remaining States the maximum is a
fixed dollar amount.

Partial Unemployment.—Persons who work less than full-time during
a week may qualify for partial unemployment benefits if their earnings
are below an amount specified by each State. Benefits are determined
in the regular manner but are reduced by the amount of earnings in
excess of a specified earnings disregard. (Montana does not provide
benefits for partial unemfloymem, although some partially employed
persons can qualify for full benefits in that State.)

TABLE 2—WEEKLY STATE UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION
BENEFITS FOR TOTAL UNEMPLOYMENT

Required total earn-

Weekly benefit amount! ings in hase year? Mini-
mum
Average For For workin
(calen- mini- maxi- base
Mini- Maxi- dar year mum mum year
State mum mum 1974) benefit benefit (weeks)?
Alabama........ $15 90 $52 $525 $2,905 2
Alaska........... 123 '120 70 750 8,500 2
Arizona-......... 15 +78 57 562 2,906 2
Arkansas........ 15 84 54 450 2,520 2
California....... 25 90 65 750 2,748 —
Colorado. ....... 25 102 74 750 10,504 —
Connecticut. .. .. 120 1156 74 600 4,160 2Q
Delaware. ... .... 10 85 71 360 3,060 —
District of
Columbia...... 113 127 84 450 4,347 28
Florida.......... 10 74 68 400 2,920 2

Seo footnotes at end of table,

16



£i

»

4

105

TABLE 2—WEEKLY STATE UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION
BENEFITS FOR TOTAL UNEMPLOYMENT—Continued

Required total earn-

Weekly benefit amount ! ings in base year? Mini-
mum
Average For For workin
(calen- mini- maxi- base
Mini- Maxi- dargear mum mum year
State mum mum 1974) Dbenefit benefit (weeks)?
Georgia.......... 12 +70 56 432 2,520 22
Hawaii.......... 5 104 72 150 3,120 1
Idaho............ 17 83 61 520 2,665 2
Hlinois. ......... 13 '118 66 1,000 1,991 2
Indiana.......... 30 '100 53 500 1,843 2
lowa............. 10 80 65 300 1,690 2
Kansas.......... 19 79 62 570 2,370 2
Kentucky........ 12 74 60 344 2,324 2
Louisiana....... 10 80 56 300 2,400 —
Maine........... 12 65 54 600 1,485 —
Maryland..... ... 113 89 64 360 3,204 20
Massachusetts.. '20 !143 69 1,200 2,444 —
Michigan........ 118 1106 67 350 1,680 14
Minnesota..... .. 15 85 66 540 3,042 18
Mississippi...... 10 60 41 360 2,160 2Q
Missouri........ 15 85 56 450 2,550 2
Montana........ 12 %68 54 455 2,639 2
Nebraska........ 12 374 59 600 1,950 2
Nevada.......... 16 85 68 528 2,805 —
New Hampshire. 14 80 59 600 6,600 2Q
New Jersey. ... .. 20 90 72 600 2,670 20
New Mexico.. . .. 15 71 51 455 2,275 2
New York........ 20 95 66 600 3,780 2
North Carolina. . 15 90 47 565 3,490 2
North Dakota. ... 15 872 57 600 2,880 2
Ohio............. 116 '121 73 400 3,240 20
Oklahoma....... 16 78 48 500 3,003 2
Oregon.......... 24 88 58 700 7,000 1
Pennsylvania.... '18 '119 72 440 4,360 2
Rhode Island.... '17 '107 66 400 3,163 2
South Carolina. . 10 88 55 300 3,393 2
South Dakota. ... 19 367 52 590 2,122 2
Tennessee. . . ... 14 3570 51 504 2,52 2
Texas........... 15 63 52 500 2,325 2
Utah.... ........ 10 93 63 700 2,512 1

See footnotes at end of table,
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TABLE 2—WEEKLY STATE UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION
BENEFITS FOR TOTAL UNEMPLOYMENT—Continued

Required total earn-

Weekly benefit amount ! ings in base year ? Mini-

Average For For onI?m

(calen- minl- maxi- base

Mini- Maxi- daryear mum mum year

State mum mum  1974) benefit benefit (weeks) 3

Vermont......... 15 86 63 600 3,420 20

Virginia......... 20 87 59 720 3,132 22
Washington. .. .. 17 86 65 1,300 2,137 ‘1
West Virginia.... 14 107 48 700 11,000 —

Wisconsin....... 20 108 71 646 3,638 17

Wyoming........ 10 73 57 800 1,800 20

Puerto Rico..... 7 50 37 150 1,500 2Q

t Amounts include dependents’ allowances in 11 States which provide such
allowances (in the case of minimum benefits the table assumes 1 dependent).

For a worker with no dependents, the maximum weekly benefits in these States
are: Alaska: $90; Connecticut: $104; lllinois: $67; indiana: $60; Massachusetts:
$95; Michigan: $67; Ohio: $82; Pennsylvania: $111; and Rhode Island: $87.

? |n some States larger total earnings may be required in order for the benefits
to be paid for the maximum number of weeks. See table 3.

3 Number of weeks of work in base year required to qualify for minimum benefits.
©2Q" denotes that State directly or indirectly requires work in at least 2 quarters
of the base year,

¢ Alternative requirement is 600 hours of employment.

${ncreases from 50% to 55% of State average weekly wage on July 1, 1975,
Montana; to $80, June 1, 1975, Nebraska; from 55% to 60% effective July 1, 1975
and to 67% effective July 1, 1976, North Dakota; from 56% to 60% effective July 1,
1975, South Dakota; effective July 1, 1975, to $85, Tennessee.

Note. Data in table correct as ot May 1975,

Duration of Regular Unemployment Benefits

Maximum Potential Duration.—In all States, regular unemployment
benefits for total unemployment may be paid for no more than a
specified number of weeks 1n an individual’s benefit year. This maxi-
mum duration is 26 weeks in 42 States. Puerto Rico with a 20 week
limit is the only jurisdiction with a smaller maximum. Eight States
and the District of Columbia provide more than 26 weeks. Utah has
the largest number of weeks allowable—36.

Minimum Potential Duration.—In 9 d’urisdictions, any worker who
is eligible for any unemployment benefits may, if he continues to be
unemployed, receive benefits for up to the maximum number of weeks.
In the_remaining States, however, individual workers may be subject
to an additional restriction which will limit the number of weeks during
which they can draw benefits to something less than the maximum.
Typically, these restrictions provide that the total amount of benefits
paid to a worker cannot exceed some percentage (for example, 33!
percent) of his wages during his base year. Alternatively, some States
provide that unemployment benefits cannot be paid for a number of
weeks which exceeds some percentage of the number of weeks in which
the individuul was employed during his base year.
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TABLE 3.—DURATION (IN WEEKS) OF REGULAR

UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS®

Minimum

Maximum

Earnings in base

tential tential ear required for
State %%ration %%ration ma¥imum%eneﬂts 2
Alabama................ 11 26 $5,848
Alaska................... 14 28 8,500
Arizona.................. 12 26 6,082
Arkansas................ 10 26 6,549
California............... 12 26 4,678
Colorado. ............... 7 26 10,504
Connecticut............. 26 26 3,605
Delaware................ 17 26 4,700
District of Columbia..... 17 34 8,634
Florida.................. 10 26 7,592
Georgia................. 9 26 7,038
“Hawaii.................. 26 26 3,120
idaho.................... 10 26 6,929
Hlinois.................. 10 26 2,975
Indiana.................. 4 26 - 6,240
..................... 10 26 6,240
Kansas.................. 10 26 6,159
Kentucky................ 15 26 5,770
Louisiana............... 12 28 5,597
aine................... 11 26 5,302
Maryland................ 26 26 3,204
Massachusetts.......... 9 30 7,913
Michigan................ 11 26 4,200
Minnesota............... 13 26 /8,253
Mississippi.............. 12 26 4,677
Missouri................. 8 26 5,226
Montana................ 13 26 2,939
Nebraska................ 17 26 5,716
Nevada.................. 11 26 6,627
New Hampshire......... 26 26 6,600
New Jersey.............. 15 26 4,672
_ New Mexico............. 18 30 3,548
NewYork................ 26 26 3,780
North Carolina.......... 13 26 6,844
North Dakota............ 18 26 5,040
See footnotes at end of table. 19
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TABLE 3.—DURATION (IN WEEKS) OF REGULAR
UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS '—Continued

Minimum Maximum Earnings in base

potential potential year required for

State duration duration  maximum benefits ?
Ohio..................... 20 26 4,212
Oklahoma............... 10 26 6,081
Oregon.................. 10 26 7,000
Pennsylvania.......... .. 30 30 4,360
Rhode island............ 12 26 6,643
South Carolina.......... 10 26 6,861
South Dakota.......... .. 10 26 5,223
Tennessee............... 12 26 5,457
@XaS. ..., 9 26 6,063
Utah..................... 10 36 7,893
Vermont................. 26 26 3,420
Virginia.................. 12 26 6,786
Washington.......... ... 8 30 7,738
West Virginia............ 26 26 11,000
Wisconsin............... 1 34 — - 9,202
Wyoming................ 11 26 6,083
Puerto Rico............. 20 20 1,500

1 Based on benefits for total unemployment. Amounts payable can be stretched
out over a longer period in the case of partial unemployment.
2 Based on maximum weekly benefit amount paid for maximum number of weeks.

Note: Data in table correct as of May 1975.

State Indicators for Federal-State Extended Unemployment
Compensation '

An additional 13 weeks of extended unemployment benefits with 50
percent Federal funding are payable to th.ose who have exhausted their
regular benefits under State unemployment compensation programs
under the provisions of the Federal-State Extended Unemployment
Compensation Act if certain trigger requirements are met. The State
trigger is met if the State insured unemplovment rate over a 13 week
period is 4 percent und if that rate also equals 120 percent of the in-
sured unemployment rate in the comparable period of the 2 prior
years. Table 4 shows that all but two States meet the first part of the
requirement as of May 10, 1975 and all but three Stutes meet the
second part of the requirement.

20



?‘4

4

£1

109

TABLE 4.—STATE INDICATORS FOR FEDERAL-STATE EXTENDED
UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION ACT (AS OF MAY 17, 1975)

National Indicator Insured Unemployment Rate for Most Recent
Available 3 Months: (Seasonally Adjusted) February 6.68 Per-
cent, March 7.30 Percent, April 7.83 Percent

Public Law 91-373 extended
benefit indicators !

Percent of prior

13-week IUR 2 years
Alabama....... ... .. ...... ... 8.67 368
Alaska..... e 10.71 94
Arizona.............. ... .. .. ... . 8.80 -329
Arkansas........... ............ . 11.10 359
‘California?. ...... ... ... ... ... (8.73) (178)
Colorado?®................. e (4.68) (290)
Connecticut. ................. ... .. 9.16 250
Delaware? .. ... .............. ... §8. 19 291
District of Columbia®........... ... 4.06 194
Florida............................ 6.79 435
Georgia.... ... ................... 7.59 514
Hawaii?................. .. ....... (4.97) ‘ (117)
Idaho................. ... . ... . ... 7.54 182
Minois. .......... ... ... ... ... 6.81 184
Indiana......................... ... 8.37 375
lowa.............. ... .. ... ... ... 5.04 275
Kansas............................ 4.59 214
Kentucky? ..................... .. (8.16) (266)
Louisiana. .. ................... ... 5.03 151
aine. ... .. 12.07 208
Maryland..... .. ......... ... ... ... 7.26 272
Massachusetts.. ........... ... .. 10.41 175
Michigan*.................... .. ... (14.52) (252)
Minnesota..... .. e 6.90 180
Mississippi........................ 7.59 433
Missouri.......................... 8.08 267
Montana.......................... 9.01 189
Nebraska........................ .. 5.33 260
Nevada........................... . 9.79 194
"~ New Hampshire?............... ... (8.43) (345)

See footnotes nt end of tahle,

$3-831 0-75-8
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TABLE 4.—STATE INDICATORS FOR FEDERAL-STATE EXTENDED
UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION ACT (AS OF MAY 17, 1975)

National Indicator Insured Unemployment Rate for Most Recent
Available 3 Months: (Seasonally Adjusted) February 6.68 Per-
cent, March 7.30 Percent, April 7.83 Percent—Continued

Public Law 91-373 extended
benefit indicators !

Percent of prior

13-week IUR - 2years

NewJerseyz....................... (11.39) (171)
New Mexico....... R, 7.50 187
NewYork.......................... 8.82 195
North Carolina.................... 9.99 696
North Dakota...................... 5.24 117
OhiO......c 7.05 327
Oklahoma......................... , 5.20 207
Oregon............................ 9.72 193
Pennsylvania...................... 9.03 230
PuertoRico....................... 17.70 172
Rhodelsland...................... 13.53 232
South Carolina.................... 10.98 665
South Dakota................... . 4.34 189
Tennessee. ....................... 8.47 370
Texas. . ... 3.16 — 278
Utah?. .. ... " (6.54) (179)
“Vermont.......... ... 10.54 184
Virginia. ..................... ... 5.52 546
Washington....................... 11.09 139
West Virginia...................... 7.26 198
Wisconsin............ R 7.92 260
Wyoming................ I 3.30 184

1 All States currently paying extended benefits under Public Law 91-373. National
4.5 percent trigger began for unemployment for week beginning Feb. 23, 1975.

1 Trigger indicator as of May 10, 1975.

3 Trigger indicator as of May 3, 1975.

* Trigger indicator as of Apr. 19, 1975.
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TABLE 5.—UNEMPLOYMENT: 1960-74

- [Rates in percent]

Number of States ! with in-
- sured unemployment of at
National unemploymentrate least—

e Year Total Insured 4 percent 4.5 percent
1960.............. 5.5 4.7 33 26
1961.............. 6.7 5.7 43 ‘ 39
1962.............. 5.5 4.3 29 24
1963.............. 5.7 4.3 27 24
1964.............. 5.2 3.7 20 13

l1965.............. 4.5 2.9 7 5
'1966.............. 3.8 2.2 4 2
1967.............. 3.8 2.5 5 3
1968.............. 3.6 2.2 2 2
11969.............. 3.5 2.1 3 2
1970.............. 4.9 3.5 12 9
1971...... ... .. 59 4.1 19 16
1972.............. 5.6 3.3 18 14
1973.............. 4.9 2.8 10° 6
1974. ... ... .. .. 5.6 3.6 ® ¢

! Includes Puerto Rico for years 1961-72; Puerto Rico's rate of insured unemploy-
ment exceeded 4.5 percent in each of these years. - ’
3 Not avalilable.

Note: The insured unemployment rate represents the average weekly number of
insured unemployed as a percentage of the average number of persons in covered
employment.

23 -
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TABLE 6.—EXHAUSTION OF REGULAR UNEMPLOYMENT
BENEFITS: 1960-74

Total Exhaustions as

exhaustionst percent of all

Year (millions) beneficiaries
1960.. ... ... 1.6 26.1
1961. ... ... ... ... 24 30.4
1962...... ... 1.6 27.4
1963. ... ... 1.6 25.3
1964................. ..., 14 23.8
1965 ..... A 1.1 21.5
1966............ ... .. ... ...... 8 18.0
1967 ... ... 9 19.3
1968. ... ... 8 19.6
1969. ... ... 8 19.8
1970.. ... ... 1.3 24.4
1971. ... . 2.0 30.5
1972 ... 1.8 28.9
1973 . 1.5 27.6
1974. ..., 19 309

! Number of persons who were unemployed for a sufficiently long period that they
received all of the benefits for whicn they were eligible under the regular State un-.
employment program. ..
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TABLE 7.—EXPERIENCE UNDER THE FEDERAL-STATE EXTENDED
UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION ACT (STATE Ul)

Beneficiaries 3 Benefits?
IUR? (percent) (thousands) (millions)

1970:

- August............... 374 ...
Septeinmber.......... 4.07 ...
October. ............ 4.44 24.7 $3.3
November........... 4.58 40.1 12.2

197ll)ecember ........... 4,22 33.3 18.8
January............. 4.12 - 160.4 32.8
February............ 4.29 116.3 55.1
March............... 4.49 149.5 76.9
April................ 4.54 136.9 72.5

ay. ... 4,77 109.5 58.7
June................ 4.86 118.1 68.0
July................. 4,50 109.5 60.3
August.............. 4,63 108.8 57.7
September. ........ . 4.85 104.3 - 8.7
October............. 4.85 98.4 53.8
November........... 4,64 104.9 53.0
December........... 4.30 103. 54.9

1972:

January.............. 4.09 178.2 64.8
February............ 4.25 194.6 8l.4
March............... 4.32 193.0 97.1
April~ ............... 3.98 146.1 67.1

ay. ... 4.00 96.8 49.3
June................ 3.92 75.9 38.5
July. ...l 3.91 54.0 27.1
August.............. 3.52 26.9. 14.2
September.......... 3.54 13.7 6.5
October. ............ 3.37 10.9 6.0
November........... 3.34 - 54.0 12.6
December........... 3.23 44.8 21.2

See footuotes at end of table.
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TABLE 7.—EXPERIENCE UNDER THE FEDERAL-STATE EXTENDED
UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION ACT (STATE Ul)—Continued

Beneficiaries ? Benefits 3
IUR! (percent) (thousands) (millions)

1973:
January............. 2.87 27.9 18.5
February............ 291 23.0 12.8
March............... 2.94 22.8 13.6
April................ 2.79 22.2 12.3
aY. e 2.81 22.8 13.0
June................ 2.81 20.6 11.6
July................. 2.72 13.0 11.6
August.............. 2.75 13.2 11.9
September.......... 2.78 19.1 11.4
October............. 2.74 19.5 12.9
November........... 2.83 20.5 13.8
December........... 2.95 19.9 13.6

1974:
January............. 3.18 25.1 14,5
February............ 3.38 34.9 14.1
March............... 3.59 66.1 24.9
April................ 3.69 145.3 53.0
May................. 3.69 99.6 65.1
June................ 3.65 94.3 59.5
July............ 3.58 85.8 49,1
August.............. 3.51 85.1 49.9
September.......... : 3.72 75.1 50.4
October............. 4,00 63.8 53.1
November........... 4.52 64.9 50.7
December........... 5.26 75.3 59.2
] 915.3 543.5

1975:
January............. 5.96 +119.3 164.5
February............ 6.68 4+ 196.6 1914
March............... 7.30 NA NA
April................ 7.83 NA NA
Total benefits paid through 1974............... .. 1,923.4

! National insured unemployment rates (seasonally adjusted).
31 Beneficiaries (1st checks paid).

3 Gross amount benefits paid.

4 Preliminary.
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TABLE 8.—EXHAUSTIONS OF BENEFITS UNDER REGULAR
UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE (Ui) PROGRAMS AND UNDER
THE EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION ACT OF

1974_
Extended -Emergency Emergency
Regular Ul benefits benefits 1!  benefits 21
ACTUAL

January-March 1973 428,000 69,000 ......................
April-June........... 398,000 40,000 .....................
July-September. . ... 343,000 32,000 ..........«...........
?ctober- December.. 340,000 37,000 ......................

anuary-

March 1974... ... 426,000 36,000 ......................
April-June........... 504,000 149,000 ......................
July-September. . ... 507,000 143,000 ......................
October-December.. 496,000 138,000 ......................

ESTIMATED ?

January-March 1975 700,000 300,000 100,000 ...........
April-June........... 900,000 400,000 300,000 50,000
July-September. . ... 1,000,000 550,000 350,000 150,000
October-December.. 1,000,000 600,000 400,000 200,000
January-March 1976 1,100,000 600,000 400,000 200,000
April-June........... 1,000,000 600,000 400,000 200,000
July-September. . . .. 900,000 550,000 350,000 200,000
October-December.. 900,000 450,000 250,000 200,000

t Emergency benefits 1 & 2 refer to exhaustion of emergency unemployment
compensation banefits for covered workers, weeks 40-52 and 53-65, respectively.

1 Estimated exhaustion for calendar year 1976 based on assumption of no change
in emergency benefits trigger mechanisms from present law.
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TABLE 9.—UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE: SELECTED DATA ON
BENEFIT DURATION OF CLAIMANTS AND EXHAUSTEES (PRE-

LIMINARY DATA)

Percent Percént  Percent
Percent of bene- of ex- of ex-
Statutory insured ficlaries haustees haustees
provisions claimants who  whore- who re-
maximum  eligible exhaust- ceived 26 ceived
number of for 26 ed their or more less than
weeks of or more benefit weeks of 20 weeks
duration weeks rights benefits  of bene-
Staw _January 1974 1974 1974 1974 fits 1974}
Total .................... 71 31 54 27
Alabama.......... 26 67 26 43 36
Alaska............. 28 93 24 87 5
Arizona............ 26 65 34 36 38
Arkansas.......... 26 56 27 36 45
California......... 226 72 31 59 27
Colorado.......... 26 48 30 34 46
Connecticut....... 226 100 22 98 0
Delaware.......... 26 80 23 71 11
District of
Columbia........ 34 80 42 71 10
Florida............ 26 27 48 14 64
Georgia........... 26 25 4] 17 54
Hawaii............ 2326 100 33 100 0
ldaho.............. 26 26 23 12 70
Hinois. ........... 26 81 30 49 31
Indiana............ 26 40 35 13 76
lowa............... 26 42 25 16 65
Kansas............ 26 59 25 53 32
Kentucky.......... 26 58 21 33 47
Louisiana......... 28 62 38 49 33
aine............. 26 43 32 20 63
Maryland.......... 326 100 21 100 0
Massachusetts. ... 30 72 42 60 20
Michigan.......... 26 73 33 34 44
Minnesota......... 26 60 38 26 38
Mississippi........ 26 - 65 21 49 33
Missouri.......... 26 64 24 49 32
Montana.......... 26 61 33 44 31
Nebraska.......... 26 57 35 26 49
Nevada............ 26 53 34 42 39
New Hampshire. .. 326 100 4 93 6

See footnotes at end of table.
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TABLE 9.—UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE: SELECTED DATA ON
BENEFIT DURATION OF CLAIMANTS AND EXHAUSTEES (PRE-
LIMINARY DATA)—Continued

Percent Percent  Percent

Percent of bene- of ex- of ex-

Statutory insured ficiaries haustees haustees

provisions claimants who whore- who re-

maximum  eligible exhaust- ceived 26 ceived

number of for 26 ed their or more less than

weeks of or more benefit weeks of 20 weeks

duration weeks rights benefits of bene-

State January 1974 1974 1974 1974 fits 1974
New Jersey........ 26 67 4] 56 31
New Mexico....... 30 91 30 72 4
New York.......... 326 100 33 100 0
North Carolina. ... 326 87 15 70 11
North Dakota...... 26 61 26 43 33
Ohio............... 26 90 19 81 0
Oklahoma......... 26 38 39 34 34
Oregon............ 26 96 23 88 6
Pennsylvania...... 330 100 19 100 0
Puerto Rico....... 23 20-52 Y 54 0 0
Rhode Island...... 26 55 37 42 41
South Carolina. ... 26 66 34 36 37
South Dakota...... 26 47 23 29 48
Tennessee. .. ..... 26 66 24 46 32
exas............. 26 38 40 17 56
Utah.............. 36 4] 28 23 57
Vermont........... 326 100 28 100 0
Virginia........... 26 59 25 39 43
Washington. ...... 30 60 39 39 41
West Virginia ...... -326 100 16 74 0
‘Wisconsin......... 34 63 22 41 35
Wyoming.......... 26 52 20 29 43

1 Data in some States reflect reduction in weeks allowed due to disqualification.
3 States where additional weeks of benefits may be paid when spectal unemploy-

ment conditions exist as specified by State law.
3 States that have uniform duration of regular benetits for all claimants.

Source: Department of Labor.
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TABLE 10.—ADVANCES TO STATES FROM THE FEDERAL
UNEMPLOYMENT ACCOUNT

{In mitlions]
Through
_ May 15,

State 1972 1973 1974 1975 Total
Connecticut........... $31.8 $21.7 $8.5 $106.0 '$168.0
Washington........... 34.7 6.0 3.4 42.4 86.5
Vermont............................... 5.3 14,2 19.5
Newdersey..............oo .. 235.1 235.1
Rhodelsland.................................. 34.3 34.3
Michigan................. ... ... ... ... ... ... 30.0 30.0
Massachusetts................................ 25.0 25.0
PuertoRico. ........... ... . . 10.0 10.0

Total............ 66.5 27.7 17.2 4970 608.4

! Not reduced for any additional Federal taxes collected in 1975 on 1974 wages
aecallj(s)e i);;zduction of the 2.7 percent credit due to the loans outstanding as of
ov. 10, .

Note.—Balance remaining in Federal unemployment account $48,000,000 as of

‘May 15, 1975.

Projections for June:
Income to Federal Unemployment Account:
Federal tax increase collected from Connecticut

“to be transferred to account.................. $12.1
Istquarterinterest. ............................ 6.7
Balance in account after income.................... 66.8
Requests received for advances for June:
Connecticut. ... 12.0
Michigan............. .. ... . 51.0
Total. ... ... . 63.0
Balance in account after advances now requested. . 3.8
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UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS PAID—OR PROJECTED TO BE PAID (Current Law)

$18.2 BILLION *
$18.3 BILLION : . i
] I [ I l I i Emerg
FET 1T /IHHL (Temporary)
[31.0 BILUONl //////// {

T 7 M
077 4 =
%////////////////////I

2 $6.6 BILLION
/56.5 BN/ $13.1 BILLION. Regular
$4.2 BILLION $13.3 BILLION Benefits
$0.1 BILLION
$6.1 BILLION
$4.1 BILLION
cy 1973 | cy97a | | cyers I cv 1976

. U. S. Department of Labor
Based on 6/1/75 Unemployment Assumptions. Manpower Administration

May 28, 1975

611.



#H

oW

Flow of FUTA Funds Under Existing Federal Statutes

0.5% Employer Tax

Monthly transfers of all net collections

1 EMPLOYMENT SECURITY ADMINISTRATION ACCOUNT (ESAA)
for financing administrative costs of the employment security program (of
the 90% of estimated FUTA collections in a year remaining  (after trans-
fer of 10% t0'2 ), up to 95% may be appropriated to finance State admin-
istrative costs; balance available to meet Federal administrative costs)

Statutory limit retained in this account at the beginning of a fiscal year is
40% of appropriation for the prior fiscal year

Since April, 1972,
monthly transfers =
1/10 of net coliec-
tions

t

Excess if 2
is over statutory
limit on June 30

of any year

Excess if 11

iS over statutory
limit on July 1
of any year and
-2 is not over its
statutory limit

{

t

Excess if 3
is over statutory
limit on June 30
of any year

Excess if(1)and(2)
are over statutory

limitand 3 is not,

on July 1 of any

T

2 EXTENDED UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION AC
COUNT (EUCA) for financing (triggered) extended UC program

3 FEDERAL UNEMPLOYMENT ACCOUNT (FUA)
for repayable advances to States with depleted reserves

Statutory limit: $750 million, or 0.125% of total wages in cov-
ered employment in preceding calendar year, whichever is greater

Y

Statutory limit: $550 million, or 0.125% of total wages in cov-
eredemployment in preceding calendar year, whichever is greater

Excessif ‘1, 2 and .3 are over swatutory limit on July 1 of any vear

Distribution to State trust fund accounts when alt 3 accounts are fully
! funded and no outstanding advances from General Revenue to
either FUA or EUCA

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.
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Federal-State Extended Unemployment Compensation Act and
Amendments
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Federal-State Extéended Unemployment Compensation Act and
Amendments

Excerpr FroMm Pusric Law 91-373, AuausT 10, 1970

* * * * * * *

TITLE II—-FEDERAL-STATE EXTENDED UNEMPLOYMENT
COMPENSATION PROGRAM

SHORT TITLE

Skec. 201. This title may be cited as the “Federal-State Extended
Unemployment Compensation Act of 1970”.

PAYMENT OF EXTENDED COMPENSATION
State Law Requirements

SEc. 202. (a)(1) For purposes of section 3304(a)(11) of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954, a State law shall provide that payment of
extended compensation shall be made, for any week of unemployment
which begins in the individual’s eligibility period, to individuals who
have exhausted all rights to regular compensation under the State -
law and who have no rights to regular compensation with respect to
such week under such law or any other State unemployment compen-
sation law or to compensation under any other Federal law and are
not receiving compensation with respect to such week under the unem-
ployment compensation law of the Virgin Islands or Canada. For pur-
goses of the preceding sentence, an individual shall have exhausted

is rights to regular compensation under a State law (A) when no
payments of reFular compensation can-be made under such law because
such individual has received all regular compensation available to him
based on employment or wages during his base period, or (B) when
his rights to such compensation have terminated by reason of the
expiration of the benefit year with respect to which such rights

existed.

(2) Except where inconsistent with the provisions of this title,
the terms and conditions of the State law which aprly to claims for
regular compensation and to the payment thereof shall apply to claims
for extended compensation and to the payment thereof.

Individuals’ Compensation Accounts

(b)(1) The State law shall provide that the State will establish,
for each eligible individual who files an application therefor, an
extended compensation account with respect to such individual’s
benefit year. The amount established in such account shall be not less
than whichever of the following is the least:
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(A) 50 per centum of the total amount of regular compensation
(including dependents’ allowances) payable to him during such
benefit year under such law,

(B) thirteen times his average weekly benefit amount, or

(C) thirty-nine times his average weekly benefit amount,
reduced by the regular compensation paid (or deemed paid) to
him during such benefit year under sucI\ law;

except that the amount so determined shall (if the State law so pro-

vides) be reduced by the aggregate amount of additional compensation

paid (or deemed l[-l)aid) to him under such law for prior weeks of unem-

Bloyment in such benefit year which did not begin in an extended
enefit period.

(2) For purposes of paragraph (1), an individual’s weekly benefit
amount for a weck is the amount of regular compensation (including
dependents’ allowances) under the State law payable to such indi-
vi(\ual for such week for total unemployment.

EXTENDED BENEFIT PERIOD
Beginning and Ending

3Eec. 203. (a) For purposes of this title, in the case of any State,
an extended benefit period—

(1) shall begin with the third week after whichever of the
following weeks first occurs:

(A) a week for which there is a national ‘“on’’ indicator, or

(B) a week for which there is a State “on’’ indicator; and

(2) shall tnd with the third week after the first weck for which

there is both a national ‘‘off”’ indicator and a State “off”’ indicator.

- Special Rules

(b) In the case of any State—
(A) no extended benefit period shall last for a period of less
than th'rteen consecutive weeks, and '
(B) 110 extended benefit period may begin by reason of a State
“on’ indicator before the fourteenth week after the close of a
prior extended benefit period with respect ‘o such State.
(2) When a determination has been made that an extended benefit
reriod is beginning or ending with respect to a State (or all the
tates), the Secretary shall cause notice of such determination to be
published in the Federal Register. '

Eligibility Period

(c) For purposes of this title, an individual’s eligibility period under
the State law shall consist of the weeks in his benefit year which begin
in an extended benefit period and, if his benefit year ends within such
extended benefit period, any weeks thereafter which begin in such
extended benefit period. 26
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National “On’’ and “Off”’ Indicators

(d) For purposes of this section— :

(1) There is a national “on” indicator for a week if for each
of the three most recent calendar months ending before such
week, the rate of insured unemployment (seasonally adjusted)

o for all States equaled or exceeded 4.5 per centum (determined by

reference to the average monthly covered employment for the first
four of the most recent six calendar quarters ending before the
month in question).

(2) There is a national “off” indicator for a week if for each of
the three most recent calendar months ending before such week,
the rate of insured unemployment (scasonally adjusted) for all
States was less than 4.5 per centum (determined by reference to
the average monthly covered employment for the first four of
the most recent six calendar quarters ending before the month
in question). -

State “On’’ and “Off"’ Indicators

(e) For purposes of this section— .

(1) There is a State “on” indicator for a week if the rate of
insured unemployment under the State law for the period consist-
ing of such week and the immediately preceding twelve weeks—

(A) equaled or exceeded 120 per centum of the average of
such rates for the corresponding thirteen-week period ending
- in each of the preceding two calendar years, and
(B) equaled or exceeded 4 per centum.

(2) There is a State “off”’ indicator for a week if, for the period
consisting of such week and the immediately preceding twelve
weeks, either subparagarph (A) or subparagraph (B) of para-
graph (1) was not satisfied.

For purposes of this subsection, the rate of insured unemployment
for any 13-weck period shall be determined by reference to the average
monthly covered employment under the State law for the first four of
the n(IiOSt recent six calendar quarters ending before the close of such -
period.

Rate of Insured Unemployment; Covered Employment

(f)(1) For purposes of subsections (d) and (e), the term ‘“rate of
insured uncmployment’” means the percentage arrived at by dividing—
(A) the average weekly number of individuals filing claims
for weeks of unemployment with respect to the specified period,
as determined on the basis of the reports made by all State
agencies (or, in the case of subsection (e), by the State agency)
to the Secretary, by
(BZi the average monthly covered employment for the specified
period. -
(2) Determinations under subsection (d) shall be made by the
Secretary in accordance with regulations prescribed by him.
(3) Determinations under subsection (e) shall be made by the
State agency in accordance with regulations prescribed by the
Secretary. 37
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PAYMENTS TO STATES
Amount Payable

Sec. 204. (a)(1) There shall be paid to eath State an amount equal
to one-half of the sum of—

(A) the sharable extended compensation, and
——(B) the sharable regular compensation,
paid to individuals under the State law.

(2) No payment shall be made to any State under this subsection
in respect to compensation for which the State is entitled to reim-
Xursement under the provisions of any Federal law other than this

ct.

Sharable Extended Compensation

- (b) For purposes of subsection (a)(1)(A), extended compensation
paid to an individual for weeks of unemployment in such individual’s
eligibility period is sharable extended compensation to the extent that
the aggregate extended compensation paid _to such individual with
respect to any benefit vear does not exceed the smallest of the amounts
referred to in subparagraphs (A), (B), and (C) of section 202(b)(1).

Sharable Regular Compensation

(c) For purposes of subsection (a)(1)(B), regular compensation paid
to an individual for a week of unemployment is sharable regular
compensation— :

(1) if such week is in such individual’s eligibility period (deter-
‘mineéd under section 203(c)), and
(2) to the extent that the sum of such compensation, plus the
regular compensation paid (or deemed paid) to him with respect
to prior weeks of unemployment in the benefit year, exceeds
- twenty-six times (and does not exceed thirty-nine times) the
average weekly benefit amount (including allowances for depend-
ents) for weeks of total unemployment payable to such individual
under the State law in such benefit year.

Payment on Calendar Month Basis

(d) There shall be paid to each State either in advance or by way
of reimbursement, as may be determined by the Secretary, such sum
as the Secretary estimates the State will be entitled to receive under
this title for each calendar month, reduced or increased, as the case
may be, by any sum by which the Sccretary finds that his estimates
for any prior calendar month were greater or less than the amounts
which should have been paid to the State. Such estimates may be
made upon the basis of such statistical, sampling, or other method as
may be agreed upon by the Secretary and the State agency.

Certification

(e) The Secretary shell from time to time certify to the Secretar\Y‘
of 'the Treasury for payment to each State the sums payable to suc!
State under this section. The Secretary of the Treasury, prior to audit
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or settlement by the General Accounting Office, shall make ,payment
to the State in accordance with such certification, by transfers from
the extended unemployment compensation account to the account of
such State in the Unemployment Trust Fund.

DEFINITIONS

Skc. 205. For purposes of this title—

(1) The term ‘‘compensation’’-means cash benefits payable to
individuals with respect to their unemployment.

(2) The term ‘‘regular compensation’”’ means compensation pay-
able to an individual under any State unemployment compeisa-
tion law (including compensation payable pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
chapter 85), other than extended compensation and additional
compensation. :

(3) The term ‘“‘extended compensation’”’ means compensation
(including additional compcensation and compensation payable
pursuant to § U.S.C. chapter 85) payable for weeks of unemploy-
ment beginning in an extended benefit period to an individual
under those provisions of the State law which satisfy the require-
ments of this title with respect to the payment of extended com-
pensation.

(4) The term “additional compensation’” means compensation
payable to exhaustees by reason of conditions of high unemploy-
ment or by reason of other special factors.

(5) The term ‘“‘benefit year’”’ means the benefit year as defined in
the applicable State law.

(6) The term ‘“‘base period” means the base period as deter-
mined under applicable State law for the benefit year.

(7) The term ‘‘Secretary’’ means the Secretary of Labor of the
United States.

(8) The term “State” includes the District of Columbia and
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico.

(9) The term ‘“‘State agency” means the agency of the State
which administers its State law.

(10) The term ‘‘State law’’ means the unemployment compensa-
tion law of the State, approved by the Secretary under section
3304 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954.

(11) The term ‘‘week’’ means a week as defined in the applicable
State law.

APPROVAL OF STATE LAWS

SEc. 206. Section 3304(a) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 is
amended by inserting after paragraph (10) (added by section 121(a)
of this Act) the following new paragragh: . ,

“(11) extended compensation shall be payable as provided by
t}fle Federal-State Extended Unemployment Compensation Act
of 1970;".

EFFECTIVE DATES

SEc. 207. (a) Except as provided in subsection (b)— .
(1) in applying section 203, no extended benefit period may
begin with a week be 'nnin? before January 1, 1972; and
2? section 204 shall apply only with respect to weeks of un-
employment beginning after December 31, 1971.
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(b)(1) In the case of a State law approved under seetion 3304(n)
(11) of the Internal Revenue Clode of 1954, such State law may also
Frovide that an extended bhenefit period may begin with a week estah-
ished pursuant to such law which begins earlier than January 1,
1972, but not earlier than 60 days after the date of the enactment of
this Act.

(2) For purposes of paragraph (1) with respeet to weeks beginning
before January 1, 1972, the extended benefit period for the State shall
be determined under section 203(a) solely by reference to the State
“on” indicator and the State “off”’ indicator.

(3) In the_cnse of a State law containing a provision described in
paragraph (1), section 204 shall also apply with respect to weeks of
unemployment in extended benefit periods determined pursuant to
paragraph (1). B

(¢) Section 3304(n)(11) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (as
added by section 206) shall not be a requirement for the State law of
any State—

(1) in the caso of any State the legislature of which does not
meet in a regular session which closes during the calendar year
1971, with 1espect to any weck of unemployment which beging
prior to July 1, 1972; or

(2) in the case of any other State, with respect to any week of
unemployment which begins prior to January 1, 1972.

* * * * * L *

SEC, 305. EXTENDED UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION ACCOUNT

(a) Title IX of the Social Security Act is amended by striking out
section 905 and inserting in lieu thereof the following new section:

“ExTENDED UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION ACCOUNT

‘“ESTA BLISHMENT OF ACCOUNT

“Sec. 905. (a) There is hereby established in the Unemployment
Trust Fund an extendcdnnemp]oyment compensation account-~—For
the purposes provided for in section 904(e), such account shall be
maintained as a separate book account.

—

“TRANSFERS TO ACCOUNT

“(b)(1) Except as provided by paragraph (3), the Secretary of the
Treasury shall transfer (as of the close of July 1970, and each month
thereafter), from the employment security administration account to
the extended unemployment compensation account established by
subsection (a), an amount determined by him to be equal, in the
case of any month before April 1972, to one-fifth, and in the case of
any month after March 1972, to one-tenth, of the amount by which—-

“(A) transfers to-the employment sccurity administration ac-
count pursuant to section 901(b)(2) during such month, exceed
“(B) payments during such month from the employment se-
curity administration account pursuant to section 901 (b)(3)

and (d). 40
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If for any such month the pavments referred to in subparagraph (B)
exceed the transfers referred to in subparagraph (A), proper adjust-
ments shall be made in the amounts su‘,)sequently transferred.

“(2) Whenever the Seeretary of the Treasury determines pursuant
to scction 901(f) that there is an excess in the employment security
administration account as of the close of any fiscal year begiuning
after June 30, 1972, there shall be transferred (as of the beginning of
the succeeding fiseal year) to the extended unemployment. compensa-
tion account the total amount of such excess or so much thereof as is
required to increase the amount in the extended unemployment com-
pensation account to whichever of the following is the greater:

“(A) $750,000,000, or

“(B) the amount {determined by the Sccrctary of Labor and
certified by him to the Sceretary of the Treasury) cqual to one-
cighth of 1 percent of the total wages subject (determined with-
out any limitation on amount) to contributions under all State
unemployment compensation laws for the calendar year ending
during the fiscal year for which the excess is determined.

“(3) The Secretary of the Treasury shall make no transfer pursuant
to paragraph (1) as of the close of any month if he determines that
the amount in the extended unemployment compensation account is
cqual to (or in excess of) the limitation provided in paragraph (2).

“TPRANSFERS TO STATE ACCOUNTS

“(¢) Amounts in the extended unemployment compensation account
shall be available for transfer to the accounts of the States in the
Unemployment Trust Fund as provided in section 204(e) of the
Federal-State Extended Unemployment Compensation Act of 1970.

““ADVANCES TO EXTENDED UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION ACCOUNT
AND REPAYMENT

“(d) There are hereby authorized to be appropriated, without fiscal
year limitation, to the extended unemployment compensation account,
as repayable advances (without interest), such sums as may be neces-
sary to carry out the purposes of the Federal-State Extended Unem-
ployment Compensation Act of 1970. Amounts appropriated as re-
payable advances shall be repaid, without interest, {)y transfers from
the extended unemployment compensation account to the general fund
of the Treasury, at such times as the amount in the extended unem-
Ployment compensation account is determined by the Secretary of the

‘reasury, in consultation with the Secretary of Labor, to be adequate
for such purpose Any amount transferred as a repayment under this
subsection shall be credited against, and shall operate to reduce, any
balance of advances repayable under this subsection.”

(b) Section 903(a)(1) of the Social Sccurity Act is amended to read
as follows: “(1) I as of the close of any fiscal year after the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1972, the amount in the extended unemployment
compensation account has reached the limit provided in section 9056
(b)(2) and the amount in the Federal unemployment account has
reached the limit provided in scction 902(n) nm{ all advances pursuant
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to section 905(d) and section 1203 have been repaid, and there remains
in the employment security administration account any amount over
the amount provided in section 901(f)(3)(A), such excess amount,
except as provided in subsection (b), shall be transferred (as of the

-beginning of the succeeding fiscal year) to the accounts of the States in

the Unemployment Trust Fund.
* * * * * g *

Excerer From PusLic Law 92-599, Ocroner 27, 1972

* % x * * * *

AMENDMENT TO FEDERAL-STATE EXTENDED UNEMPLOYMENT
COMPENSATION ACT OF 1970

Skc. 561. Section 203(e)(2) of the Federal-State Extended Unem-

) plc(){yment Compensation Act of 1970 is amended by adding at the
en

thereof the following new sentence: “Effective with respect to
compensation for weeks of unemployment beginning before July 1,
1973, and beginning after the date of the enactment of this sentence
(or, if later, the dato cstablished pursuant to State law), the State
may by law provide that the determination of whether there has been
a State ‘off’ indicator ending any extended benefit period shall be
made under this subsection as if paragraph (1) did not contain sub-
paragraph (A) thereof.” -

Excerpr FrormM Pusnric Law 93-53, Jury 1, 1973
* * * ] *® ] *

Skc. 5. Section 203(e)(2) of the Federal-State Extended Unemploy-
ment Compensation Act of 1970 is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following: “Effective with respect to compensation for
weeks of unemployment beginning before January 1, 1974, and
beginning after the date of the enactment of this sentence (or, if later,
the date cstablished pursuant to State law), the State by law may
provide that the determination of whether there has been a State
‘off’ indicator ending any extended benefit period shall be made under
this subsection as if paragraph (1) did not contain subparagraph (A)
thereof and may provide that the determination of whether there has
been a State ‘on’ indicator beginning any extended benefit period shall
be made under this subsection as if (i) paragraph (1) did not contain
subparagraph (A) thercof, (ii) the 4 per centum contained in sub-
paragraph {)B) thercof were 4.5 per centum, and (iii) paragraph (1) of
subsection (b) did not contain subparagraph (B) thercof. In the case
of any individual who has a week with respect to which extendeéd
compensation was payable pursuant to a State law referred to in the
preceding sentence, if the extended benefit period under such law does
not expire before January 1, 1974, the eligibility period of such
individual for purposes of such law shall end with the thirteenth week
which begins after December 31, 1973.”

. * . . * . .

Excerer FromM Pusric Law 93-233, DEcEMBER 31, 1973
. * * » » * *
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PROVISIONS RELATING TO UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION

Sec. 20. Section 203(2) of the Federal-State Extended Unemploy-
ment Compensation Act of 1970 is amended by adding at the end

. thereof the following new sentence: “Effective with respect to compen-

sation for weeks of unemployment beginning before April 1, 1974, and
beginning after December 31, 1973 (or, if Fater, the date established
pursuant to State law), the State may by law provide that the deter-
mination of whether there has been a State ‘on’ or ‘off’ indicator
beginning or ending any extended benefit period shall be made under
t:us sufb’scction as if paragraph (1) did not contain subparagraph (A)
thercof.”. -

Excerer Frov Pusric Law 93-256, Mancu 28, 1974
* * * ] * » *

Sec. 2. The last sentence of section 203(e)(2) of the Federal-State
Extended Unemployment Compensation Act of 1970 (as added by
section 20 of Public Law 93-233) is amended by striking out “April”
and inserting in lieu thereof “July”.
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Emergency Unemployment Compensation Act of 1974

(Public Law 93-572)

AN ACT To provide a program of emergency unemployment compensation

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the
United States of America in Congress assembled,

Short Title

Section 101. This Act may be cited as the “Emergency Unemploy-
ment Compansation Act of 1974,

Federal-State Agreements

Sec. 102, (a) Any State,the State unemployment compensation law
of which is approved by the Secretary of Labor (hereinafter in this
Act referred to as the “Secretary”) under section 3304 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 which desires to do so, may enter into and
participate in an agreement with the Secretary under this Act, if such
State law contains (as of the date such agreement is entered into) *
a requirement that extended compensation be payable thereunder
as provided by the Federal-State Extended Unemployment Com-
pensation Act of 1970. Any State which is a party to an agreement
under this Act may, upon providing thirty days’ written notice to the
Secretary, terminate such agreement.

(b) Any such agreement shall provide that the State agency of
the State will make payments of emergency compensation—

(1) to individuals who— ‘

(A) (i) have exhausted all rights to regular compensation
under the State law; ‘
. (ii) have exhausted all rights to extended compensation,
or are not entitled thereto, because of the ending of their
eligibility period for extended compensation, in such State;

(B) have no rights to compensation (including both regu-
lar compensation and extended compensation) with respect
to a week under such law or any other State unemployment
compensation law or to compensation under any other Fed-
eral law; and
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. (C) are not receiving compensation with respect to such
week under the unemployment compensation law of the Vir-
gin Islands or Canada,

(2) for any week of unemployment which begins in—

(A) an emergency benefit period (as defined in subsec-
tion (c) (3)); and

(B) the individual’s period of eligibility (as defined in
section 105(b)).

(¢) (1) For purposes of subsection (b) (1) (A), an individual shall
be deemed to have exhausted his rights to regular compensation un-
der a State law when—

(A) no payments of regular compensation can be made under
such law because such individual has received all regular com-
pensation available to him based on employment or wages during
his base period ; or

(B) his rights to such compensation have been terminated by
reason of the expiration of the benefit year with respect to which
such rights existed. )

(2) For purposes of subsection (b) (1) (B), an individual shall be
deemed to have exhausted his rights to extended compensation under
& State law when no payments of extended compensation under a
State law can be made under such law because such individual has
received all ,the extended compensation available to him from his
extended compensation account (as established under State law in
accordance with section 202(b) (1) of the Federal-State Extended
Unemployment Compensation Act of 1970).

(8) (A) (i) For purposes of subsection (b)(2)(A), in the case of
any State, an emergency benefit period— -

(I) shall begin with the third week after a week for which
there is a State “emergency on” indicator; and

(II) shall-end with the third week after the first week for
which there is a State “emergency off” indicator.

(ii) In the case of any State, no emergency benefit period shall
last for a period of less than 26 consecutive weeks,

(iii) When a determination has been made that an emergency
benefit period is beginning or ending with respect to any State, the
Secretary shall cause notice of such determination to be published
in the Federal Register, -

(B) (i) For purposes of subparagraph (A), there is a State “emer-
gency on” indicator for a week if there is a State or National “on”
indicator for such week (as determined under subsections (d) and (e)
of section 203 of the Federal-State Extended Unemployment Compen-
sation Act of 1970). 48
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(ii) For purposes of subparagraph (A), there is a State “emer-
gency off” indicator for a week if there is both a State and a National
“off” indicator for such week (as determmined under subsections (d)
and (e) of the Federal-State Extended Unemployment Compensation
Act of 1970).

(d) For purposes of any agreement under this Act—

(1) the amount of the emergency compensation which shall be
payable to any individual for any week of total unemployment
shall be equal to the amount of the regular compensation (in-
cluding dependents’ allowances) payable to him during his benefit
year under the State law ; and

(2) the terms and conditions of the State law which apply to
claims for regular compensation and to the payment thereof shall
(except where inconsistent with the provisions of this Act or
regulations of the Secretary promulgated to carry out this Act)
apply to claims for emergency compensation and the payment
thereof.

(e) (1) Any agrcement under this Act with a State shall provide
that the State will establish, for each eligible individual who files an
application for emergency compensation, .an emergency compensa-
tion account. ;

(2) Except as provided in paragraph (3), the amount established
in such account for any individual shall be equal to the lesser of—

(A) 50 per centum of the total amount of regular compensation
(including dependents’ allowances) payable to him with respeet
to the benefit year (as determined under the State law) on the
basis of which he most recently received regular compensation ; or

(B) thirteen times his average weekly benefit amount (as de-
termined for purposes of section 202(b) (1) (C) of the Federal-
State Extended Unemployment Compensation Act of 1970) for
his benefit year.?

(3) Effective only with respect to benefits for weeks of unemploy-
ment ending before July 1, 1975, the amount established in such ae-
count for any individual shall be equal to the lesser of —

(A) 100 per centum of the total amount of regular compensa-
tion (including dependents’ allowances) payable to. him with
respect to the benefit year (as determined under the State law)
on the basis of which he most recently received regular compensa-
tion; or

(B) twenty-six times his average weekly benefit amount (as
determined for purposes of section 202(b) (1) (C) of the Federal-
State Extended Unemployment Compensation Act of 1970) for
his benefit year.? -

1 Paragraph (2) was amended by Puble Law 04-12,
2 Paragraph (3) was ndded by Publle faw 04-12.

49



k]

TR

138

(f) (1) No emergency compensation shall be payable to any individ-
ual under an agreement entered into under this Act for any week
beginning before whichever of the following is the latest :

(A) the first weck which begins after December 81, 1974,
(B) the week following the week in which such agreement is
entered into, or )

‘ (C) the first week which begins after the date of the enact-

. ment of this Act. '

" (2) -No emergency compensation shall be payable to any individual
u;tjder_ an agreement entered into under this Act for any week ending
after— '

(A) December 31, 1976, or

(B) March 31, 1977, in the case of an individual who (for a
week ending before January 1, 1977) had a week with respect to
which emergency compensation was payable under such agree-
ment.

Payments to States Having Agreements for the Payment of
Emergency Compensation

Sec. 103. (a) There shall be paid to each State which has entered
into an agreement under this Act an amount equal to 100 per centum
of the emergency compensation paid to individuals by the State pur-
suant to such agreement.

(b) No payment shall be made to any State under this section in-
respect of compensation for which the State is entitled to reimburse-
ment under the provisions of any Federal law other than this Act.

(c) Sums payable to any State by reason of such State’s having an
agreement under this Act shall be payable, either in advance or by
way of reimbursement (as may be determined by the Secretary), in
such amounts as the Secretary estimates the State will be entitled to
receive under this Act for each calendar month, reduced or increased,
as the case may be, by any amount by which the Secretary finds that
his estimates for any prior calendar month were greater or less than
the amounts which would have been paid to the State. Such estimates
may be made on the basis of such statistical, sampling, or other method
as may be agreed upon by the Secretary and the State agency of the
State involved. .

Financing Provisions

Sec. 104 (a) (I) Funds in the extended unemployment compensa-
tion account (as established by section 905 of the Social Security Act)”
of the Unemployment Trust Fund shall be used for the making of

payments to States having agreements entered intv under this Act.
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(2) The Secretary shall from time to time certify to the Secretary
of the Treasury for payment to each State the sums pavable to such
State under this Act. The Scereta: 'y of the Treasury, prior to audit
or settlement by the General Accounting Office, shall make payments
to the State in accordance with such certification, by transfers from the
extended unemployment compensation account (as established by
section 905 of the Social Security Act) to the account of such State
in the Unemployment Trust Fund.

(b) There are hereby authorized to be appropriated, without fiseal
year limitation, to the extended unemployment compensation account,
as repayable advances (without interest), such sums as may be neces-
sary to carry out the purposes of this Act. Amounts appropriated as
repayable advances and paid to the States under section 103 shall'be
repaid, without interest, as provided in section 90.)(d) of the Social
Security Act.

Definitions

Sec. 105. For purposes of this Act— -

(1) the terms “compensation”, “regular compensation”, “ex-
tended compensation”, “base period”, “benefit year”, “State”,
“State agency”, “State law”, and “weck” shall have the meanings
assigned to them under section 205 of the Federal-State Ex-
tended Unemployment Compensation Act of 1970;

(2) the term “period of eligibility” means, in the case of any
individual, the weeks in his benefit year which begin in an ex-
tended benefit period or an emergency bencfit period, and, if
‘his benefit year ends within such extended benefit period, any
weeks thereafter which begin in such extended benefit period or in
such emergency benefit period ; and

(3) the term “extended benefit period” shall have the meaning
assigned to such term under section 203 of the Federal-State

«  Extended Unemployment Compensation Act of 1970.

For purposes of any State law which refers to an cxtension under
Federal law of the duration of benefits under the Federal-State Ex-
tended Unemployment Compensation Ac* of 1970, this Act shall be
treated as amendatory of such Act.

~ Extension of Waiver of 120-Percent Requirement for Purposes of

.Extended Compensation Program _

Sec. 106. The last sentenco of section 203(e) (2) of the Federal-State
Extended Unemployment Compensation Act of 1970, as amended, is
amended by striking out “April 30, 1975” and inserting in lieu thereof
“December 31, 1976, 51
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Temporary Reduction in National Trigger

Sec. 107. Section 203(d) of the Federal-State Extended Unemploy-
ment Compensation Act of 1970 is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following ney sentence: “Effective with respect to com-
pensation for wecks of unemployment beginning before December 31,
1976, and beginning after December 31, 1974 (or, if later, the date
established pursuant to State law), the State may by law provide that
the determination of whether thero has been a national ‘on’ or ‘off’
indicatar_beginning or ending any extended benefit period shall be

made under this subsection as if the phrase ‘4.5 per .ecntum’, contained
in paragraphs (1)and (2), read ‘4 per centum’.” :

Provision for Financing Temporary Reduction in
National Trigger

Sec. 108. Section 204(a) of the Federal-State Extended Unemploy-
ment Compensation Act of 1970 is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new paragraph:

“(3) In the case of compensation which is sharable extended com-
pensation or sharable regular compensation by reason of the provision
contained in the last sentence of section 203(d), the first paragraph of
this subsection shall be applied as if the words ‘one-half of’ read ¢100-
per centum of’ but only with respect to compensation that would not
have been payable if the State law’s provisions as to the State ‘on’ and
‘off’ indicators omitted the 120 percent factor as provided for by
Public Law 93-368 and by section 106 of this Act.”
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