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INTRODUCTION

S. 1991, referred to in this committee print, is identical to H.R. 8282
introduced in the House of Representatives and referred to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. That committee held extensive hearings
on H.R. 8282 in the summer of 1965.

The explanation of S. 1991 and its b&,kground, as well as the
charts and other data, were prepared and submitted to the Committee
on Finance by the Department of Labor.

UtI
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FAIR LABOR STANDARD

MESSAGE

TI PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES

LABOR

MAY 18, 195.r-Referred to the Committee on Education and Labor and ordered
to be printed, with accompanying papers

To W Cbngm of t UnWtd Sam:

UNUPLOYMUNT INSUlANC SYSTM

Improvements in our unemployment com nation System are
essential if the program is to exert a stronger s effct on the
economy and provide people with adequate income when out of work.
The system has not kept pace with the times. No major improve-
ments have been made since its original enactment 30 years ago.

There are still many workers who are not protected by unemploy-
ment compensation. Other workers through no fault of their own,
experience excessively long periods of uncompensated unemployment.

The, plight of the long-term unemployed results primarily from
economic factors such as automation, other technological changes,
and relocation of industry. Their unemployment is a phenomenon
of normal as well as recession periods. It can be dealt with effectively
only through a nationally coordinated program.

Even in nonrecepsion periods of recent years, the number of long-
term unemployed has remained high. Among unemployment insur-
ance beneficiaries, thoee unemployed 26 or more weik represented
15 percent of the total in 1958, 29 percent in 1961, and about 20
percent in 1962 and 1964.
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The Wer oo extended bonsflt perlm, and Inarese bendm t
amount provided b l wi lasseu the ars-i ad suffering
that acoonipey unemployment and, at the same owel pro"id
stimulus to the economy When It is most needed.

Now, when unemployment is lower than it has been for Ye, is
the apoprite time to modernist the system so that it will better
mee the nees& of workers, the community, and the Nation.

Today, weekly benefits as often too low in amount and too short
in duration in relation to lost wages to enable the workers to meet
basic and nondeferrable expenses. C on compensation Al too
often fail to ield the original goal of 50 percent of past wages. This
is rparculrv true for workers who have the highest income levels,
and these workers are generaly heads of famil. The bill therefore
assures adequate payments for a fixed duration for most regular
workers

The burden of excessively high unemployment costs that exist
in several States must be relieved and the financial soundness of
the system strengthened. This will be achieved by increasing the
amount of wages subject to taxation--the first increase in the his-
tory of the program-s well as b increiung the amount of tax
and recognzmng the Federal responsibility through providon for con-
tributions from general revenues, with matching grants for high cost
States.

It is essential that this system be administered with both justice
and firmness. We know some workers have been denied benefits
when justice required payment. We also know some workers have
been granted bnefits when firmness required their denial. For
this reason the proposed legislation cails for steps which will help
assure that benefits are 'only to those who are entitled to them
and that unreasonable dsualifications are eliminated.
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IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

MAY 18,19M
Mr. McC*n m (for himself, Mr. CABS, Mr. BAwnm-, Mr. Cum, Mr. Dow-

L, Mr. Hqrw, Mr. HAum, Mr. JAy, Mr. KxxzWy of New York, Mr.
McOw, Mr. MwcALF, Mr. MoNDALe, Mr. Mousa Mr. RANVOLM, and
Mr. Wnziaw of New Jersey) introduced the following bill; which was
read twice and referred to the Committee on Finance

A BILL
To provide for the establishment of a program of Federal

unemployment adjustment benefits, to provide for matohing
grants for excess benefit costs, to extend coverage, to estab-
Ush Federal requirements with respect to unemployment
compensation, to increase the wage base for the Federal
unemployment tax, to increase the rate of the Federal un-
employment tax and to provide for a Federal contribution,
to establish a Federal adjustment account in the Unemploy-
ment Trust Fund, to change the annual certification date
under the Federal Unemployment Tax Act, to provide for
a research program and for a Special Advisory Commission,
and for other purposes.

I Be it enaotd by Mlp Senate and House of Representa-

2 titve of the United Stat of Ameri a in CoWes ambled,
UI
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1 That this Act may be cited u the "Employment Seurity

2 Amendments of 1965."

TABLE OF COIENTS

Tma I-Anmxumm o T Socu, Sanmrr Acr

S0. 101. M I X, FMDUAL UINMWT3]i A ADJUS2IgiT BMZM 150RAM

Sec. 2001. BEtablisment of program.
Sea. 200. Eligibility for benefits.
See 2008. Payment of benefits.
Se. 2004. Additional terms and conditions.
Sec. 200. Amount and duration of benefits.
Sem. 000. Waiver or release of benefit rights.
Se. 2007, Agreements with States,
Sec. 2008. Federal unemployment adjustment benefits in absence of State

agreement
Se. 2009. Penalties, false statements, and so forth.
Sec. 2010. Recovery of overpayments.
Sec. 2011. Information.
Sec. 2012. Payments to States.
Sem. 201& Regntions.
Sec. 2014. Definitions.

030. 102. Tr.R ii,.ATCM0 GRAN0TS 03 UXS 00

Sem. 9101. Qualifications and condition.
Sec. 2102. Amount of grants.
Sec. 9108. (a) Certifications.

(b) Money used only for purposes paid.

am0. 103. AM3NDmZn TO TITLU Ix

Sec. 906. Establishment of Federal adjustment account.
Sec. 910.' Duties of Secretary of Labor.
Sem. 911. Unemployment compensation research program.
Se. 012. Training grant. for unemployment compensation personnel.

Tma I-Ancomms To Tm Fun" Umxuxwrxw TAx Amr

Sem. 201. Employers of one or more.
Sec. . Increased tax on employers.
Sem 2M. Coverage:

(a) Nonprofit orgaLmaions.
(b) Deftiition of contributions for nonproft
(c) Special methods of financing for nonpro

Sec. 204. Definition of employee.
Sec. 200. Agricultural labor.
Se84 2K Maritime employers
Sec. 207. Definition of wage (increase in taxable wage base).
Se. W0. Expearlewrating standards for - funds.
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TAVL3 OF 0OkSTRAT -Contmuted

Thi fl-Ammm 2o v u FuwA Usno EW7T TAx

S O. Beidt reqrmeuint:
(a) SM0(s)-Ostcsuo"O
(b) Notice to Governor of nocertiication.
(o) Requirement.
(d) Delitions.

Se. 910. iUmtmioon credit againt tax benefit requirements.
See. 911. Additional te and conditions for certification.
Sem. 919. htlnatiendate

Tma IlI-mauwous

Se. 801. Appointment of special advisory commission.
Sec. S09. Effective date.

I TITLE I-AMENDMENT TO THE SOCIAL

2 SEOURTY ACT

3 SBo. 101. The Social Security Act is amended by add-

4 ing after title XIX thereof the following now itle:

5 "TITLE XX-FEDERAL UNMLOYMENT

6 ADJUSMENT BENEFITS PROGRAM

7 "Szo. 2001. Federal unemployment adjustment benefits

8 shall be payable for any week of unemployment which be-

9 gins after June 30, 1966, and after the date of enactment of

10 this title to any individual who meets the requirements of

11 secovs 2002, 2008, ani! 2004 in the amount specified in

12 ovoro 2005.

is8 "ELiGIBILY Fog B3MMIT

14 "S.6 . 2002. An individual shall be eligible for Federal

15 unemployment adjustment benefits if he-
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1 "(a) alies. a edea bends period;

2 "(b) has had not less than 26 weeks of unemploy-

8 ment after December 81, 196 , and after the beginning

4 of his Federal benefit period;

5 "(o) (1) bas been employed in covered employ-

6 ment for not less than 78 weeks in the Federal qualify-

7 ing period and for not less than 26 weeks in the base

8 period when the applicable State law bases eligibility on

9 weeks of employment; or

10 "(2) has been employed in covered employment

11 in 6 calendar quarters in the Federal qualifying period

12 and in such qualifying period was paid at least five times

13 his high-qunarter wages, and was paid at least one and

14 two-thirds times such high-quarter wages in the base

15 period, when the applicable State law bases eligibility

16 on high-quarter wages paid in the base period; or

17 "(8) has a work history substantially equivalent,

18 under regulations issued by the Secretary, to that re.

19 quired under subsections (1) and (2), when the ap-

20 plicable State law bases eligibility on other criteria or

21 when the applicable State law bases eligibility as pro-

22 vided by subsection (1) or (2) but datwithrespect to

23 his work history required by such subsections are not

24 available.
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"PAYMENT OF BBENFIT

2 "Sto. 2008. Federal unemployment adjustment benefits

3 shall be payable for a week, of unemployment (as defined in

4 section 2014) to an eligible individual-

5 "(a) who files a claim for such benefits;

6 "(b) who has no present or potential rights to

7 unemployment compensation with respect to such week

8 under any State or other Federal employmentt corn-

9 pensation law and is not receiving compensation under

10 the unemployment compensation law of the Virgin

11 Islands or Canada;

12 "(o) who meets the terms and conditions for the

13 receipt of unemployment compensation of the appli-

14 cable State law or title XV except as specified in section

15 2004.

16 "ADDITIONAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS

17 "Sno. 2004. (a) (1) An individual shall be denied

18 benefits under this title by reason of a State disqualification

19 (other than a disqualification for fraud, for unemployment

20 due to a labor dispute or for conviction of a crime arising

21 out of his work) only for the week in which the disqualifying'

22 act occurred and the succeeding 6 weeks.
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1 "(2) Any individual who makes a false statement or

2 representation of a material ft knowing it to be false or

3 knowingly fails to disclose a material fact in order to obtain

4 or increase for himself or another any payment under this

5 title shall be disqualified, according, to the gravity of the

6 offense, for a period of 4 to 52 otherwise compensable weeks

7 beginning with the date the determination is made and ending

8 no later than 36 months from that date.

9 "(8) Benefits under this title shall be denied to any

10 individual for any week in which he would be disqualified

11 under the labor dispute disqualification provision of the appli-

12 cable State law.

13 "(4) Benefits under this title shall be denied to any

14 individual for a period not to exceed 52 weeks, according to

15 the gravity of the offense, beginning with the date of his

16 conviction of a crime arising in connection with his work.

17 "(b) Federal unemployment adjustment benefits shall

18 not be denied to an otherwise eligible individual for any

19 week because he is. in training with the approval of the

20 'Secretary; and such individual in training shall not be

21 deemed to be not otherwise eligible for any such week by

reason of any availability or active search for work require-

28 ment of a State law or by reason of his having refused to

24 accept work.

25 "(e) (1) If, without good cause, an individual refuses
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1 to take training to which he is referred by the Secretary or

2 leaves training to which he has been referred, or if he is

3 terminated with cause, he shall be disqualified from receiv-

4 ing benefits under this title for a period of 6 weeks from the

5 date of refusal, leaving or termination, as the case may be.

6 "(2) If without good cause an individual fails to attend

7 training to which he has been referred by the Secretary, he

8 shall be disqualified from receiving benefits for any period

9 during which he fails to attena such training.

10 "(d) For any week in which an individual is entitled

11 to a training allowance under the Manpower Development

12 and Training Act of 1962, as amended, he shall receive

13 the allowance under such Act in lieu of the Federal unem-

14 ployment adjustment benefits, but receipt of such allowances

15 shall not reduce his maximum aggregate Federal unemploy-

16 ment adjustment benefits.

17 "(e) (1) No individual shall receive benefits under this

18 title for any week with respect to which he receives a trade

19 readjustment allowance under title III, chapter 3 of the

20 Trade Expansion Act of 1962, or related provisions.

2i "(2) For any week with respect to which an indi-

22 vidual receives a trade readjustment allowance under title

23 I1, chapter 8 of the Trade Expansion Act of 1962, or

24 related provisions, an amount equal to his weekly benefit
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1 amount computed under section 2005 (a) shall be deducted

2 from his maximum aggregate amount.

3 "AMOUNT AND DURATION OF DBNEFIT8

4 "So. 2005. (a) Except as provided in subsection (c),

5 the Federal unemployment adjustment benefit payable to

6 an individual under this title for a week of total unemploy-

T ment shall be his weekly benefit amount under the applicable

8 State law or title XV. The Federal unemployment adjust-

9 ment benefit payable to an individual for a week of less

10 than total unemployment shall be computed in the manner

11 prescribed by the applicable State law.

12 "(b) The maximum aggregate amount of Federal un-

13 employment adjustment benefits payable in a single Federal

14 benefit period shall be determined at the time an individual

15 files his first claim for that period by multiplying the individ-

16 ual's weekly benefit amount by 26. In the case of an in-

17 dividual who received State or title XV compensation for

18 more than 26 weeks of total unemployment (or the equiv-

19 alent thereof in weeks of less than total unemployment) for

20 a single benefit year, his maximum aggregate amount of

21 Federal unemployment benefits shall be reduced by the

22 amount of compensation received for weeks in excess of 26.

28 "(e) If the State law is not certified under the provi-

24 sions of section 3309 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954

25 on October 31, 1967, or any October 81 thereafter, the Fed-



DATA RMATG TO 8. 1091

9

1 eral unemployment adjustment benefit shall be degmgnA

2 under regulations issued by the Seretary, in acordance with

8 the requirements of that section, and the maximum agg-

4 gate amount of benefits payable to any individual affectod

5 thereby shall be appropriately adjusted,

6 "(d) The Secretary, under regulations prescribed

7 him, shall from time to time certify to the Seoretary of the

8 Treasury for payment from the Federal adjustment amount

9 to a State for credit to its account in the Unemployment

10 Trust Fund an amount equal to the total reductions made

11 under subsection (b) on amount of ompensation paid by

12 such State pursuant to 8tate law.

18 "WAV Bt, , AN SPDj iW OR AaaIOM T OF

14 MBIUWMT MOR"S

15 "Sno. 2006. (a) Any agreement by an individual to

16 waive, release, or commute his rights to benefits or any

17 other rights under this Act shall be void. Any agreement

18 by an individual performing service for an employer to pay

19 all or any portion of any contributions required under this

20 Act from such employer shall be void. No employer shall

21 directly or indirectly make or require or acept any deduo,

22 tion from wages to finance the contributions required from

2s him, require or aeept any waiver of any right hereunder by

24 any individual in his employ, discriminate in regard to the

57-472 0 - s - 2
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1 hiring or teur of work or any term or oonditon of work of

2 any Individual on account of his claiming benefits under this

3 Act, or in any manner obstruct or impede the claiming of

4 benefits.

5 "(b) The right of any individual to any future payment

.6 under this title shall not be transferable or assignable, at

7 law or in equity, and none of the moneys paid or payable

8 or rights existing under thk.title shall be subject to execu-

9 tion, levy, attachment, garnishment, or other legal process,

10 or the operation of any bankruptcy or insolvency law.

11 "AGREUUN WITH BTATES

12 "Sc. 2007. (a) The Secretary is authorized on behalf

13 of the United States to enter into an agreement with a State,

14 or with the agency administering the State law, under which

15 such State agency will make, as agent of the United States,

16 payments of Federal unemployment adjustment benefits in

17 accordance with this title and will otherwise cooperate with

18 the Secretary and with other State agencies in making pay-

19 ments of such benefits.

20 "(b) To assure the prompt adjustment of the long-term

21 unemployed and to minimize reliance on the Federal unem,

22 ployment adjustment benefits program, such agreement shall

23 provide that the State agency shall review the claimant's

24 job qualifications and employment prospects upon the filing

25 of a first claim for benefits under this title, unless such review
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1 has been made within the preceding 10-week period. Te

2 Stau agency shall make every effort to afford appropriate

8 testing and counseling to workers who have been unem-

4 ployed 16 weeks or more and who have not previously had

5 testing and counseling. Further review and counseling of

6 eash claimant shall be conducted by the State agency as

7 reasonable intervals thereafter. The State agency shall

8 certify to the Secretary under such circumstances and in

9 such manner as the Secretary may by regulation prescribe

10 that appropriate review, testing and counseling has been

11 given to claimants. No omission or failure to certify that

12 review and counseling have been given shall be grounds for

13 denial or suspension of benefits to an individual.

14 "Amendment, Suqpension, or Termination of Agreement

15 "(e) Each agreement under this title shall provide the

16 terms and conditions upon which the agreement may be

17 amended, suspended, or terminated.

18 "Review

19 "(d) (1) Any determination by a, State agency with

20 respect to entitlement to Federal unemployment adjustment

21 benefits pursuant to an agreement under this title shall be

22 subject to review in the stone manner and to the same ex-

23 tent as determinations under State law, and only in such

24 manner and to such extent.
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1 "(2) Written notice of any determination by a State

2 agency with respect to entitlement to Federal unemploy-

3 ment adjustment benefits shall be furnished promptly to

4 each claimant and such notice shall include a statement as

5 to whether the claimant is eligble for Federal unemploy-

6 ment adjustment benefits, his Federal benefit period, his

,7 weekly benefit amount, and the maximum aggregate amount

8 of Federal benefits payable during such benefit period and

9 notice of his rights of appeal. For a worker who b deter-

10 mined to be not eligible, the notice shall include the reason

11 for and the qualfyn period covered by such determia

12 tion, and notice of his ihi of appeal. If he is determined

18 to'be ineligible by reason of his failure to meet the require-

14 mente of section 2002 (c), the notice shall include, as ap-

15 propriate, a statement of his weeks of employment and the

16 employers for whom he worked or his wages for insured

17 work by each employer, or both, during such qualifying

18 period.

19 "M L UNWLOYM T ADJUSTMENT WI TB In

s0 . ABUNC OF OTATE

21 '.,"n General

22 "Sac. 2008. (a) If an individual files a claim for Fed-

23 eral unemployment adjustment benefits in a State with which

24 there is no agreement under section 2007 which applies to

25 the weeks of unemployment concerned, or in the Vrin
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1 Islands or in Osads. the Secretary, in acoordance wiA

2 regulations prescribed by him, shall make payments to the

3 individual from the Federal adjustment account in acord-

4 shoe with the provisions of this title.

5 "Utilization of Other Agenies

6 "(b) For the purpose of providing Federal unemploy-

7 mont adjustment benefits to individuals in a State described

8 in subsecion (a), thSeoretary may adliz the personnel

9 and facilities of such Federal and State agencies as may be

10 appropriate, and for the purposes of providing Federal un-

11 employment adjustment benefits to individuals in theVirgi

12 Islands, jhe Secretary may utilize the personnel and facmites

13 of the agency in the VirginIland ooperag with the

14 United States Employment Servioe under the Act of June 6,

15 1938 (29 U.S.C. 49 et seq.), or in thecase of Canada, the

16 agency administering the Canadian Unemployment Insur

17 ance Act Except in the cae of Cansda, 6 Secretary may

18 delegate to the agencies described in this subsection any an-

19 thority granted to him by this title whenever he determines

20 suoh delegation to be necessary in srrying out the purpose

21 of " title.

22 "Review

28 "(o) (1) Any individual referred to in subsection (4)

24 whose claim for Federal unemployment adjustment benefit.
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1 has beeh denied shall be entitled to a fair hearing and review

as provided in section, 150 (o).

3 "(2) Written notice of any determination by any agency

4 with rpeot to entidement to Federal unemployment adjust-

5 ment benefits sl be furmed promptly to each claimant

6 and such notice shall include a statement as to whether the

7 claimant is eligible for Federal unemployment adjustment

8 benefits, and the determhuaon as to his Federal benefit

9 period, io weekly benefit amount, and the maximum aggr-

10 gae amount of Federal ,benefits payable to him during such

11, benefit period and notice of his rights of appeal. For a

12 worker who is determined so be not eligible, the notice shall

13 include the reason for and the qualiflying period covered by

14 such determination, and notice of his rights of appeal. If he

15 is determined to be ineligible by reason of his failure to meet

16 the requirements of section 2002 (o), the notice shall include,

17 as appropirato, a statement of his weeks of employment and

18 the employers for whom he worked or his wages for inbred

19 work by each employer, or both, during such qualifying

, period.

21"fMAYM

22 "False Statements, and So Forth

2 S '620. 2009. (0 Whoever makes a false statement or

2 representation of a material fact knowing it o be false or
p;knowilly fails to disclose a material fact to obtain or in-
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1 caae for himself or for any other individual any payment

2 under this title shall be fined not more than $1,000 or im-

8 prisoned for not more than one year, or both.

4 "(b) Any employer, or officer or gent of any employer,

5 who directly or indirectly makes or requitst or acepte

6 any deduction from wages to finance the contributions re-

7 qured by him, or requires ora oepts any waiver of any

8 right hereunder by any individual in his employ, or dfs-

9 criminate in-regard to the hiri or tenure of work or any

10 term or condition of work of any individual on account of

11 his claiming benefits under this title, or in any manner

12 obstructs or impedes the claiming of benefits shall, be fined

18 not more than $1,000 or imprisoned for not more than one

14 year, or'both.,

5 "(o) Nothing in this section shall be oustrued to im-

.16 pair or diminish ,he authority of any State to enact 6r

17 enforce any law with re eot to fl statements or mis-

18 representations or nondisclosure of material a* made to

a representative of the Stare to obtain or crease paymenis

2 to any individual under this or any State or Federal uaem-

21 ployment compenation low.

22 ,ucovur o, ovuaxmm w

23 "Suc. 2010. (a) (1) If a State agency or the Secretary,

2 as the case maybe, or a ouow ,oeet jursici
25.ha~esn
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is

1 "(A) has made, or has caused to be mi& by

2 another, a alse statement or representation of a material

a fact knowing_ it to be false, or has knowingly failed, or

4 caused another to fail, to tiselose a material fact and

5. "(B) as a result of such action has received any

6 payment under this title to which he was not entitled,

7 pe be iable to repay such amount to the

8 State agey or the Seeretary, as the case may be, in

9 lieu of requiring the, repayment of any amount under

10 this paragraph, the State agency or the Secretary, as

11 the case may be, may recover such amount by deductions

13 from any benefits payable to such person under this title.

13 -Any persona fected by any suhl ending by a8tate

14 agency or the Seoetay, as the cae may be, must e

15 given an opportunity for a fair heaig, subject to such

16 further review as may be appropriate under section

17 2W08(o).

18 "(2) Any amount repaid to State agency under par-

19 graph (1) shal be deposited into the fund from which pay-

20 meat was made. Any amount repaid to the Secretary under

21 paraM ph (1) shall be returned to the Treasury and credited

22 to the current applicable appropriation, fund, or account from

23 which payment was made.

24 "(b) (1) If a Stageageney or the Secretary finds that

25 any person has received payment under this tile for period
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1 in which he was entitled to receive compenstion under any

2 State law or tilde XV, or has received payment under State

a law or title XV for a period in which he was entitled to

4 Federal unemployment adjustment benefits, the State agency

5 shall make appropriate adjustments in the Federal adjust

o ment account and the State fund or account: Provide, That

7 in any ease where the amount of Federal unemployment

s adjustment benefits paid an individual exceeds the amount

9 such individual would have received under State law or

10 title XV, the Secretary may, in the absence of gross negli-

11 gene or intent to defraud the United States, waive the

12 repayment by the individual of the amount of such excess

13 benefit payment.

14 "(2) The State agency sha in auesrisih under sub-

15 secdion (b) (1) above, make appropriate adjustments in the

16 individual's entitlement to benefits under State law or title

17 XV and this tite.

18 "(INORXA &ON

19 "Suo. 2011. The State agey shall furnis to the eo.

20 rotary such information as he may find necessary or appro-

21 priate in caTying out the provisions of this title.

22 ' 1AYMMWTO BTATM

23 "So.2 012. (a) Ther shall be paid to each Stat

24 which has an agreement under this tide, either in advance or
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1 ,by, way of revt, m ay be deveined by the

2 Secretary,. such sum as the Secretay eslmatu the Stb

3 will be enttled to receie under this ttle for ealende.

4 month, reduced- or increased, a the ae may be, br any

5 sum by whichthe Sertry finds that his estimate for any

6 prior ledar months wera gra&e or less than the amounts

7 which should lave been paid to the State. Such estimates

8 may be made upon the basis of such sta'stical ampling

9 or other method as my be agreed upon by the Secetay

10 and the Stato aency.

11 "=ertificton

12 "(b) The Secretary shall from time to time certify to

1s the Secretary of the Treasury for payment to each Stae
. .

14 whih hs a agreement under this tite sums yW to such

15 State under subsection (a). The secretary of the Treasury,

16, prior to audit or settlement by the General Aeeoutiug o6c ,

17 shall make payment to the State in accordance with such

18 certification, from the Federa adjustment account.

19 "Money To e Used Only for Purposes for Which Paid

20 "(e) All money paid a State under thtitle shall be

21 used solely for the purposes for which it is paid; and-any

22 amount so paid which is not used for such purposes shall be

23retued, at the time specify d in the agreement under this

24 title, to the Treasry and credited to current applicable,
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1 appropriations, funds, or accounts from which payments to

2 States under this title may be made.

8 "Surety Bonds

4 "(d) An agreement under this title may require any

5 officer or employee of the State certifying payments or die-

6 bursing funds pursuant to the agreement, or otherwise par-

7 teipating in its periormanee, to give a surety bond to the

8 United Ste in such amount as the Secretary may deem

9 necessary, and may provide for the payment of the cost of

10 such bond from funds for carryingot the purposes of this

31 title.

12 "Lability of COetifying Officers

1 "(e) No person designated by the Secretary or desig-

14 nated pursuant to an agreement under this title as a certify-

15 ing'officer shall, in the absence of gross negligence or intent

16 to defraud the United States, be liable with respect to'the

17 payment of any Federal unemployment adjustment benefits

18 certified by him under this tide.

19 "Liability of Disbursing Officers

20 "(f) No disbursing officer shall; in the absece of gross

2i negligence or intent to deaud the United Stat4es be lile

22 with respettoany payment by Winunderthis tite if it

2s was based upon a vouher signed by a tifYg officer

24, designateaspjrA&Adedlisb6ection (e) of *hi9 "ton.
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1 "Costs of Administration

2 "(g) For the purpose of payments made to a State

8 under tide HI of the Social Security Act (but not for the

4 purpose of the limitation specified in section 901 (c) of such

5 act) administration by the State agency of such State pur-

8 suant to an agreement under this title shall be deemed to be

7 a part of the administration of the State law.

8 "=0UL4TIONS

9 "Sno. 2018. The Secretary is hereby authorized to make

10 such rules and regulations as may be necessary to 'ary out

11 the provisions of this title. The Secretary shall insofar as

12 practicable consult with representatives of the State unem-

13 ployment compensation agencies before prescribing any rules

14 or regulations which may affect the performance by such

15 agencies of functions pursuant to agreements under this title.

16 "DRWNIT6o1OS

17 "SRO. 2014. For purposes of this title-

18 "(1) Tederal unemployment adjustment benefit' means

19 the cash benefit payable under this title.

20 "(2) 'Benefit year' means the benefit year as defined in

21 the applicable State law, except that if an individual is pre.

22 vented from establishing a benefit year by a disqualification

23 under State law the term 'benefit year' shall mean the benefit

24 year that would have been established If a disqualification

25 had not been impose&
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1 "(8) 'Base period' means the base period as deter-

2 mined under applicable State law for the benefit year.

3 "(4) 'Federal benefit period' means" the three-year

4 period beginning with the first day of and individual's benefit

5 year except that no Federal benefit period shall be estab-

6 lished for an individual until he has filed a first claim, nor

7 shall a Federal benefit period be established beginning with

8 a benefit year which started before the end of a previously

9 established Federal benefit period.

10 "(5) 'Covered employment' means employment cov-

11 ered under any State law and Federal service as defined in

12 title XV.

M3 "(6) 'First claim' means the first claim for determina-

14 tion of an indiidnnrs right to Federal unemployment ad-

15 justinent boefits with respect to a Federal benefit period

10 if it is determined that he has been employed in covered

17 employment to the extent specified in section 2002 (c),

18 whether or not any Federal unemployment adjustment bene-

19 fit is paid.

20 "(7) 'High-quarter wages' means the wages paid in

21 the calendar quarter of an individual's bwe period in which

22 his total wages were highest.

28 "(8) 'Weekly benefit amount' means the amount of

24 compensation, including dependents' allowances, payable
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1 for a week of total unemployment under the applicable

2 State law or title XV with respect to an individual's benefit

8 year with which his Federal benefit period began but if

4 more thin one weekly rate was payable in such benefit year,;

5 then the last weekly rat payable for a week of total' unem-

6 ployment under such law.

7 "(9) 'Secretary' means the Secretary of Labor of the

8 United States.

9 "(10) 'State' includes the District of Columbia and the

10 Commonwealth of Puerto Rico.

11 "(11) 'State agency' means the agency of the State

12 that administers its State unemployment compensation law.

13 "(12) 'Applicable State law' means the unemployment

14 compensation law of the State, approved by the Secretary

15 under section 8304 of tho Federal Unemployment Tax Act,

16 under which at the time of an individual's first claim-

17 (i) he has a current benefit year; or

18 (i) if he iM no current benefit year, he had his

19 most recent benefit year within the Federal benefit

20 period.

21 "(13) 'Title XV' means title, XV of the SoeQ Security

22 Act.

28 "(14) 'Week of employment means a week of employ-

24 ment as defined in the applicable State law.
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1 (15) 'Week of tnemploymeWt momi a-wek

8 "'(1) for'whiei aix iidvidual recelvid ompensatlcon

une Owae laworitle XV;or.

4 '(l)iwhcnothrwif elu~ divid t p~r-,

5 formed no work ' abd received no wage (orif an in-

8 dividad receved meb wa* a week sha be as defined

'Tin the Appil~e, stut law)-, except thW for an other-

8 wina olgblo, individual who did not receive aaaploy-

0 maut cOMpe ton under State law or tite XV by

10 reafoi Of a State 4iqailao (other than a disqAl-

U fication for fraud for unemployment due to a labor die-

12 pute or forconvioion of acrime Rising outof his Work)

'18, a week of anemploymnt'shiU 6t include a wo&k4

U4 dsulfcto begiin ealier OWa the seventh w.iek

15. 'folioiqngtheweek in wbh tdisqualiying#Actoc-

16 curred. With respect to a disqualification for, fmud, for'

17 unemployment due to ai labr dlspt6 or fbr conviction of

18 0 cruu*eafi$ngput Of hi work4'no week of disqualifick'

19 6tRiOnaabe'sweek of unemopoymeau.

20 "(18), 1edezual fingparod' mewuafor anindi-

21 vidual -his bow WeWo ad the, immeditely preceding 104

22 wees or 8, quaters, as appropriate. under, th. applicable,

State 4w



DATA RELATING TO S. 1901

24

1 Sw. m02. The Social Security Act is amended by adding

2 after titie XX thereof (added by secon 101 of this Act) the

8 foowing new title:

4 "TITLE XXI--MATOHING GRANTS FOR EXCESS

SOOSTS

6 "QUAIICATIONS MD OOVDONS

7 "83o. 2101. Matching grants shell be made to a State

8 with respect to any ender year after 165 as provided in

9 this "ion if-

10 "(a) the State lw ha been certified on October

11 81st of suoh alendar year by the Secretary under seo-

12 don S804 (o) of the Internal Revenue Clode; amn

1 "(b) after 196, %e State law hae been certified on

14 October 1otof such aender year by- the Secretary

15 under section 8809 (a) of the Internal Revenue Code;

16 ad

17 "() he head of the Sate agency (or the Gover-

18 nor of the Stat) applies therefor prior to June 1 of the

19 year following the aendar. year for which the grant is

20 requested, and the Secretary determines, that the oe*

21 of unemployment compensation paid under the Sae law

during the Walendar year for which the grant is requested,

2 excluding any amount that is reimburzaae by the Fed-

24 eral government, exceeded 2 per centum of total wages

25 in covered employment for mob W ear s re-
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1 ported to th SW agency before May of the follow-

I ing you.

8 "AMOUNT OF OR&=

4 "Swo. 2102. The mtehing grant to a State with repect

5 to a calendar year ha equal two-thirds of the amount by

6 which the unemployment compenstion paid in the State

7 in the calendar year, excluding any amount that is reimbum-

8 able by the Federal government, exceeded 2 per centum of

9 total wages in covered employment in such calendar year.

10 The amount of uoh grant shall be rounded to the nearest

11 dollar.

12 "O nJXCATION

is "Sfo. 2108. (a) The Secretary shall certify to the

14 Secretary ofthe Treasury, no later than the June 80th fol-

i5 lowing the calendar year with respect to which the matching

16 grant is to be made, the amount determined under section

17 2102. The Secretary of the Treasury shall, prior to audit

18 or settlement by the General Accounting Office, transfer

19 from the Federal adjustment amcount to the account of the

20 State in the Unemployment Trust Fund the amount certified

21 under this subsection by the Secretary.

22 IrMoney To Be Used Only for Purposes Paid

28 "(b) Amounts trafinfed to the account of a State pur-

24 want to subsection (a) shall be used only for the payment

of-4M 0 - s - 3
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1, of eompens on to individuals with respect to their unem-

2 ployment, exclusive of expense of '

8 S. 100. Titleil of the social 8eourity Act is

4 amended b7-.

a V. (a) inserting a oomma and the numeral "VI"

a after the numeral 'W11" in cion 901 (o) (1) (B) (i);

I (b) adding the words "or section 880"ater the

S words "under section 8804" in section 908 (b) (1) (B);

0 and

10 *,(o) adding the following new options at the end of

Ui the title:

12 "FUD~B~U A rMWXU N AOCOUW T
,. 'm-0of :Aeouat -

14 "So. 906. () There is hereby established In the Un.
15, employment Trust Fund a Federal adjustment accoun. For

16 the purposes provided forin section 904(e), such account

17 shal be maintained as a separate book account. Any moneys

18 to the credit of the Federal. adjustment ount are hereby

19 made available for the payment of Federal unemployment

20 adjustment benefits provided by title XX, the payment to

21 States provided by setion 200 (d), and the matching inmts

22 authorized bytitde XXL There an hereby athorised to be

28 appropriated, without &Wroa year limitations, sugh amounts as

25 ar nemeepdry m(.pt adunme) te p yme t ot
25 edera unemploymendutet benei. rvie bytil
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1 XX tb pyi~t~o 8tt.,p~pyI.4 by, "K# pp 2005 (4)

2 ani the znAtokig 1gjraa4 autho.wd -by Ut64 XL_ The

a pmpre4 ha, go ,We*, from time. 16

Owtn~ to thq 4!T*W %Wjust t account on tkelbaui of eai

mates by ,* ,e wer~y: of tho Tressry ale oisultsan

6 At the Seqqt*ay of Iaborl of 6hq amounts, req"ie to

m uake suPJ1 piymqbt., Aniguat tRu%*d a repayable a+.

8 ~~ ~ ~ O hr~~yrmzfom the

9Fede a du te account to thS gPowa ol~thf Treal.

10, qry, a u h &, W*" " iow #0 pmeual4um

11. 49opnt is det~mIn edb h &oq~'$~ lW TMW4Fyt iA,

13. such purpe.

14 ,"Transfer Fromn #mplOyment~er k

15 Au

16 "(b) (1),N W BegisnAgo WI T q Aryi,1O the Skeeary

17 Ofthe Tam"ra ftdaaofoe &wpf h MOa

18 from the Ouqploymez~ seooity aulitainacutt ht

109 Federaldjultiuat wcounkta wioua44tp~inad by him-

20 to equl tbeeeovauths (OX"Fep th$,Wlwa qeul W~

21 mpIyl~t bas I n~P~b ihu

22 dion 8#04.(b) of the Interno X.uu COe, of 19$4 the

23 ~rtonaaUqppftI) nkbyw~4

24 , ()jaanot o &~unacrt dg*-

29,
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1 iuio account u to sub"tio (b) (2)of ne,

2 tion 90during r h monuthe d

8 "(B)- payments duringch month from -ea-

4" ployment serity admintration count pursuat to

5 substons (b) (3) and (d) of motion 901.

6 If for any such month the payment referred to in Sh

7 (B) eoeedthe imaners referred to inp raph (A)#

8 proper adjustments hall be made in te amount ibw

9 quently transferred.

10 "(2) 'Begining'on Jaxury 1, 1967 the Secrstry

11 shall transfer fro the employment souwi~y administraton:

12 acoount to the Pedral adjustment amount an amount deter.

13 mined by a formula compaale to that provided in pw.

14, graph (1), applied tothe increase in credits to the employ-

15 met security administrtn account resulting from the

16 enactment of section 3801 (a), (2) of the Internal Revenue

17 Code of 1954.

18 "Authorizaon of Appropriatin

19 '(o) Beginning on january i, 1967, there ishweby'

20 appropre out of any moneys in the Treamry not other

21 wise approprlat, sa.naoont equa to the SMOUzt detev.

22 mined under ib ie (b aOb suc appadmn

22 shl emd 4$Mkbl tif pspeW Mid they sha bira.

24, forred sash month bu thi bbrpr a ln~ h ed"',l

25 *WkjUstn accoUn in the USOmploYmEW D Tnt d J4In
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I a n. equal to of the amoun t of aym ade

2 from the FedesW adjudrueut acout under titles .XX and

8 XXI during that month and receding months with rep

4 to which tr, sfers ader tli su otion have not peviouy

5 been made.

6, "(d), (1) tThe Sotao~ f the ee108047a" detvr

7 mine on 8eptember 80 of any &a yea the balance in, the

8 Fe"~u adjustmint account; which balance "hl hbwude not

9 only the c"sh balne but also any amount Appropriated

10 u der subsectionl (o) above ad not transferred to to w.
11 etmt.

"(9) Whoever the seoretw of the Trqsur detew

18 mine. that the blnoe in the edml a account

14 equa or eeds Ah hgW of (). 850 million or (b)

15 0.05 peret of the total wg subject to contributions under

16 all State.unemployment ocm o laws for the Imme-

17 diately preceding ledar year, the exe tax imposed by

18 Aewon 88014) of th DMt o vence (Wdo I 1954

19be rducd for tha tax yeau provided in m 880 (b)

20 of the Imt Rey"", OA.of t9 ,

21 '"IJVMB Or TO IO TAY Of LhJ=I

22 "So. 91o. The emtu7 of Ibor dhI Perform the

28dusis impo him by a t and, al&have

24 the duty of yiD and makng. au to
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1 Itw mo#effoott" i me" of rVvIdW9 06OWWW"Writy

2 " oo employment oomp" d , on sadw-t ]Oolwon

and. matt;irs of AdMilid"" OW O*W 'IMGMPIOp

meat owand soddencoompawd6d; and rd&W

The SWO&4 ofIg"41044.

(1):-eekblils & bou6sing-sat aWp4snivs

program of rose" to evaluw-t6 Miamploymi6ifooln-

jo --pewadon sy#em. SuA reseir& " :fWudWr

be limited to, a program of fimad, dedies.oovering tbs

12 roiola unemployalent

is tow ofa6moloymok-tht, relsdonsMp between 66

14 =employa"It. skd other weW imrana

15, progremk thttIM bf Maw aNgibility simd d6qualifii -

16 gon, , proywon " 60t Venow A&MM"Ost iin*

17, si"ni% employment ba4pwa-, and aqwflowe of

W , dlaimi* VM the: raft of" took idudisilo be mado

20 (2) edablkh * program of'researefi to. develop,

21 No as -PoIdw ,PIw- rsIPwdMg, oovMP of an M

22 claded '910UP4 . Vith - AM-' 446nion to, &OW)kWal

281, worker, Tparfioululy =*Mbry WOAN% and R-

24 walkers -ia pdvsAs:hous&oI4 aW! develop a program

25 of informado,4 aud Udiwmwt to pro-
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mote cvemg of Omnployee of &#We ad! their pouitcs

8 ~ "uthDrzA"91k of 1PApp OpaONs

(b), To spis in the eptabisheas. apd-providq, for the

5 t'outunualqn of the, comprebonsivoj reParT programIrel*-

6 ing to tbk =emIploymen6t coODpODRI~O V84W there as

Ig hereby authorized to, b, approprh*te fort th 'mce",year

'8 enduig Juo 4, 1068, the sum of $,000,000, aud for a&

9 Wica yea 449MAitr., 040b BuMS as may .be usoessay to

10 =V rout the ppooepfthis title. . roWthe == herein

14 authorized 19 1p, approp44d the Secretary m~ay, provide

12 for the conduot of such.reseawh through gzm*t.or qonfnte.

1,"'TRAIN GUMS FO, UnRNW tIINT

14 OO)WBNBATON PBRSNMI

15 "So. 912. (a) In order to &Wo in inreaing *o

16 effectiveness, a4 officieny of udnnarto of totmu-

17 emP~gymen ozuMPUnSsti progap by JnrAWW g -the numo

18 bwr of adeuAt~y trained personnel, theme am, hereby an-

19 thorisod to be appropriated for the &Wca year .ending June

20 80,19 t 0e suM of 1,00,000, &Azd Jorep " 1sol year

2k. therefter mAd =*as u uy be 4eqery for jraii1ngsch

24 the SemOrxy hmlpro~ide(A) ,,diretl og, througkjmni
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I to or oantrub with public or nonprofit private, institutions of

2 higher learning for un peuonl who are employed or

a Prepaing for employment in th dmn io of the -

4 employment oompenson program, including clms deter-

a nations and adjudicton and (B) direly or trg

o grants to or ont e with publio or nonprofit private agen-

7 do or institutions, for speal ourm of study or seminars of

8 short duration (not in excess of one year) for train ing of

9 soh personnel, and (0) directly or trough grants to or

10 contracts with public or nonprofit private institutions of

-U higher learning, for establishing and maintaining fellowships

12 or traineeship. for "d personnel at uob institutions, with

13 such stipends and ailowano as may be permitted by the

14 Secrtary.

15 "(2) The Semetarymay, to the extnt he finds snol

16 action to be nemsary, presbe reluiments to asou that

17 any individual will repay the amounts of his fellowship or

18 traineeship received under this subsection to the extent such

19 individual fails to serve, for the period prescribed by the

20 Semty, with a State agency or wilh the Pederal Gov-

21 merut, in connecion with administrggion of any StaOt em-

2 ployment security program The Secretay mway relieve any
28 individaW of hoblgado toso ay, in whole or in pr

24 whenever ad to the extent that requirement of suc rep

2 month would i his judpnw, be nqduae or would be
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1 century to the purpose of any of the progmus etablished

2 by thisAct

8 TITLE II-AMENDMENTS TO THE FEDERAL UN-

4 EMPLOYMENT TAX ACT IN THE INTERNAL

5 REVENUE OODE OF .1954

6 /PWTIOBB OF OND O MORE WORK=

7 Bo. 201. Section 8806 of tho Internal Revenue Code

8 of 1954 is amended by striking out subsection (a).

9 INOUIBD TAX ON BMPIYBIW

10 SBo. 202. Effective July 1, 1966, section 8801 of the

11 Internal Revenue Code of 1954 is amended to read as

12 follows:

13 "$o. .801. (a) (1) There is hereby impose on every

14 employer for th alendar year 1967 and for each ,mendar

15 year thereafter an excise tax, with respect to having individ-

16 uals in his employ, equal to 8.25 percent of the total

17 wages (as defined in section 8806 (b) ) paid by him during

18 the calendar year with respect to employment (as defined

19 in section 3806 (e)) after Deember 31, 1988.

20 "(2) There is hereby imposed on every employer for

21 the calendar year 1986 an excise tax with respect to having

22 ndvidu .-in his employ equal to 8.1 percent of the total

23 wages (au defined in section 8806 (b)) paid by him during

24 the firt six months of such calendar year with respe to
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1 employment (as defined in section- 88e (o)) and 8.25

2 of t portion of su wag paid during these o.

3 ond ix months of such calendar year.

4 "(b) For ayyear in which the ecrery of the Trew

5 ary determine that the balance in the Federal adjustment

6 aount equals or exceeds the limits provided by subsection

7 (d)(1) ofsection M oftheSooialSeourityA thet"x

8 imposed by this ion shall be 3.20 percent of. the total

9 wages (as defined in section 8806(b) ) paid by him during

10 such year."

1 NONMMRT ORGANIZATIONS

12 So. 208. (a) P&grph (8) of section 8806(c) of

13 the Internal Revenue Oode of 1954 is amended to read as

14 follows:

15 "(8) (A) service performed by a duly ordained,

16 commissione4 or licensed minister of & church in the

17 exercise of his ministry or by a member of a religious

18 order in, the exercise of duties required by such order; or

19 "(B) service performed in & sheltered workshop

20 owned or operated by an organization described in seo-

21 tion 501 (o) (8) which is exempt from income ta under

"section. 501 (a), other than service performed by in-

Smstutor, foremen, or.other regular staff of the workshop.

24 As used in this subparagaph the term 'sheltered work-

25 shop' means a facility conducted for the purpose (i) of
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1 carrying out a program of rehabiitation for individuals

2 who earning aP t is impamd by age or physical

8 or mental defdenoy or injury, or (ii) of providing

4 rmunmerative work for individual who because of thekt

5 impaked physical or mental expaity mot be readil

6 absorbed in the opnpetitive labor maAet; or

7 "(0) serviop performed on * pa*ttime basis for a

8 religious organization, if the remuneration for such berv-

9 ice is at a rate of pay leas ta $15 per week; or,

10 "(D) service performed for as ovgmnization dt

11 soribed in scion 501 (o) (8) which is exempt. #4o

12, inomo tax under-seoton 501 (a) as partof anmUsn

18 ploymont work-rolief or work-training program assisted

14. or tkanod inwole or in par by any Federa NPOYI

15 or an aenoy of a State or political subdivision thereoL I

16 Definition of Contributions for Nonprofit Organiations 't

17 (b) Section 3306(g) of the Internal Revenue Codfe o'r

18 1964 is amended by deleting the period at the end thereof,

19 substitutilg a comma, and adding: "and in the case of an'

20 orgaisation described in ,section 501 (o),(3) which is.

21 exempt from income tax under section 501 (a) and services

22 for which are cvored by a State Amemployment oompen

23, station law, 'conaibutions' mems any, payment required bT

M a State law to be made hy such orgshization, ito an un

21 employment fund, to the extent-that on payments gre mad.
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1 by It without being deducted or deductible from the remuner-

2 atien of individuals in its employ."

8 rmncing for Nonprofit Orgntions

4 (e) Section 8808 (a) of the Internal Revenue Code of

5 1964 is amended by adding at the end thereof: "Without

6 regard to the limitations of this section, the State law may

7 provide for special methods for determining the contributions

8 payable by organizations described in section 501 (o) (8)

9 which are exempt from income tax under section 501 (a)

10 or for special methods for financing, if it also provides for

1A the payment of unemployment compensation on the basis

12 of service performed for moh organizations in the sam"

13 amount, on the awae terms, and subject to the ame eondi-

14 tions as unemployment compensation on the basis of service

15 performed for other employers under the State unemploy-

1s ment compenation law."

17, . LOTU

U Szo. 204. Section 3806(i) of the Internal Revenue

19 Oode of 1954 is amtnded to read as follows: 'Tor purposes

20 of this chapter the term 'employee' means employee as de-

21 fined in subseco 8121 (d) ."

22 AGMOULTUIAL LAM

28 SW. 20& Section 8806 of the Intal Revenue Oode

24 of 1954 is amended by-

25 (a) deleting xubection (k),

00
00
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(b) apaendipa (1) of subo (o) toread

2 ollowu:

8 "(1) agictumli labor (as defned in ubeo

4 s3121 (g)) unle. pe~fosiued for on employer who durin

5 any one of the olendar quarters of A Oable year d

6 $00 or more mai-l&y& of hired farm lb5or sdefAedi

7 susetion (o) of this setiw"M'

$ (o) adding at the end of. thoePtion new mbtiS

9 (o) and (p) u follows:

10 "(o) for prposes of this &apw, 'm-d memo

11 any dy in whida an employee performs ai tur

12 labor (udeiW ein suntm8121 (g))nhid

1 f in labor' includes the service, of any employ e per-

14 forming W tukuW labor for an employer, ex*p s-

15 ies performed by bb spuse parent, or *Ud ander

16 91 yem of ate, and prices ae defied in sect

17 8121 (b) (10)."

18'.. " (p) The provisions of section 8121 (0) OhaW be

1 appliuble to iS secon."

20 XAKInIT DM3.,o!m

21 Sm. 206. (a) Subseoton (a) (1) of section 8802 of

22 the Lnra Revenue Oode of 1954 is amended by striking

23 "The" and inserting the following clause at the beging of

24 the first sentence: "(1) Except u provided in subsection

25 (f) of oection 8805, the".
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.1 (b) Subotion (f) of ecton 8305 of the Intern

2 Revenueodeo 1 is amnda by, "D& period

8 at the end theofn to a 4 an d &ddn g thfter fo1-

' ,lowing: "PrQi ThMt su' penon aua] not be entitled to

s the, oreit permitted by ,,aon 8802 against the ta impo.ed

8 by section 8801 with repc to the amount oftoontAutions

Said by himinto te mpone t lnd zited under

As h unemployment compention law of e.1aae if on Oct..

9 ber31 of any taxable year after,196, the 8Oewtary ofdiabor

10 ocertiis to the Semtary finding, afr reonable notice

11t And opportunity for hearing to the tae genoy, tha$ the

12 unemployment compensation law of suh statk i imonsistent

18" with any one or more of the conditions forth In this sub-

14 ction or tba the State has fled, substanay to comply

13 with any suoh condition or condtonswit respect to the
16 taxable year."

17 DBIINTION O1 WA4]M

18 Sam. 207. Section 8.806 (b) of the Interna Revenu

19 Oode of 1954 is amended, by inserting after the amount

20 ".8,000" wberever It appears the following: "for calendar

21 year through 1966, 5,600 for calendar years 16through

22 ,197, and $8,600 for calendar years thereae'.
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Suo. 08. () Su m (a) (1) of seton 8306+of

8 the Internal Revenue Code of 194, is-amended to read u

4 follows:

* " . (1) a redwd rate of contribution is permitted to

6 apoled fund,",-

7 (b) &u"on (a ) of sB 88 of the6 Inten

e Revenue ode ot194 is amended to del "(1)," and the

* oomms after "(2)" from the phrmaepreceding tdie'rs

10 oomma of the lat paragraph thereof.

u (o) Submtion (o),o mcion 08 of he IenW

12 Revenue Code of 19U is amended by delting paragmph

13 (8) ndaanding pragmph (8) to read u follows:

14 "(8) RUun AUM.-The tean 'eduoed re'

15 meo a rate of ooshuons lower th 2.7 percent."
16 DDNUMT ZDUIUXNI

IT Sac. 209. Tho Internal Revenue Cods of 1954 is hereby

i1 amended by ma ivnsent sectio 8809 asecWon

is 8810 and horlqa ne w radon 8809 s follow :

20 - "OB . $800. (&) - mo O .--On October 81,

21 1987, and October 81 of esch alendar Year terea , the

22 & ta of JI a cerfy to the Smtmzy " Stat
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1 who law he finds wisn acoi with the requm cents of sub-

2 motion (o) and has beenin accord with such, wqu mnt

a for substtially all of the 12-month period ending on such

4 October 81 (ep that for 1967, it shall be the 4-mo h

5 period ending on Otober 81) ad that there been sub.

6 stantial compliance with such Stae law requirements during

7 such period. The Sectary of Labor shall not withhold his

8 certifiation to the Secretary unless, after reasonable noie

9 and opportunity for hearing to the State agency, he finds that

10 the State law is not in acord with the requirement of sub.

U stion (c) or has not been in accord with such requirements

12 for substantially all of the 12-month period ending on such

18 October 81 (except that for 1967, .it sal be the 4-month

14 period ending on October 81) or ta there haa been a hilure

15 to comply substantially with such Statelaw requimnts duzn.

16 ing such period. For. any State which is not oeifled under.

17 this subsection on any October $1, the Searetary of Labor

18 shall within 10 days thereater notify the Secretary of the

19 reduction in the credit allowable to taxpayers subject to the

20 unemployment kopenmtion law of such Sta pursuant to

21 section 802 (p) (4).

22 "(b) NoTon TIO ov Ron oF SouM xvW ATrO.-

23 "If at any time the Secretary of Labor has reaon to be.

24 Hove that & State may not be certified under subsection (a)

25 he shall promptly notify the Governor of such State.
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1 "(o) Bum inhxs-

2 "(1) Wan wUe, To Mo mU'IT Yun 39w-

8 NIW ON 03 APTUI JULY 1e.-

4 "(A) the 8tate wshall not require tt a

5 individual have more than 20 weeks of employment

6 (or the equivale a provided In submtion (4))

7 in'the base period to qualify for unemployment oom-

8 pensaon;

9 "(B) the State law shall provide that the

10 weekly benefit amount of any eliible individual

U for a week of total unemployment dl be (i) an

12. amount (exclusive of allowances with respect to

18 dependents) equai to at least one-half of such in.

14/. dividual's average weekly wage as determined by

the Stat agency, or (i) the State maximum

16 weekly benefit amount payable with respect to such

17 week under such law, whichever is the lesser;

18 "(0) the State law shall provide for an indi-

19- vidual with 20 weeks of employment (or the equivs.

20 lent) in the bae pedod, benefits in a beneft year

21 equal to at least 26 times his weekly benefit amount.

22 "Any weekly benefit amount payable under a State law

i' may be rounded to an even dollar amount in accordance

21 with such stt law.

61-4" 0- 0 - 4
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1 "(2) The State maximum weekly bepelt amount

2 a be no, Io nm 66 peront of ti 8ttwide

8 Saverage weekly wage mot reoutly oomputed before

4 te beginning of any boat. year,, excet tIt, for

5 benefit years beinning between July 1, 197, and

Ii June 80, 1969, such' amount shall be no less than 50

7 perent of such 8tatewide average weekly wage, and

8 for benefit years beginning between July 1, 1960, and

9 June 00, 1971, smu amount ahWl, be no less than 60

10 percent of such Statewide vemrp weekly wage. , ,

S "(8),Ia determining whetIr an individual has 20

12 weeks of employment, there mut be oounted as a

13 week, any week in whiO the individual earned at

14 least 25 percent of the Statewide average weekly wages

15 "(4) For.the pwpma of subsections (o) (1) (A)

16 and (0), the equivaeut of, 20 weeks of employment

17 in a Stare which uses high-quarter wages is total base

18 period wmsequal to five times the ftatewide average

19 . we~.vy wage, nd eitlwr ow md onehalf times ,the

0 individual's high-qme camings z.or forty times his

2t weekly benefit amount, whichever is appropriate under

22 State law.

23 "(d) Dnxmxos,-

24 "(1) !benefit year' means period ., defined in

2 State law except that it hsll not exceed one year be.
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0,

1~gbinig sobsepoet -to- the oid of 4n0i-iduals buse

8 "(fil) lbone peuiod am a, pwjo, uded kn

4 tat law buft tohl bW fifty-tw6 oooeeitiv week cae

5 yea, or iw ou oeoe ealor qutrniNxg not

6 ear'ibso sit moatb prior to the begbahg of an

8 "(8) -hil.ute' "wags meaw the, amoun of

9, wages for, servi pwxorune * womplcy'znt 00oovr

10 under &h State law' paid to an Indivda in tha quarter

U,- of hk banepiod in whkc", wwagserhighest

12, Iroupecti,.othe rlinewin on the mout ofwag

is oubject1 to tributons adet seek State hv-,

1M "(4) - ndWvduls av~i.w~Iy wage mans as

14% wwM oout ip4ted oqW to (A.) towibiteent of -afi

16 Individual' hgh-quate wages in a Stati wh baes
17 eligiity on high-uarter wo"eSpaid. in the bws PerOW

18 or (JR) iay otAar %M .tbowob nedb
19. dIvidin the -total amount of wages (Imspciie o the

20 limtaon -on the amown, of wage aubjec to oowulbud

21. under theStdo law). *ad to a Indvidual durig

22 ls. dwpWby the amerf woobsin wI.he pu'

28 formed services in employment ovrses under se law

24
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1 "(M 'sAew*d ~e Av weky Wag' ipean the
2 amount omputed by the t eagenylt letone

.3 ehyeaon thebis of the, sgae e mount of waM

4, frtwect~ve of the lhnit~tow on the amoiwt.@f wage

5. subject to contributions under muc& 0 law, reported

8 by .mployerp as paid for . iwe qwered under sudh

7 StM law during the first. fouroftO tasix completed

8 calendar quate pdior to the effective de of the oom-

9 puto*t., divided by a iguro rqpm ig A44wo thmes

10 the twelve-month average of the number of employees

11 in the pay period ending nearest the fifteenth dAsy of eh

12 mouth durin the eam tour calendar qursero, a re-

is ported br Such emOpoyers

14 IMMATf0N ON OUIT AGNINsT TAX

158u. 210. (a) Section $80 of, the Internal Revenue

1W. Code of 195 is amended by addigat-& end of subsection

17, (o) thereof a new paragr%* (4) u follows:

18 "(4). If the unemployment kompension law of a

19 State has not been certified for a twelvo-month period

20 ending on-October 81 pursmant to section 8800(a),

21 then the total aredits (after applying suboodow '(a) and

22 (b) and paragrphs (1),o (2),t and -(8) of this vub.

23 scion) otherwise allowable under this motion for the

24 taxable year in hch a&u Otober 81oeu inthe case

25 of a taxpayer ubjet to the uImployme I w
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xdon low oau"laft " be mluby thamout by

3 wbihi 2.7 percent exceds the fu-year beneft cos rat

3 aplcal to M&c Stateivor suh txalyear in accrd-

4 m wit the noifutoj of tho Sommeta of labor pur-

5' wt to wetol 8809(a.

6 (b) 8ubeeon (o) (8) (0) (1 mfseton 3802 i#

7 mended, by msubsittng t6 term -ye for the term

9 (o), 1%. heading for permipph. (5) 'of subsecton (d)
10 of socti 3802- is revise to rod, "44xua MONxi 0o9

U w~zW"p sad the parqah is amended!to read:
12 'Tor prpom of'sbeto '(o) (4) and .ibpara

13 aqk (0) ,of subsecon (o) (9) vthe fburyesbea4

14 ost rate appimoble to any 6". fo any stable ye is

15 at percentage obtained -by dividin-

16 "(A) One-fourth Of the tota compensation paid
17 under th State unemployment compnsation, law

i8 d64- gtfo wyea eiending A the closo o

19 tho firs caenda year precedin mwh taxbls year,

20 by

91 "(R)tVWtof the rnunrton ub*eeto

22 oskuibutl vnder the St"t nmlyneton

28 M" pemtiou N"wtho e *f tbosad" r

24cak Wuktaxbe er
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1 Pkepee G( ths oubprAmph shaiinclude the

2. amount of wAe -for sarvoso covered -under the

8sto. law irrespective 61 the liNato" of, the "odint

kaw paid tanidividuol bym employer doing

S my calendsryarbeghinig- -with -1966 up, to

7 $5,600, &u& beginning witlL1971, up to,6600;

8 for $Wo efor whichitlmsnecesary, the 8eortaryf

9 l~br shll qsima*the romuaido with reqpec

10 to, the cpaejdar, yma preceding the taiabIo yeaf*

11 ADOiTONAL ,3M AND.OONDMtOJS

12 8Wo. ;11, Section , 804 (a) -of the internal Revernui

li, Oodo 1.5 ededby adding fterprupapb (8) t&

:6 "(7) ipnsimant ede"lo inmih Stao

26 to any, otherwiqo eligible iodivi1lul for a peiod in, exceso

17 of be week inwhic he diqwliying act oourrd and

10 Che M~wwediJ * weeks by rsson of. *Swe disquaMl.

20 "() ompensaton may be denied in Wccrd&

2a am with~the fnvud diaq"aMfiction of the applicable
22 .8te* lwbtnmwh diqaliedtionfor hand may

23 pe4priod of 80 posths begWn~in with &a.

AmeoVeryof P100bad
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1 "(ii) compensation may be denied for uner-

2 ployment due to a labor dispute in accordance with

3 the applicable State law; and

4 "(iii) compensation may be denied for a period

0 not to exceed 52 weeks beginning with the date of

6 conviction of a crime arising in connection with his

7- work;

8 "(8), an individual is required to have had some

9 work, whether or not in covered employment, since the

10 beginning of a benefit year as defined in section 8809

11 (d) (1), in order to qualify for unemployment compen-

12 station in his next benefit year;

13 "(9) compensation shall not be. denied to any oth-

14 erwise eligible individual for any week of unemployment

15 during his benefit year by reason of cancellation or

16 reduction of his wage credits or. benefit rigts;

17 "(10) compensation shall not be denied in such

18 Otate to an otherwise eligible individual for any week

19 bectutse he is in training with the approval of the State

20 agency and such individual shall not be deemed to be

21 not otherwise eligible for any such week by reason of the

22 availability oractive search for work requirements of

23, the State law or by reason of his having refused to accept

24 work;,
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1 "(11) compensation shall not be denied or reduced

2 in such State to an otherwise elWble individual solely

3 because he files a claim in another Ste or in Onad& or

4 because he resides in another State or in Oanada at the

5 time he files a claim for unemployment compenstion"

6 OHrAN OU TIOATION DAM

7 Sno. 212. (s) Section 3302 (a) (1) of the Internal

8 Revenue Code of 1954 is amended by--

9 (1) deleting the phrase "for the taxable year" fol-

10 lowing the word "certified";

11 (2) deleting the period at the end thereof and add-

12 lg the following: "for the 12-month period ending on

S October 81 of such year."

14 (b) 8eetion 8802 (b) of such Oode is amended by-

15 (1) deleting the phrase "for the taxable year" fo&

16 lowing the word "certified";

17 (2) inserting after the words "section 806" the

18 following: "for the 12-month period ending on October

19 81 of such year";

20 (8) deleting the phrase "throughout ta

21 year" following the words "required to lay if" and

22 substituting therefor "in such 12-month period".

23 (o) Seetion 8808 (b) (1) of such Oode is amended to

24 read as follows:

25 "(1) On October 81 of e"o caendar yer, the
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1 Secretary of Labor shall certify to the Secretary the law

2 of each State (certified by the Secretary of Labor as

3 provided in section 3804 for the 12-month period on

4 such October 31) with respect to which he finds that

5 reduced rates of contributions were allowable with re-

6 spect to such 12-month period only in accordance with

7 the provisions of subsection (a)."

8 (d) Section 3303 (b) (2) of such Code is amended by-

9 (1) deleting the phrase "taxable year" where it

.0 first appears and substituting therefor "12-month period

11 ending on October 31";

12 (2) deleting the phrase "on December 31 of such

13 taxable year" following the words "the Secretary of

14 Labor shall" and substituting therefor "on such October

15 31";

16 (3) deleting the words "taxable year" following the

17 phrase "contributions were allowable with respect to

18 such" and substituting therefor "12-month period".

19 (e) Section 3303 (b) (3) of such Code is amended by-

20 (1) deleting the phrase "taxable year" where it

21 first appears and substituting therefor "12-month period

22 ending on October 31";

23 (2) deleting the phrase "taxable year" where it

24 next appears and substituting therefor "12-month

25 period".
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1 (f) Section 3804 (o) of such Code is amended by-

2 (1) deleting the initial phrase "On December 31

3 of each taxable year" and substituting therefor "On

4 October 81 of each calendar year";

5 (2) deleting the phrase "such taxable year" in the

6 first sentence and substituting therefor "the 12-month

7 period ending on mob October 31".

8 (g) Section 8804(d) of such Code is amended by

9 delet~g the initial phrase "I, at any time during the taxable

10 year," and substituting therefor "If at any time".

11 TITLE IlI-MISCELLANEOUS

12 APPOINTMENT OF SPO AL ADVISORY OOMM!88ION

1s BRo. 301. (a) The Secretary shall, three years after the

14 date of enactment of this Act, appoint a Special Advisory

15 Commission on Unemployment Compensation for the pur-

16 pose of reviewing the Federal-State program of unemploy-

17 ment compensation and making recommendations for im-

18 provement of the system, with particular reference to the

19 changes made by this Act, including the financing of the

20 Federal unemployment adjustment benefits program estab-

21. wished by this Act, the graduated increase in the maximum

22 weekly benefit amount provided by section 209 of this Act,

23 the wage and employment quaDlying requirements for

24 unemployment compensation under State laws, and making.

25 recommendations with respect to the relationship between

52'
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'i

1, unemploymentompendtion and other so" insurance pro-

2 grams, and, aby other matters. bearing oil the- Fedea-Btate

8 unemployment Conipensatio program "

4 (b), The mmiion shall b. appointed by thd Sere-

5 tary without rega to the civileMvlo laws'dhall oonsi

6 'of 2 pe swh sl 4e rereseAdve of emplo.rn and

7 employee Inequal umber, *preebtuivev of 8ato eud Fod.

8 erl agencies ooncened with the A-linistnon of the inem.

9 ployment compensaon program, other-perm with special

10 knowledge, experience, o' qualillations with respect to suen

11 a program, and members of thepublio.

12- (o) The Commiss'on is authorized to engage such tec

18 nical amistan as may be required to wrryout its functions,

14 and the Secretary shall, in addition, make. aVailable to the

15 Commission such secretariat, clerical, and other assistance,

16 and such pertinent data prepared by the Department of Labor

17 as it may require to cary out such functions ,&

18 (d)' The Oomniion shal make a report. of its fndings

19 and rooommendations' (including recommendations for

20 changes inthp provisions the Social Security Act and the

21 Federal Unemployment Tax Act) to the Secretary, such re-

22 port to be submitted not later than two year after it com-

23 mences its review, after which date such Commision shll

24 cease to exist.
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1 (e) Members of the Comimon who are nt regulate

2 full-time employees of Ahe United States shall, while serving

3 on business of the Commioo, be entitled to receive corn-

4 pensation at rates fi by the Secretary, but not exceeding

5, $100 per 'day, including- tvel time; and while so serving

o* awy from their homes or regular places of business, they

"'I may be allowed travel.expenses, including. per diemip lien

8 of subsistence, as authorized by section 4 of Jho Administra-

9 rive Expenses Act of 1946 (5 U.S.O. 786-2) for peMrsons in

10 Government service employed intermittently.

11 xFFEOI D4TPS

12 So. 302. The amendments made by section 201, 208

13 (a), 204, nd 205 of this At apply with respect to

14 remuneration paid after December 31, 1966, for services per-

15 formed after Abt date., The amendments made by section

16 203 (b) and (c) and by section 208 shall be effective Janu-

17 ary 1, 1965, The amendments made by section 211 shall be

18 effective July 1, 1967, The amendments made by section

19 212 shall be effective January 1, 1966.



SUMMARY OF 8.1991

The Employment Security Amendments of 1965 would broaden the
coverage store ngthen -the financing and improve the benefits of the
present edeal-State unemployment insurance system. The bill
would also establish a permanent national program Of Federal'unem-
ployment adjustment beneft for the long-term unemployed with
substantial labor force attachment.

A. COVIBUAO AND TNANCING

1. Coverage of the Federal. Unemployment Tax Act would be
extended: To employers of I worker (1.8 million workers now ex-
cluded); to nonprofit religious, charitable, and educational organiza-
tions (1.7 million workers) except handicapped workers in sheltered
workshops, ministers, members of religious orders, workers in work-
training or work-relief project assisted. or financed by Govern ment,
certain students, workers receiving less than $50 a quarter, and part-
time religious workers receiving less than $15 a week; to agricultural
processing workers (200,000 workers); to farmworkers on farms with
300 man-days of hired farm labor mi a quai-ter (700,000, workers);
and to workers excluded by present relisancp on the master-eetvant
test (250,000 workers). , "1 .

2. Experience..rating standards would be modified so that pooled.
fund laws (all pesent state laws) could vary employer tax,rates in
any way establihed by State legislature and allow special arrange-
ments to finance benefits to employees of nonprofit organizations.

3. Wages taxable under the FUTA would be increased from $3,000
to the now FICA lev"--$5600 through 1970, $6,600 thereafter.

4, For any year for which a State's unemployment benefit osmt
exceed 2 percent of total State wages in covered work, Federal Govern-
ment would match such excess costs on a two-thirds Federal-one
third State basis.

5. The matching grants and the FUAB would be financed through
an additional Fedi unemployment tax of 0.15 percent plus an equal
amount from Federal revenue.

D. ZGUE BXmN3 Ts (sTATZ)

1. As a condition of entitling employes full tax credit dtat-
law must provide individual weekly benefits of at lent half the indi.
vidual'e wage, unless that would exceed the State maximum. The
State maximum for 1967 must be at least half the statewide average
weekly wage in covered employment; up to at least two-thirds of that
average by 1971. No worker may beeq uired to have more than 20
Weeks of employment (or the equivalent) m his base period. Workers
with that much employment must have potential duration of at least
28 weeks.
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2. If a Stat.'s benefit formula does not meet these requirements,
Federal tax credit to emloyerm woqld be limited to the State's -year
avers benefit cost rate or 2.7 e t, whichever is lower. Admiin-
istrative gra.ts would not be afected.

3. To entitle employers to any tax credit:
a). The State. law must probIOt ,deni of benefits because the

individual is taking training approved by the Agency.
.(b) The StateJaw must not dezy or reduce benefits because the

individual is filing in or, resides in, another, State or Oanada.
" (.) Except forbor disutes fud, and onviction of a crime

arising in connc to withwork, no dqualilication can exceed
postponement of benefits for 6 wecksfollowing the week imiwhich
the djuaifying act occurred,. ,.; . .

(d) The State law must deny bentfits to workers who have not
had 'some work since the beg=nnig of the previous benefit year,

4. Maritime employers can receive no tWx credit for contributions to
a Stats which does notmost the requirement, now in section 3305(f)
of Federal Unemployment 'Tax -Act, fo, equal, treatment'bf seamen.

M~ PUDRAL UNNIOWTKUNT ADJ6 N nUFtS (WEJ.)

1. A new Federal benefit, prgram Wouid lbe stablished for those
unemployed more than 26;,wek who have Wid at least 26 weeks of
employment in the.State ,base period and 79,wswks f employnoent
in that period and, thel 2 preaed.p 1 ea., Alternative form.uRply for States that, do,,agt yoe4wo of employment inteir qualify.
apply uirem ents. ,9 ,1" , , ,":2. Benefits would be paid at the State weekly rot, for 'a:totalo

26 times such weekly rate over ,S-year period.
, Benefits would generally be paid under terms and conditions of

State law but disqualifictiona would be limited to a 6*weok post-
ponement for causes other than labordispute, fraud, refusal to accept
or continue training, aid conyietion ;of ai,eime,p onnueted with
claimant's work; e ered, disqua ioiations are p j u i edfor lat,,tree
Causes..

D, OTANA PMNOUR

1. Legislative mandate i Ven for a resarch prograni on. un7
employment compensation andfor a promof tra f resent
and pective unemployment comp,4satlon e,.t4,.

2. Establishes a 12-member Specal Advisory ommisp n, Ao, be
appointed by Secretary to study unemployment compensation,
particularly changes made by the act, and to recommend improve-
Iments.3. The certification dt. for t c changed from December 31.
to, October 31,

56



STATEMENT IN EXPLANATION OF S. 1I

This bill would modernize the Federal-State unemployment com-
pensation system by updating benefit provwsons, extending coverage,
strengthening financing, and enco urging. poved administration.
Unemployment compensation is an essential ingredient of a positive
manpower program so it operates in a free economy. It bakstops
the other elements ofa manpower program by providing prom t
cash replacement of wages lot by unemployed workers, thereby
assuring to the worker and his family money tp buy the necessities
of life, and automatically supporting the overal purchasin power of
the community. Even while the worker is employed, unemployment
compensation helps to relieve him of the fear of future unemployment,
thu giv inTo greater security. M .

Uneml~oyment compensation is a valuable first line of defense
against the adverse effects of unemplo~vment,. Benefit payments go
to a worker as a matter of right, at the time he loses his wages, instead
of as a matter of need after he has exhausted his saying, liquidated
his other assets--possibly even his life insurance and his home.

Although unemployment insurance is not a cure for unemployment,
nor the o nlt measure to deal with the problem, it is a valuable device,
because of its automatic response to economimnconditions. The billions
of dollars paid out in unemployment benefits are immediately trans-
formed into rent, groceries, clothes, and other essentials of living.
This added purchasing power is a tremendous asset to the business
community, and. tends to derease any downward spiral. It thus
operates to curtail the spread of unemployment.
* When unemployment compensation was enacted, it was said .that

more than four-fifth of the urban families on relief were destitute
because of unemployment. " Today, it is said, that only 6 percent of
our poor families aire headed by an unemployed member of the labor
force, and only onetr of al families with an unemployed head are
classed as poor., One major reason is, the unemployment cpmpensation

The unemployment compensation program is now 30 years old and
we have learned two extremely important lessons from its operation:
On the one hand, it can serve as an effective mainstay in protecting
workers against the risk of unemployment and have a stabilizing
effect on the economy of tihe cQuntry. On the other band, We have
had the opportunity to see that it has inadequacies, and is not always
as effective as it should be,

The bill is intended to make improvements designed to enable thesystem to fulfill its role more effectively. Many jobs are not covered.
Nearly half of the claimants receive a benefit below the 50percent
wage replacement,-which has always: bee the recognized goal-
because of unrealistically low maximums.

In spite of increases in the period for which benefits may be paid,
significant numbers of workers with regular past employment are
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still looking for work when they exhaust their benefits. In a number
of States, the fund's financial structure is weak. And lack of public
knowledge of the program's operations and objectives, plus adminis.
tmtive weaknesses, hive led to attacks on the program.

TmUM I o S,. 1991

AMUNDMUNT TO THU SOA BCURITY ACT

The first title contains amendments to the Social Security Act,
adding a new program of Federal benefits for the long-term unem.
ploye, rovidin Federal matching grants for excess benefit costs, and
snecii man ig Federal researh In unemployment compensa.
tionas well as training for those operating the program in the States.

DBAL UNUM T"XUNT A BTI sNT BANUYIs (JUAn)

In prosperous 1963, nearly 2 million workers were unemployed 27
or more weeks. During an average week of 1904, 14 percent of the
unemployed excluding the new entrants under 20, had been con-
tinuously jobless more than 6 months, while in 1957 also a prosperous
year the comparable figure was only 9 percent. %any of these long-
term unemployed had long histories of regular employment. They
were the victns of automation, structural economic change, obsoles-
cence of occupation, hiring age limits and other obstacles to reemploy-
ment in today's economy. It is important in both human and eco-
nomic terms to get these workers back into productive employment as
quickly as pos ble, with the least person hardship, and the least
waste of their skills. This process will, .in many cases, involve a
number of personal and occupational adjustments by the worker.
The necesay adjustments will be facilitated by icome matenance
as an earned right, under a system which respects and preserves the
dignity of the individual as a member of the labor force, and which
recognizes that the worker's skill is a valuable national resource.
Yet, with a few exceptions, workers who experience 6 months of un-
employment are beyond the limits of unemployment insurance pro-
teotion afforded by State laws. i

Such unemployment poses a problem which requires a response by
the Federal Government. To deal with it, a system of federally
financed extended benefits would be provided, as a new title XX of
the Social Security Act. These benefits would be provided for long-
term unemployed workers with a record of strong prior attachment
to the labor force. They would be available at all times, not pnst in
recessions, since the experience of 1963 and- 1984 demonstrates that
even in prosperous ties, substantial numbers of workers are un-
employed forlong periods.
Subsam of & FUAB propm

Benwts.-To be eligible for the Federal benefits the worker must
have demonstrated a l and firmer past td.amnt to6 covered
employment than is, or should be, required as* condition of eligibility
for regular State benefits.'

Since the FUAB program i intended to supplement, rather than
replace, regular Stte benefits, its provisions are generally designed
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to take account of State provisions. Except in certain disqualification
situations (chiefly transitional until the standards of sec. 211 become
effective), an unemployed worker would have to first draw any of hisState benefits to which he might be entitled before he could elaim
FUAB. His Federal benefit period would be the State benefit year
and the 2 immediately succeeding years, and his Federal qualifying
period would be the State base period and the 2 Immediately feeding
years.

If the applicable State law bases State eliibility on weeks of
employment, te FUAB claimant must have had at least 28 weeks
of employment In the State base period, and at least 78 weeks in the
Federl qualifying period. Many State unemployment insurafee
laws, however, do not use weeks of employment in their benefit
formulas and would not have the necessary data. Therefore, alterns-
tive tests of qualifying employment are provided, which require
a p proximately the same degree of past labor force attachment.
The employment must have been covered by a State unemployment
compensation law, but it need not all have been in one State.

The worker must have had 26 weeks of unemployment including
weeks for which he received State benefits since the beginning of hs
Federal benefit period he must file a claim for the Federaibenefits.
He is not entitled to UAD for any week for which he could draw
State unemployment compensation by filing a claim for it.

The weekly benefit under FUAB would be the same as his weekly
'amount under State law, unless the State benefit did not meet the
requirements of section 209 of this bill. In that case;" his Federal
benefit would be computed in accordance with those requirements.
It would be anomalous to establish a Federal benefit system which
paid to workers in any State a weekly benefit amount less than is.
described as necessary b another section of the bill.

Federal benefits would be payable for 26 weeks of total unemploy-
ment (or the equivalent amount in partial) during the Federal benefit
period. A new Federal benefit p-rio4 cannot be started until the
prior one has ended. Thus, a worker cannot draw substantial Fed-
eral unemployment adjustment benefits year after year. He cannot
establish rgt. to a second series of Federal benefits unless he had
substantial employment since he first claimed Federal benefits.

If a worker who establishes a claim to Federal benefits has received
more than 26 weeks of benefits for a single benefit year under a State
law, his potential weeks of Federal benefits will be reduced accordingly,
and the 'State reimbursed for each such week.

In order to receive Federal benefits for a week the worker must
general meet the terms and conditions for receiving unemployment
compensation of the applicable State law. There are several excep-
tions.

Dsa/jjr1Veio.-In the area of disqualification, there are several
special Federal provisions. In general, except as indicated, State
causes of disqualification are fo allowed, but the disqualification im-
posed on a Federal claimant is limited to postponement of benefits
for 7 weeks. This Federal disqualification is in the nature of a
transition provision, since the requirements. for State program (ec.
211 of the bill) prescribe such a limit for disqualifications after July1, 1967.

W-M? 0-66--I
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In cases involi labor disputes, the State definitions and limita-
tions apply. For fraud in connection with the Federal benefits, a
claimant would be disqualified for a period of from 4 to 52 otherwise
compensable weeks according to the gravity of the offense, within the
36-month period beginning with the determination that he committed
fraud. The disqualification would begin with the week in which it is
determined that Ie committed fraud.

There is also a special Federal disqualification of up to 1 year for an
individual convicted of a crime arising i connection with his work
with the length of the disqualification period related to the gravity of
the crime involved. The disqualification is provided because it is
reasonable to assume that the worker's own act will make it more diffi-
cult for him to become reemployed-but not all crimes have the same
effect on employment prospects. A 6-week Federal disqualification
will be imposed if, without good cause, an individual refuse to take
training to which he is referred or leaves such training. A similar
disqua-lication will apply if he accept. training and is dropped from
the course for cause. Such a provision is justified in a program of addi-
tional benefits for the long-term unemployed, whose need for training
as a step toward reemployment has become clear.

Some workers taking training will meet the eligibility condition
both for FUAB and for training allowances under the Manpower De-
velopment and Training Act. The bill provides that in such situi-
tions, the trtiing allowance is payable rather than FUAB. The
weeks of training allowance. would not, however, be deductible from
potential Federal unemployment adjustment benefit rights. Thus, if
the worker should have weeks of unemployment after his training, and
within his Federal benefit period, he could draw his Federal benefits
for those weeks.

Admina ..- As is the case with other Federal unemployment
payments, the Federal unemployment adjustment benefit' program
would be administered by the State employment security agencies
under agreements with the Secretary. These agreements would be
generally similar to thosb under wich the'Stateo make payment.
under title XV of the Social Security Act. There would be added,
however, a requirement that the State agency certify that it had made
a thorough review of the claimant's employment prospects and job
qualifications, and that he had been given a propriate counseling with
respect to the adjustments he should be Int.king

FiPnwP.-The bill provides for the financing of the Federal
benefitsby an increase of 0.15 percent in the Federal unemployment
tax and by Federal contributions from general revenue equal to the
increase in the tax. These funds would also finance the matching
grants provided by section 102.
Ned for extnded be"%it

As indicated, long-term unemployment has become more serious in
recent years, even in nonrecesion periods. Among unemployment
insurance beneficiaries, those unemployed 26 or more weeks repre-
sented 15 percent of the total in 1956, 29 percent in 1961, 21 percent
in 1962 and 1963 and, on the basis of preliminary figures, about
20 percent in 1964. Similar trends occurred among all unemployed.

.Employment opportunities have declined markedly in many indus-
tries which formerly provided steady work at good wages and a secure
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future for millions of American workers. In steel, textile automobile
and aircraft manufacturing, and coal mining;" tor example technical
advances and productivity gain have made it possible to obtain
heater production with a sialer work force from year to year.
Abandonment of older plants has caused the separation of workers
with loiv employment attachment despite the protection of seniority
.rules. Kapid technological changes including those resulting froim
automation may well dis lace over a million workers per year in the
decade of the sixties at the present production rtes.

When long-term unemployment hits workers who have been accus-
tomed to working rogulaly, the workers face a difficult period of
personal adjustment to a changed situation.

The termination of unemployment insurance after 26 weeks elini-
nates a vital source of support to the worker undergoing such adjust.
ment and may serve to hamper or defeat his efforts. Unemployment
is both an economic and ani emotional shock to the worker. The
receipt of an insv-ce income based on hi status as e member of
the labor force, eases his economic stress.
, The increasid incidence of unemployment lasting longer than 26

weeks calls for a reevaluation of old Concepts of unemployment in-
surance duration. While benefits under an insurance program should
be available for a prescribed period, rather than ifidenfitely, the
limitations on the leiod should be established in the light of the
situation in which the program operates. Bonefits should be payale
for a long enough Reriod that a substatial majority of the baenedoies
of the program wll have made their vocational adjustment. adlbe,
working awin before they have drawn all of their benefits.

Studies of displaced workers have indicated that, while substantial
numbers are stil unemployed at the end of 6 months, most of those
who will find new jobs will have done so within a year after their
displacement, Whatever differences of opinion there may be about
the appropriate duration of an insurance program, we suggest that the
duration proposed by, this bill is not unreasonable. , ome workers
may receive 26 weeks of Federal benei. the same year in which
they get 26 weeks of State benefits, It is noteworthy, however, that
F edrl benefits will not become available again for such workers until
their year Federl benefit period expires and then only if they again
meet the substantial qualifying reqirements proposed by this bill.
Precedent for 52 weeks is set by many of the collectively bargainedsupplementary unemployment benefit plans ... .rho fact that there are training program and that there may be

training allowances does pot make the Fedoral.unemployment adjust
ment benefits unnecessary. Even tough training, is a valuable tool
in hoping long-term unemployed workers toward reemployment, it is
not the answer for all. Some do not need training; merely time to
find a job. Others are not suited-t the typeof training available at
the tie. Training facilities are not-an maywell not be-vaable,
for everyone who wants. training. In other situations, there may be
no jobs for which tO train some O the unemployed workers.

Traming allowances, Ahedore, do not ill the need for incomemaintenance for workers unemployed, longer than 26 weeks. From
the viewoint of both the worker and ofthe community, that need
should be met by an insurance program for regular workers who are
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still attached to the labor force. Such a proam should, of course,
emphasize the steps the workers should be taking toward reemploy-
ment.
Rson for a MOW#em

The more prolonged the individual worker's unemployment, the
more his unemployment becomes a responsibility of the country as a
whole., Long-term unemployment 6ven more than shorter periods
stems from the impact of national decisions affecting the economyand the effect of teednological and other structural c stimulated
national .poy These national factors are felt-y states to
idely differing dgrw. Thus, it is appropriate for the Federal
Government to take action to meet the problem and for the costs of
extended benefits to be broadly distributed on a nationwide basis, as
is proposed here. Half the cost would be met by a uniform payroll
tax on all employer in the country and half by general revenue.
This sharing of cots between. employers as a group, and Federal tax-
payrs as a group, reflects the desrability of maintaining some degree
of relationshp between employment and the cos of unemployment,
yet regmnzes at the same time the broad responsibility of the whole
Nation.

MATOBNG GRAY" It FOR CW 3135 D3IftT COOT"

Under new title XXI to be added to the Social Security Act, the
Federal Government would pay two.thirds of a State's annual benefit
cost. in excess of 2 percent of its total covered wagpprovided, of
course, that the State law met the requirement. of the FUTA, includ-
ITg the benefit requirements to be added by section 209 of this bill.
These Federal grants would reduce the amount of revenue which
high.cost States would otherwise have to raise. Since the would
have the effect of reducing interstate variations in unemployment
Insurance tax rates, they are in keeping with the original r6le of the
Federal Government to remove competitive disadvantages between
State.. In addition, such grants would tend to reduce any impetus
i q a -cost State to reduce benefits.

It i difficult to measure precisely the ffect of unemployment tax
rates on the location or expansion of industry; such effect may in fact
be greatly overemphasi.ed. But it is a widespread belief that unem-
ployment tax rates play an important part in attracftn and holding
industry and this is persuasive to State legisatu . Thus, It effec-
tively limits the degree to which a State wiipoe tax rates sub-
stantially above those in other States. I

The purpose of these matching grants, like that of the oriial
Federal unemployment insurance tax provisions, is to reduce the
effect of interstate tax differentials as an obstacle to an adequate
unemployment insurance law. Experience rev"e that there are .'g0
nificant Interstate variations in unemployment insurance costa wo
are inherent in the nature of the various State economies. For ex-
aiple, the national average cost rate, as a percent of total wages, for
the 10.year period 195544 was 1.27 percent. In individual Stat.,
itrangd from 0.5 percent mi V L and 0.S7 percent in the District
of Colunbia to 2.82 percent inska and 1.81 percent in Peuisyl-
vania. Even during the recession year of 1958, with a national ratio
of 2.0 percent, the ratio was below I percent in 10 States, and over
3 percent in 8.
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At Present a State with higher-than-averag unemployment can
have fgher-han-average unemployment tax rates, or it can keep its
costs down by limiting benelt payments. Either approach may
aggravate the State's relatively unfavorable situation. -The higher
tax rate ma. discourage the expansion of industry In the State, and
thus intesi y the unemployment problem. Inadequate unemploy.
meant benefits curtail purchaingpower when it i most needed.

The grants provided by tis bll would enable high-cost States to
provide adequate benefits without imposmg a tax burden substant ally
higher than that imposed on competing businesses in other States.
Sice the State ned carry only one-third of the coet above 2 percent,
a State with a cost rate of a percent would need a State rate of only
2.33 percent.

The Federal matching grants are limited to two-thirds of the State
costs which exceed 2 percent of total, covered wage. Because the
remaining one-third must be pad by the State,: the State will have a
financial interest in assuring that benefits are- not excessive. The
level above which benefit costs are financed from the common fund
is set in terms of total covered wages SO that it will not be artificially
influenced by changes in the limits on taxable wages. I

It is ap .prop nate for the Federal Government to make matching
grant to hig-benefit-cost States. As early as February 1935, Dr.
Edwin Witte, the Executive Director of the President's Committee
on Economic Security, stated that the Committee and its staff and
advisory groups considered reinsurance as a function "which ;the
Federal Government may very properly perform in a cooperative
Federal-State system of. unemployment compensation." It was
onitted from the original proposal because of the difficulty in develop-
gin desirable arrangements, in view of the many uncertnties asto

the form State programs would follow, and as to the costs of the pro-
grm. While the matching grants are not "reinsurance," they re
with the same problem.

FINANCING OF TEN FEDERAL UNEMPLOYMENT ADJUSTMENT BINUPIT/
AND MATCHING GRANTS FO. EXCESS B-NEFT COSTS

The FUAB program and the matching grants for excess benefit
costs would be financed by the combination of an additional 0.15
percent tax on employers subject to the FUTA and an equal amount
to be appropriated from general revenue. The tax provisions are
containetin title of the bill. ,Title Iincludes the provisions for the
Federal contribution, and the necessary amendments to title IX of the
Social Security Act to establish a Feeral adjustment account witin
the Federal Unemployment Trust Fund. The proceed of the addi-
tional employee tax as well as the proposed Federal contribution
would be trahsferred to this account. Payments of FUAB and the
matching grants for excess.benefit costs would be made from this
account. Federal contributions would be transferred to the account
as needed to pay half the expenditures from the account.

The total 0.3 percent of taiable wages made available to the Federa
adjustment account represents the estimated average costs of the
programs to be financed from the account. If current levels of

ty should continue for a period of years, the account could
uild up to unnecessarily high levels. The ri therefore provides for
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reducing the rate of general revenue contributions and employer taxes
when the alance in the account, including Federal contributions not
taferred to the amount, equals or e;ed W million or 0.35
.percent of wages taxable under State laws., The $850 million-which
is about 0.35 percent of taxable wag.es-r resets tn e estate of the
amount the hind would need to meet its obligations in a year 9f heavy
unemployment. Because dollar figures become outdated by growth
of the labor force'and increases in table wages the ratio 8 included
as an alternative. Payment of FUA benefit begin' in July 1968.
The tax accrues on wage after that date, but taxpayments are not
due until January 1967. 'In order to get the program startedas well
as to coverfuture contingencies in which costs might utrun collections
at a particular time, the bill provides for repayable advances from
general funds to the adjustment account. Such advances are O be
repaid without interest,.as were the advances for the 1961 temporary
extended benefits program, whenever the balance i the adjustment.
account is adequate for the purpose.

U UBS tOtA AO TUNMNO

By an amendment to title IX of the Social Security Act, the Soce-
tery of Labor would be given explicit directions to conduct research
in the field of unemployment compensation and related areas, and to
provide for training State unemployment insurance staff., Appropria-
tions for these purposes are speciflcally authorized.

Rwamm.-While a reporting program developed under title HI
provide significant data about unemployment compensation, there
are a number of areas in which exploration of the successes and
defects of the program is hampered by a lack of data on experience.
In the absence of a spec'fc con essionad mandate to conduct research
such as was given for TEUC, it has been impossible to establish and
maintain an effective research program. Under this bill, a continuing
and comprehensive research program would be required; the research
could be conducted by the Labor Department directly, or through
grants or contracts. Although the Secretary is given wide latitude
in the kinds of studies as well-as the method to be used, certain areas
of special interest are noted-including such topics as the role of
unemployment compensation under varying patterns of unemploy-.
ment, the relationship between unemployment compensation and other
social insurance prop'ams, the effect of various dligbility and' dis-
qualification provisions the personal characteristics, family and
employment background of laimants, and exploration of the need for,
and ways to achieve, cover for groups not within the system. To
provide for the widet possible use of-the research results, the bil
specifies that such results are to be made generally available.

Facts gained from the research will provide a basis for evaluation
of the program areas which are criticized to determine whether the
criticisms were based on statutory deficiencies, administrative weak-
nese, or misunderstanding of the program's goals. Proper remedial
action could then be developed.

Training of 4W,.-Even now, it is clear that one type of remedial
action is improved staff training and thatis being proposed. For
example, one of the most common criticism of the program is that
benefits are paid to individuals who do not want to work, and who are
not, in fact, in the labor force during the period for which benefits
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are claimed. Payment to such individuals is contrary to the express
provisions of every State unemployment insurance law.

All the unemployment compensation laws specify that benefits are
payable only for a week with respect to which the individual is able
to work and available for work. That is, "ready, willing g, and able"
to work. An individual demonstrates his availability by doing what
a reasonable individual, in his circumstances, would do to find a
suitable job. Determinations of whether an individual is available
for work in the week for which he is claiming benefits are complex,
involving a large element of judgment.

If benefits are paid to those who are not available for work, what
is needed is not additional statutory prohibitions but better admin-
istrative application of existing provisions. The best way to do this
is to expand the number of well-trained specialists who interview
claimants and adjudicate claims. The bill calls for steps to increase
the supply of iuch trained personnel, and to improve the training of
those now engaged in claims determination and appeals.

TITE II or S. 1991

AMENDMENTS TO THE FEDERAL UNEMPLOYMENT TAX ACT IN THE
INTERNAL REVENUE CODE OF 1964

The changes in coverage, employer taxes, and the conditions which
State laws must meet if employers are to receive tax credit, in whole
or in part, are made by amendments to the Federal Unemployment
Tax Act.

COVERAGE

The unemployment insurance program should protect, insofar as
feasible, all those who work for others and thus face the risk of un-
employment. While about 48.4 million jobs are now protected (in-
cluding Federal employees, exservicemen and railroad workers), about
15 million jobs are still not covered. Consequently, some individuals
are completely out& e the system, while others can use' only part of
their cast work exi ience as a'basis for benefits. These exclusions
exist ecause Stateb have for the most part, followed the pattern
established by the Federal act. While States are free to go .beyond
Federal coverage and a number of them do cover some services not
subject to the Federal law, reliance on individual State action is,
at best, a slow process. For almost 7 million noncovered jobs, how-
ever State action must be relied on, because they are in State and
local governments.

Of the remaining 8 million excluded jobs, almost 5 million would be
brought within the system as of January 1, 1967. Another 2 million
Lobs now covered only by State laws woild also become subject to the
Federal unemployment tax.
Employers of one or more

About 1.8 million jobs would be brought into the system by exten-
sion of the FUTA to all employers who have amyone performing
services'in "emloyment" as defined. This is the same coverage
provided by the-Federal Insurance Contributions Act (OASDI) since
1935., Coverage would be achieved by deleting the definition of
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eImployer" from section 3306 of the Federal Unemployment Tax
Act and by making appropriate deletions from section 3301 and other
sections of such act.

At present, the Federal Unemployment Tax Act applies only to
employers who have at least four workers in at least 20 weeks in a
calendar year. There are 27 State unemployment insurance laws
with similar restrictions. Michigan just amended its law, effective in
1966, to move from this category to the one in 20 weeks' category.
The other 24 States already cover about 1.4 million jobs excluded
from Federal coverage by the size-of-firm limitation.

Experience under OASDI and under the State unemployment
insurance laws which cover employers of one worker at any time has
demonststed that such coverage is feasible to administer.

Experience has also demonstrated that the workers in these small
firms need the protection of unemployment insurance. In general,
in the States which cover fifms with fewer than four workers, the
proportion of workers from small firms who receive benefits is greater
than the proportion from larger firms. At the same time, State
experience indicates that coverage does not impose an unreasonable
financial burden on these small employers.

There have been indications that the size-of-firm provisions tend
to discourage employers from adding another worker where such
action would result in liability for unemployment insurance taxes on
the wages of all workers.

If the workers in small firms are to be protected equitably, the
Federal Government, which was responsible for their exclusion in the
first place, must act. The number of States which cover some em-
ployer of one worker has increased by only four in the 20 years since
December 1945. Moreover, extension by individual State action
gives the employer with three workers a tax advantage over his com-
petitor with four workers. The small employer's workers receive
full unemployment compensation protection, including protection
under Federal programs providing extended benefits-yet he does not
pay the Federal unemployment tax for the program's operation,
or for the extended benefits.
Nosprofi orgizatioua

The bill would extend the protection of the unemployment insurance
system to about 1.7 million employees of nonprofit religious, charitable,
educational and humane organizations. The proposal would not
cover ministers or members of relious orders in the exercise of their
ministry, the handicapped i sheltered workshops, those performig
part4ime services for religious organizations for es than $15 a week,
those working in work-relief or work-training programs assisted or
financed by a Government agency, certain students and interns, and
others performing services for nonprofit organizations if the remunera-
tion is less than $50 in a calendar quarter.

The workers who would be given protection are engaged in a wide
variety of activities, most of which are comparable to jobs in covered
businesses. They are elevator operators, scrubwomen, building
maintenance workers, typists, clerks, switchboad operators, laborers
waitresses, dishwashers, cooks, as well as teachers nurses, and social
workers. Almost half of them are emplqyed by hospitals; about 40
percent of these hospital workers are food, maintenance, and cus-
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todial workers. Another one-third are .empl?,yed by educational
institutions and only a small percentage by religious and charitable
institutions support6d by donations.

While some of the professional groups in the nonprofit field may have
the protection of tenure, the same cold be said for professional groups
of presently covered workers. Furthermore, tenure does not always
mean stable employment. Other employees of nonprofit organiza-
tions, particularly inthe nonprofessional occupations, have a high
rate of turnover and relatively short tenure on their present jobs,
factors which generally indicate that there is unemployment. The
amount of potentially ompensable unemployment experience by any
noncovered group is difficult to determine. Such evidence as is avail-
able indicates that nonprofit employees have a very real risk of un-
employment,. generally low wages, and therefore, need insurance
against the risk.

In recognition of the special tax status traditionally allowed to
nonprofit organizations, and the possibility that they may have less
than the average amount of unemployment, the bill provides that a
nonprofit organization covered by an approved State law could re-
ceive full credit. against its Federal tax whether it paid a State tax or
not, so long as its workers are covered under the State law. The
State could permit nonprofit organizations to reimburse the fund for
benefits paid to their workers could establish a uniform low rate for
such organizations without relating it to their past experience, could
rate these employers by a different schedule than that applicable to
other employers, could finance these benefits by an appropriation from
general State revenue, or could adopt any other method or combination
of methods chosen by the State legislature to finance benefits to non-
profit workers, without endangering either the tax credit of nonprofit
employers or the additional credit of all employers in the State.

The exceptions from nonprofit coverage are for types of services
which are not characterized by customary employer-employee rela-
tionships. The difference in the case of ministers and members of
religious orders is clear. It is also clear with respect to the "client"
of a sheltered workshop, who is unable to compete for regular
employment.

The exclusion of part-time services for a religious organization, with
nominal weekly remuneration, is intended to exclude activities, such
as singing in the church choir, performed as an expression of the indivi-
dual's devotion to religious duties, rather than being the activity from
which the individual derives his livelihood.

Services as part of Government assisted or financed work-relief or
work-training programs, such as those under titles I-B and I of the
Economic Opportunity Act, also represent a special kind of employ-
ment relationship where the work is not related to normal economic
considerations. The bill would not delete the present exclusion of
services performed by a student for the school he is attending or of
services for a nonprofit organization where the remuneration is less
than $50 a quarter. These exclusions also appear in OASI.
Ariulural uworker8 on large farms

The bill would apply the Federal unemployment tax to employers
using 300 or more man-days of hired farm labor during any quarter.
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This would cover only about 2 percent of all farms, but 40 percent of
the hired workers, and 67 percent of the man-days of hired farm labor
used in a peak quarter. That is, it would cover about 78,000 farms
and about 700,000 workers in an average month.

Agricultural labor has been excluded from the FUTA since its
enactment. It was originally excluded also by all State laws except
that of urban District of Columbis. Today, Hawaii covers employ-
ment on very large farms (with 20 or more workers in 20 weeks) and
Puerto Rico covers agricultural employment in the sugar industry.
Since farmworkers do experience unemploymet, they should be given
the protection of the system. It seems appropriate however, to ap-
proach their coverage on a gradual basis, as was done for nonfarm
employment, and begin with large employers.
The proposed test of 300 man-a"y in a quarter is roughly equivalent

to four or five full-time workers throughout the quarter. Under this
test, the problems of reporting and recordkeeping for unemployment
compensation purposes would be limited to a very small group of
farms, yet a substantial proportion of workers and employment would
be covered. Such a test has advantages over the tests that have been
used in covering nonfarim employers under the unemployment in-
surance laws. It is easier to administer than a test based on number
of workers in 20 weeks. It also avoids the difficulties of a test based
on payroll in a quarter. It would be very difficult to develop a pay-
roll figure that would, when applied nationwide, restrict coverage to
large farms and apply with reasonable comparability in all areas of
the country.
Other coverage changes

About 450,000 other workers would be given unemployment in-
surance protection by adopting for FUTA purposes, the OASDI
definitions of "agricultural labor1I and "employee.

Agrltural lor.-About 200,000 workers perform services in
activities which are now defined as "agricultural labor" for Federal
unemployment tax purposes, but are not "agricultural labor" under
OASDI. In this category are activities such as processing of maple
sap into maple syrup or maple sugar, off-the-farm raising or harvesting
mushrooms and hatching poultry, operating and maintaining ditches,
etc., for supplying and storing water for farming, i done or profit,
and handling, planting, drying, packing, processing, freezing, grading,
storing or delivering to storage or to market any agricultural or
horticultural commodity in its unmanufactured stage, when done in
the employ of someone other than the farm operator who produced
more than half the product.

Such activities are essentially industrial in nature and do not come
within the general concept of.farmwork. Workers excluded from
unemployment insurance as agricultural, although they are nonag-
cultural under OASDI, include stationary engineers, box assemblers
and lidders, receiving and billing clerks, grader and conveyor tenders,
as well as those who hatch poultry m city lofts. Approximately
20,000 additional jobs in similar categories, now coveid by State
unemployment insurance laws, will al be covered by the FUTA.

"Emplee." -The present FUTA definition of "employee" isrestricted to officers corporations and persons who would be em-
ployees under common law. The FICA definition includes also
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persons who are in fact dependent upon another for their employment,
in a variety of specified activities chiefly as agent-drivers and out-
side salesmen. Adopting the FIdA definition, as is proposed, would
extend the FUTA to about 250,000 jobs now odtaide thd unemploy-
ment compensation system, and to another 150,000 which are
covered by State laws which do not limit "employees" to the
common-law relationship.
M memploi

The bill would amend the FUTA to provide that tax credit under
section 3302 would not be'allowed to a maritime employer with respect
to contributions paid under a State law that does not meet the con-
ditions for maritime coverage prescribed since 1946 in section 3305(f)
of the act.

Because of Federal jurisdiction over maritime matters, Congress
in 1946 amended the FUTA to give States permission to levy unem-
ployment tages on maritime employment under specified conditions.
The conditions were designed to prescribe the State of coverage, and
to preclude discriminatory treatment of, either maritime employers
or maritime workers. The State of coverage of services on a vessel
is the one in which the office controlling the operations of that vessel
is located. Contributions of employers must be determined by the
same rules as contributions of other employers, and the services of
workers must be treated for purposes of wage credits, like the services
of shoreside workers. Kince several State laws then contained pro.
visions discriminating against maritime workers, the FUTA amend-
ment expressly provided that States had until January 1, 1948, to
bring their laws into line with the Federal statute.

The amendment did not, however provide for enforcement of these
conditions. Consequently, one of the State laws which did not pro-
vide seamen with equal protection in 1946 is still failing to provide
equal protection in 1965. This failure affects a substantial proportion
of the seamen engaged in Great Lakes shippmg.

Since nearly 20 years of urging by the Federal Government and by
the affected seamen has not producd correctional action on the part
of the State, it is apparent that a Federal sanction is needed to enforce
the Federal law.

In view of the Federal Government's constitutional jurisdiction
over maritime employment, a State has no authority to collect the
unemployment tax from maritime employers under conditionS which
violate the requirements of section 3305 (f). It is, therefore, proposed
to eliminate Federal tax credit for such unauthorized Stat collections.

DEFINITION OF WAGNS

To strengthen the financing of the unemployment compensation
system, both Federal and State the bill provides for increasing the
amount of a worker's wages which are taxable from the 'outdated
$3,000 to $5,600 for 1967 through 1970, and $6,600 thereafter. The
particular amounts and years were chosen on the basis of the House
action on OASDI-with a 1-year lag in the effective date, to allow
time for States to revise their de.fiitions of taxable wages accordingly.
In unemployment insurance, asin OASDI, the intent is to provide a
broad financial base which is reasonably related to wage levels. Thus,
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there is no logical argument for selecting different figures for the
two programs.

Since the bill was introduced, however, revisions have been
made in the OASDI provisions so that the taxable wage base will
be $6600 starting in 1966. The unemployment insurance
base should be the same as OASDI and that would be aceveM y
going to a $6,600 unemployment insurance wage base in 1971 as
proposed in the bill.

A substantial increase in the wage base is needed for both Federal
and State taxes. The resulting increase in Federal revenue is needed
to meet the program's imrease administrative costs it will also help
to build the balances in the loan fund and the employment security
administrative account. It is desirable to replenish the loan fund so
that the resource would be available to States if needed. Building
the balance in the administrative account will permit the program to
save the interest payable on advances from the revolving fund.

Insofar as States follow the increased Federal wage base, it will
increase potential'State revenues to meet higher benefit costs. States
with low reserves can take immediate advantage of the increased
funds, while those with adequate current reserves and income can
adjust their tax schedules to keep actual revenue at the present level.
The deletion of Federal standards for experience rating discussed
subsequently, will facilitate State adjustments to the new base.

The $3,000 limitation was added to the unemployment compensa-
tion program in 1939, for the sole purpose of mak it possible tosimply employer reporting by using the same base for unemployment
taxes as for OASDI. The effect of the limit at that time was negligible,
because 98 percent of wags in covered employment were still taxable.

In the quarter century since then, average weekly wages have almost
quadrupled so that only 53 percent of wages in covered employment
are now Subet, to the FUTA. The wage base for OASDI, on the
other hand, has been increased repeatedly.

The widening gap between wages subject to contributions and total
wages in covered employment has contributed to serious financial
problems for the unemployment insurance program. The unduly low
base has created and is accentuating inequities of the incidence of
both State and Federal taxes among covered employers.
ftkyprobkmo

Since benefits are related, even though imperfectly to weekly wae
levels, the benefit outgo of State funds has increased proportionately
more than their contribution income. Consequently, there has been
a marked decline in the reserves of many States. In 22 States, present
reserves are below the amount needed to meet an 18-month recession.

States have recognized the need to take action in this area. Cur-
rently 18 of them use a base higher than $3,000 (all but one, however,
use a We lower than $5,600). Interest in raising the base has been
expressed in other States, but action has been hampered primarily
because of the fear of interstate competition. The laws of 29 States

provide for levying contributions on a wage base above its current
vif and when the Federal Government does so. Raising the

amount of wares taxable would permit States to improve the operation
of their experience-rating systems. When benefit costs increase ,more
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rapidly thn the amount of taxable wages, as they do with the $3,000
base, theoverall cost of benefits comes doser.t, and may even exceed,
the s tandard tax rate of 2.7 percent. Since t s difficult for a Stat to

raise its maximum rate subtatialy above thoee in other competing

tat, minimum rates must be inre d as the statewide cost rate
approach the maximum statutory rate. Raising the taxable wg
base has the effect of reducmig the overall cost as a Dercent of taxable
wage.. This will permit a wider range of rate variations, and a greater
number of rate inrals. Ths, rates can relate more accurately to
employer experience.

t also decrease inequities between employers in effective tax
rates-that is, in unemployment taxes as a proportion of total payroll.
Employers with high levels of wages pay lower elective tax rates than
do lower wage employers. A bsh, wage employer with §uch' Un-
favorable experience that he nominally pays a penalty rate of percent
may in fact, pay a lowerproportion of hik total payroll than another
employer whose favorble experience entites hM to a reduced rate of
2 percent, but whose taxable wag represent i higher proportion ofhis total payroll As Waeges continue to increase unevenly among
employee, but taxable wapes remain frozen at a level well below
average wages, such inequities w increase.

The revenue from a 0.4-percent tax on a $3,000 wag base has
become insufficient to finance the administrative costA of the employ-
ment-security program. Since the program is Wima'ya 'service
proven, expenditures for wages and s arierepresent a' major ad.
ministrative cost. ,As general wage levels increase, the wages of
employment security personnel increase, and the costs of goods and
other services purched by the program alsogo up. Other factors
mcreasimg administrative costs are growth in the number ofpeople
served by the program, and addition of new programs and funtions.
Improvements in efficiency and staff productivity have counter-
balknced a part of the increase that would otherwise have occurred.

An increase in the wage base is a more effective and equitable way
to raise the necessary additional Federal revenue for adfinistrative
xnses than an increase in tax rate.
t more effective, since an increase in the tax rate on the present

base would become adequate very quickly. Administrative costswill continue to rise with rising wages and prces wile tax revenue
on a $3,000 base will be increased only slhtly by the Micreases in
wages. Theproposed taxable wage base wi for sometime be respon-
sive towage creases, and will tend to expand revenues to keep pace
with administrative costs.

It is also more equitable because it reduces the variations between
low- and high-wage employers in the net Federal tax rate as a percent
of total payroll. The effective rate paid by low-wage employers is
higher than that paid by high-wage employers. Consequently, on
the average, employers in low-wage States pay relatively higher eAc-
tive rates than employers in States with higher wage levels. For
example, with a net Federal tax of 0.4 percent of the flrst $3,000, an
Arkansas employr rying the State's, average weekly wage of $72
to a worker or a full year pays a Federal tax which represents 0.82
percent of that worker's total annual wage. A New York employer
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paying that Stte's average of $114 a week pays a Federal tax repre.
sentwg only 0.20 pent. An increase in the F.eral tax rate on the
$3,000 base wo4uldaccentuate the difference. With the eventual wage
bae of $6,600, however, both employers would pay an effective rate
of 0.4 percent.
Pled cof the bi

An increase to $5,600 in 1967 would result in an estimated increase
of 53 percent in the aggregate amount of wages taxable under the
FUTA. Federal revenue produced by the 0.4 percent tax on the new
wage base is estimated at $968 million.

The impact on State taxable wages would be somewhat less,
because 18 States provide a base higher than $3,000. It m notpossible
to develop realistic estimates of the amount of State tax collections
using the new wage base, since many States would undoubtedly legis-
late concurrent chages in their tax schedules. These which do not
currentlyneed much increase in revenue would revise their schedules
to provide lower rates. Those in need of substantially increased
revenue would revise their present schedules to spread the cost more
equitably among employers.

ISCRDAE IN TIRE TAX RATIN

The increase in the wage base will provide the revenue needed for
the existing programs, but will not finance the new programs of
FUAB any matching benefit grants. To' finance these programs,
title II would raise the net Federal unemployment tax from 04 to
0.55 percent, effective with respect to wages paid after June 30, 1966.
It is anticipatedl that this increase of 0.15 percent in tax rates will
finance half the cost of these two new programs. The other half will
be financed from an appropriation out of general revenue.

As noted in connection with the Federal contribution (see p. 63),
provision is made to reduce the added tax by one-third, fro4n 0.15
to 0.10 percent, if and when the account balance is high enough to
cover costs in a year of heavy unemployment.

Since Federal unemployment taxes for a given taxable (calendar)
year are payable January 31 of the following calendar year the initial
proceeds of the 0.15-percent tax will be collected in 1967. The amount
would be small in comparison with collections for future years,
because it would be payable only with respect to taxable wages, on
a $3,000 annual base, paid during the last haf of theyear, and nearly
70 percent of taxable wages are paid during the first'half of the year.
Collections for that first 6 months are estimated at about $120 million,
compared to $565 million for 1967 when the tax would be payable
,or the entire year on a $5,600 wage iase, and with expanded coverage.

EXPERIENCE RATING

The FUTA would be amended to provide that when reduced rates
to be defined as rates lower than 2,7 percent, are permitted to pooled
funds, employers would be entitled to additional.tax credit with no
restrictions on how the rate reductions were established. The re-
quirements for reduced rates to reserve accounts or garanteed
employment accounts would not be changed. All States now have
pooled fund laws.
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At present, reduced rates to pooled funds are acceptable for addi.
tional credit only if allowed on the basis of ",experience with respect
to unemployment or other factors bearing a direct relation to unem-
ployment risk during not less than the 8 consecutive years immediately
preceding the computation date"--except that new employers can
be rated on the period of their expe.ence, but no less than I year.
The standard deals with the technical minutiae of the way in which
experience is measured and employer rates computed. It does not,
however, relate directly to the solvency of the fund nor assure the
financial soundness of the program. Deletion of these technical
provisions will remove a potential source of conflict and contribute
to strengthening the Federal-State partnership, without weakening
the financing of benefits. The deletion would not require any change
in current State provisions. It is not an attempt to eliminate ex-
perience rating. It would give the States much more, latitude in
developing methods of reducing rates, since they would have complete
freedom in determining tax rates for individual employers. As noted
above, this freedom may be particularly, valuable in permitting
States to adapt their formulas to the new wage base, in order to avoid
a sudden rise in tax collections not required to preserve the fund's
solvency.

States could provide reduced rates immediately for newly covered
employers. They could provide reduced rates for employers who
increase their employment, or who list their vacancies with the em-
ployment service. States could establish a rate below 2.7 percent
for all employers, or could use a lower rate as the standard rate under
a system which varied rates in accordance with experience.

BENEFIT REQUIREMENTS

The bill would add to the FUTA several requirements as to State
benefits which must be met for benefit years beginning after June 30,
1967, if employers in the State are to receive full tax credit. The
benefit requirements, which are discussed below, relate to the three
pmary factors determining the adequacy of protection-the measure
of past labor force attachment required to qualify for benefits, the
amount of the weekly benefit and the duration o benefits payable.

The benefit requirements in general represent the consensus of
what an adequate program should provide. If the State benefits meet
the requirements, the employer can get a tax credit of 2.7 percent
against his Federal tax, no matter what rate he actually pays the
State, not what the average State benefit costs are.

If, however, the State 'benefits are below the established level of
adequay the tax credit is limited to the actual average cost to the
State of dhe benefits being provided.

For example in a State which met the benefit requirements, all
employers would get the full 2.7-percent credit agaist their Federal
tax, even though the particular employer paid the State at the rate of
1 percent, and State benefit costs averaged 2 percent. If that State
had not met the requirements, its employers would have received a
credit of only 2 percent against the Federal tax. Thus, their net
Federal tax would have been 0.7 percent more than if the State had
met the benefit requirements. If the average cost were 2.7 percent,
employers would get 2.7-percent Federal credit regardless of whether
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or not the be~eflts met the standards. (In such States, the incentive
to meet the benefit requirements would be the matching grants for
excess benefit costs.)

The purpose of the benefit requirements and reduced credit pro.
visions is to protect the States which want to provide adequate bene.
fits by assuring that no State can get for its employers a tax reduction
by providing inadequate benefits. Thus, it restores the Federal
unemployment tax to its o.0n, and intended role of eliminating the
fears of interstate competitive tax disadvantages as a deterrent to
State action. Because of the experience rating credit for taxes not
paid, the actual tax paid by some employers is, in fact, less than 3.1
percent. of taxable wages. And without some Federal provisions
regading benefits, the tax reduction can be obtained by providing
inadequate benefits for the unemployed workers in the State.

Interestingly, the House Ways and Means Committee recognized
this problem more than 25 years ago. In 1939, when the committee
was making substantial changes in the entire social security program,
the amendments as reported out by the Ways and Means Committee
(and as passed by the House) included benefit standards which a
State had to meet in order to reduce rates below an average of 2,7
percent. This provision had not been a part of the administration's
recommendations. It was added by the committee, at the suggestion
of Representative John McCormack, of Massachusetts, then a member
of the committee.

The committee's report on the bill (H.R. 6635), which is dated June
2, 1939, says, in part:

The recommendations of the committee relative to unemployment compensation
deal with certain changes which in no way alter the fundamental Federal-State
pattern now set forth in the Federal law.

In considering the provisions and the experience of the State laws the com-
mittee's objective was to make such changes as will best help to relieve Industry of
any unnecessary burdens and to provide the unemployed with more adequate
benefits. Moreover, the committee earnestly sought to keep any suggested
changes within the framework of the present Federal-State system. This the
committee has done by developing a plan, after very careful study, whereby the
present taxes for unemployment compensation may be reduced in those States
Which can afford to maintain a certain benefit standard. No drastic change in
the basic pattern of the State laws is required and each State may decide for
itself whether it will take advantage of the plan.

The Senate Finance Committee deleted both the amendments
requiring an average rate of 2.7 percent of payrolls and the one
allowing States to reduce contributions if they met certain minimum
reserve and benefit standards, on the grounds that:

Your committee feels that there has not been enough time to develop sufficient
experience in the field of unemployment compensation upon which to base an
intelligent decision with respect to a reduction in the contribution rates or the
inseron of minimum benefit standards atthis particular time.

In view of this fact your committee feels that the wisest policy Is to continue
the present provisions with respect to unemployment insurance until such time
as a thorough study of the benefit experience of the various States will yield
practical results,

Now, a quarter century more of experience has demonstrated that
the Ways and Means Committee was right-benefit standards are
necessary.
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The particular benefit requirements beingproposed differ from those
recommended by the Ways and Means Committee in 1939. The
early provi'ons dealt with duration, waiting period, individual weekly
benefits, minimum and maximum weeldy nefits, and payment of
partial benefits.

The requirements in the present bill deal with quaifying require-
ments, individual and maximum weekly benefits, and duration.

Quajfing euiee
The qualifying requirement in a State benefit formula prescribes

the past labor force attachment needed to become an insured worker.
The bill provides that if past attachment is measured in weeks of

-employment, no more than 20 weeks in a 1-year base period can be
ruined. A week must be counted toward the requirement if the
individual earned in such week at least 25 percent of the statewide
average wage.

If the State measures past attachment in terms of wages rather
than weeks, it may not require more total base period eamigs than
1h times the earning n the highest quarter, or 40 times the weekly
benefit amount, with a minimum requirement of total wages equaling
no more than 5 times the State average weekly wage.

The purpose of a State qualifying requirement is to limit the pro-
gram's protection to rear members of the labor force. It should
be high enough to eliminate workers with insignificant past employ-
ment, without eliminating workers regularly attached to the labor
force who in the last year have experienced some unemployment or
underemployment, or have had some work m noncovered -obs.

The bill does not require States to exclude from benets workers
who have less than 20 weeks employment or its equivalent. A State
which wishes to qualify workers with 14 weeks of work, or to count
a week in which a worker earned less than 25 percent of the statewide
average wage, can do so. Thus, special State situations can be met.

In genera, State qualifying requirements are no greater than the
proposed Federal standard, although some States may have to modify
details of their requirements. Over the years, however, there has
been a tendency to balance the increased benefit costs of higher
maximums and longer duration by rai the minimum e.rment
to qualify for benefits. The standard may be expected to influence
States with very low qualifying requirements to amend their aws to
provide more adequate measures of attachment, while it at the same
time protects workers against unreasonably high requirements.

'Weekly bff4* Mmoutt
The bill provides that those who meet the State qualifying require-

ment must be entitled to a weekly benefit amount, exclusive of any
amount payable with respect to dependents, of at least 50 percent of
the individual's weekly wage, up to the State maximum. - The indi-
vidual's weekly wage can be computed from his quarterly earnings, or

from averaging his earnings for the weeks he worked. There must,.
however, be a relationship between benefits and weekly wages. Those
States which now pay-or may wish to pay--benefits higher th0n 50
percent of weekly wages can do so. Additional amounts can also be
provided to individuals with dependents. The State maximum must
be set at a level representing, initially, 50 percent of the statewide

G7-472 0--6----4
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erage weekly wage, and must be raised, by stages, so that beginning
July 1, 1971, it will represent 66% percnt of the statewide average
wage. At all stages, however, the individual benefit need not repre-
sent more than 50 percent of the individual's wage.

The unemployment compensation system in this country, unlike
some foreign systems, is designed to be wage related. The goal is to
assure most workers of weekly benefits large enough to meet their
essential living cost., without being so close to wages as to eliminate
the individuaPs incentives to find other work. Since an individual's
ordinary living costs are related to his wages, relating his benefits to
his wages provides a simple and generally valid device for accomplish-ing that goal.

Fom the beginning of the Federal-State unemployment compensa-
tion program, benefit of at least 50 percent of wages has been recog-ized as desirable, with a maximum set to keep a very smal minori-
ty of very high-paid individuals from receiving an undue share of the
resources.

State laws enerally, throughout the program's 30-year hisTry
have continue beneft formulas providing 50 percent or more of
average wages below the maximum. In 1939, the maximum in 49
of the 51 jurisdictions was high enough to permit the average worker
to receive a benefit equal to half his wages.' There were 22 States
with maximums above 66% percent of average wages and 12 more
with maximums of 60 to 66 percent of the average. Consequently,
more than 75 percent of all claimants received benefits based on their,
own wage rates. States have, however, failed to maintain maximums
related to average wages, although the numbers at various percentages
have fluctuated. Even with the increases enacted this year by State
legislatures, there are only 18 States where the maximum is at least
half of average wages; in one State, a newly enacted maximum is.
66% percent of average wages. There is no reason to anticipate
substantial overall improvement in the absence of Federal incentives.

The bill provides that eligible claimants, who meet the requirement
of 20 weeks of base period employment (or its equivalent) must have a
potential duration of at least 26 times the weekly rate. If the State
qualifying requirements are below 20 weeks, the duration provided
workers who qualify with such lesser employment can be shorter..

Benefits should be payable for long enough that a high proportion
of claimants will be protected for the full duration of unemployment
during a year. Twenty-six weeks-6 months-has for some time
been regarded as the generally desirable period of rtectio for the
regular unemployment insurance program. In all but two. States
and Puerto Rico, some claimants inay receive 26 weeks. Although
over the years the average spell of compensated unemployment has
remained close to 6 weeks, substantial numbers of beneficiaries have
exhausted their benefit rights. Even in 1964, 1.443 million bene-
ficiaries-nearly one-fourth of all beneficiaries--drew all the benefits
to which they were entitled. Those who exhausted their benefit
right were in general, entitled to protection for shorter periods of
time than tlose who did not run out of protection. About 32 percent
of all beneficiaries, but 51 percent of those who exhausted, were en-
titled to benefits for less than 26 weeks.
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ADDITIONAL TERM AND CONDITIONS

Several new standards would be added to those in the FUTA
which a State law must meet as a condition for any tax credit.

Disqualifications, with the three exceptions noted below could not
exceed a postponement of compensation for 6 weeks following theweek in which the disqualify act occurred. There would, however,
be no new Federal restrictions on the circumstances under which
disqualificaions could be imposed. Exceptions to the 6-week post-
ponement are provided for labor disputes, for fraud in connection
with claims, and for conviction of a crime arwg in connection with
the individual's work. There is no Federal limit on the labor dispute
disqualification. For fraud, no disqualification can be applied after
36 months following the discovery of the fraud. For conviction of
a crime arising in connection with the individual's work, the dis-
qualification may not exceed 52 weeks from the date of conviction.

Unemployment compensation is designed to protect against wage
loss during unemployment due to economic causes. The disquai'
fications, except for that imposed because of fraud in connection with
a claim, are intended, not to punish claimants for "wrong' actions,
but delineate the unemployment which is not due to economic causes,
and against which, therefore, the system does not insure. The
longer disqualification permitted in connection with conviction of a
work-connected crime is intended, not to punish the individual, but
to take account that as x result of his own act, he has increased his
difficulties of finding work.

Even unemployment which begins with a disqualifyg act becomes
attributable to economic conditions at some point in the worker's
search for work.

While the precise point cannot be established in individual cases,
it is reasonable to assume that it comes at about the time when the
worker could expect, on the average, to have found a new job. Ex-
perience has shown that in good times and bad, 'the average single
spell of unemployment lasts about 6 weeks.

For that reason, the standard limits most disqualifications to the
6-week period immediately following the week of the act, and pro-
hibits cancellation or reduction of the worker's rights. It would thus
prohibit both disqualifications for the duration of the spell of unem-
ployment, and those which reduce rights for periods of unemployment
completey unrelated to the disqualifying act. Having served the
period of uncompensated unemployment enused by a disqualifying
act, the individual should, then be entitled to the full period of pro-
tection from economic unemployment.

Present disqualification periods can work injustices. Ordinarily,
for example, an individual who leaves one job to accept another one
at a substantial raise is regarded as demonstrating a praisewoi thy
ambition to get ahead not as having taken an action for whch he
should be punished. et if he loses the new job before working a
prescribed period, he might find himself completely without pro-
tection, because his prior wage credits had been canceled as a penalty
for having left the first employer for a reason not attributable to that -
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employer. In one State, a worker laid off from a job on which he
had bimn working for 12 months could find his benefit rights wiped
out because, 2 weeks before he took that job, and at a time when
he was not claiming benefits, he refused an offer of work.

A disqualification for the duration of unemployment means a
denial of-benfits until the individual has found another job, worked
on it for a pr described period and lost it for a nondisquif ying cause.
The effect of such a provision depends on the economic conditions
and labor demand at the time and place where the worker is, and on
the personal characteristics of the worker. It may, in some circum-
stances, leave the worker without benefits during 6 or 9 months of
desperate search for work.

Present disqualification periods also create anomalies. In one
State a worker who leaves a job for good personal cause forfeits all'
benefit rights based on that job, and can draw no benefits based on
other work for the duration of this period of unemployment. Had
he been discharged for misconduct connected with his job, his benefits
would have been postponed for s period of .3 to 6 weeks and his
benefits for the year reduced by three to six times his weekdy benefit
amount. If he had refused a suitable job without good cause, his
benefits would have been postponed for 6 to 10 weeks, but his total
entitlement during the benefit year would not have been affected.

In another State, discharge for job-connected misconduct is con-
sidered more reprehensble than leaving voluntarily or refusing a job.
A worker discharged for misconduct would have his benefits postponed
for 7 to 24 weeks, with a corresponding reduction of his benefit rights.
Leaving for good personal cause is not disqualif , and a voluntary
quit without go cause carries a 4to wes postponement and
comparable reduction in benefit rights; for refusal of a suitable job
without good cause, benefits are-postponed and reduced by from 1 to
10 weeks.

Revudwijnp requirement
The bill would also require that, as a condition of Federal tax credit,

State laws provide that an individual be required to have had some.
work whether or not in covered employment, since the begini of a
bent year in order to qualify for unemployment compensation in the
next benefit year.

Establishment of 2 successive benefit years following a single sepaa-
tion for work is a much criticized and controversial aspect of the
benefit formula. It is possible under provisions which, for administra-
tive reasons, provide a lag between the end of the period used to
determine a worker's past attachment to the labor force-the base
period-and the period during which rights based on such employment
may be used-the benefit year. If the lag is long, and/or qualifying
requirements are low, wages or employment in that lag period may be
enough to meet the qualifyig requirement.. In that case, in the
absence of a special provision requ earning subsequent to the
beginning of his first benefit year, a worker could then Me a claim and
establish a second benefit year immediately after his first year ended.

The number of States in which it is possible to establish 2 benefit
years with no intervening employment. has declined steadily in recent
years, because of shortened lag period ds and increased qualifying
requirements, as well as specific requirements of wages since the
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beginning of the benefit year. Nevertheless, the relatively few
instances in which such cases occur have resulted in much criticism of
the program. This provision would elminiate the possibility. It does
not specify, however the employment necessary to requalify.

Workers who file kor a second benefit year without havln worked
since the beginning of their first benefit year may have withdrawn
from the labor force-or they may be the victims of technological
change, plant removal or other factors creating long-duration unem-
ployment in spite of the individual's strenuous efforts to find
reemployment.

The FUAB provisions of this bill provide much better protection
for those experiencing long unemployment than the possibility of
benefits in a second benefit year.
Training of bmfarie

Under another new requirement, State laws would have to provide
that compensation shall not be denied to an otherwise eligible individ-
ual because he is attending training with the approval of the State
agency. Moreover, an individual taking such training -cannot be
found to be niot otherwise eligible on the grounds that he is unavailable
for work, is not making an active search for wotk, or refused work.

The change in occupational skills required by modern industry has
made it clear that for many of the unemployed occupational training

is the shortest route to reemployment. If an unemployed worker
may receive his unemployment -ompensation only. when he is not
taking training, financial pressure may discourage him from accepting
trainng until after he has exhausted his unemployment compensation
rights--and thus prolong his spell of unemployment.

When the training is arranged under the MDTA program, allow-
ances under that program provide the financial incentive for training.
Some workers, however, may. not receive such training allowane ;
other workers may desire training courses not under MDTA, which
would improve their chances of reemployment, but they cannot
afford to go without income.

While unemployment insurance payments are not intended to be
training allowances, neither should the unemployment insurance pro-
gram be so designed as to put financial pressure on a worker to dis-
courag.e him from accepting trading. (The FUAB provisions, in
recognition of the increased problems of the long-term unemployed,
go further and provide a disqualification for refusal of training.)

Moreover, it is not enough to say that benefits will not be denied
solely because the claimant is taking training, if he is expected to
continue to look for work, and to accept ay offers of suitable work.

The worker may very well not be able to giveproper attention to the
training if he must spend part of his time looking for work, and if he
must keep himself ready to drop the course anytime that a job is
offered him.

States have been urged either to interpret their laws to permit
unemployed workers to take training, without fear that they may
not be allowed to finish the course, or to seek amendments to that
effect, and some progress has been made. But there are still only 15
States which expicity provide that a trainee will not be disqualfied
for refusing to leave training to accept work.
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Itgreto daim
The third additional condition is a provision requiring that State

laws not deny benefits to, or reduce the benefits of, an otherwise
eligible individual because he files his claim for benefits in another
State or in Canada, or because at the time he claims benefits, he
resides in another State or Canada.

From the enactment of the original Social Security Act to the
present, the Federal unemployment insurance laws have been silent
on the subject of interstate benefits. The Committee on Economic
Security and the congressional committees which developed the
original legislation recognized that interstate movement of workers
would present problems in a State system, but decided to leave the
problems of multi-State workers for later legislation based on
experience.

Such legislation has never been urged before, because until recently
the States have met the problems by voluntary interstate agreement.
The interstate benefit payment plan was adopted in 1938 by individual
State agreements. The plan has been amended, modified, and
supplemented through the years by additional voluntary action.

From 1938, when benefit payments began, until 1955, no State paid
interstate claimants a different benefit amount from intrastate
claimants, nor denied claims on the grounds they were filed in another
State. In 1955, the Alaska Legislature provided that maximum basic
benefits were $45 for individuals filing in Alaska and $25 for those
filing from outside Alaska; in addition, dependents' allowances werf
provided only for dependents located in Alaska. Since then, the
Alaska payment to interstate claimants has been reduced to $20.

In 1963, Ohio and Wyoming added restrictions on the rights of
interstate claimants. Ohio payt interstate claimants either their
computed benefit or the average being paid in the State from which
they claim, whichever amount is lower; Wyoming pays either 75 per-
cent of the computed benefit, or the maximum in the State which the
claim is filed, whichever amount is lower. All three States reduce the
claimant's maximum potential benefits in line with the weekly
reduction.

Legislatures in other States have displayed interest in similar
restrictions. There have also been State proposals that benefits
be denied to individuals who resided outside the State at the time they
claimed benefits-so that, for example a worker who normaly
commuted to work across State lines couid not receive benefits if he
became unemployed.

The spread of such legislation "may ultimately lead to the destruc-
tion of the Federal-State system of unemployment insurance," said a
1963 resolution of the interstate benefit payments committee of the
interstate conference. Such legislation, by impeding movement of
workers in search of work, will tend to prolong unemployment and is
thus in conflict with the basic purposes of the progm.

Federal legislation prohibiting a State from ffenying or reducing
benafito to interstate claimants or out-of-State residents should be
enacted before more States add such provisions. To be complete,
the legislation should be applicable on the same basis to Canada.

In 1942, the United States and Canada entered into an executive
agreement authorizing the inclusion of Canada in the interstate benefit
payment plan as if it were a State. All but four States (Alabama,
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Iowa, Maine, and New Hampshire) and Puerto Rico have subscribed
to the reciprocal agreement with Canada, under which claims may be
filed in Canada against the subscribing State, and in the State, against
Canada. The omission of these five jurisdictions is not attributable
to Canada. That country would like to extend the agreement to all
jurisdictions. It seems appropriate, therefore, that the prohibition
of discrimination against interstate claimants should be applicable also
to claims filed in Canada.

CERTIFICATION DATE

The bill changes the timing and period of the tax credit certifications
of State laws which the Secretary of Labor makes annualy to the
Secretary of the Treasury. Instead of certifying on December 31 for
the calendar year, he would certify on October 31 for the 12-month
period ending on such October 31. The certification would apply to
tax credits for the calendar year in which such October 31 occurred.

With the possibility of variations in State tax credit under the benefit
standard provisions, the administrative problems require a lag between
the determination as to what the credit will be, and the end of the
taxable year involved. TITLE III

MISCELLANEOUS

Title III provides for a Special Advisory Commission to study
unemployment compensation and sets forth the effective dates of
those parts of the bill which do not include effective dates.

SPECIAL ADVISORY COMMISSION

The Special Advisory Commission is to study the Federal-State
unemployment compensation program, and to make recommendations
for its improvement. While it may concern itself with any and all
aspects of the program it is specifically directed to study the changes
made by this act, including the financing of the Federal unemployment
adjustment benefit program, the graduated increase in the maximum
weekly benefit, the wage and employment qualifications of State laws,
and to make recommendations with respect to the relationship be-
tween unemployment compensation and other social insurance
programs.

Because of the emphasis on evaluating the changes made by this
act, the Commission is to come into being 3 years after the bill's
enactment. It is to be appointed by the Secretary, and is to consist
of 12 members, representing employers and employees in equal num-
bers, the Federal and State agencies administering the program, out-
side experts, and the public. It is authorized to engage a technical
staff. In addition, the Secretary is to provide secretarial and clerical
assistance, and to make Department data available. The Commis-
sion's recommendations are to be contained in a report to the Secretary
to be submitted not later than 2 years after the Commission's appoint-
ment. Upon making its report, the Commission is to go out of
existence.

The Special Advisory Commission will provide the Secretary with
an informed outside opinion as to whether the unemployment in-
surance program, with its new features, is achieving its goals, and
whether those goals are properly adapted to the needs of the economy.



BACKGROUND INFORMATION

REASONS FOR PRINCIPAL CHANGES

The proposals for improving and modernizing the unemployment
insurance program, promised in the President's state of the Union
message are contained in H.R. 8282, introduced by Chairman Mills
of the House Ways and Meas Committee,' and S. 1991 introduced
by Senator McCarthy, of Minnesota, and cosponsored by 15 other
Senators.

The bill contains changes in the financing, administration, and
coverage provisions and addition of Federal standards for benefit
amounts, duration, eligibility and dcsqualification, to strengthen and
improve the Federal-State unemployment insurance program for
short-term unemployment. This Federal-State system for the first
6 months of unemployment would be further strengthened by back-
stopping it with a Federal program for the long-term unemployed who
have had substantial past employment,

In its 30 years of existence, the unemployment insurance system
has made major contributions to the economy, as well as to the mil-
lions of unemployed workers who have received payments. It could
have made much greater contributions if it had been kept up to date.
The proposed aimaendments will not change the program's basic
Federal-State character. Within that Federal-State framework, the
States have made ~cant improvements in their laws, with only
minor changes in the Federal law. Federal action is needed now to
assure that an adequate, soundly financed program is in operation in
every State. The proposed amendments are intended to provide the
necessary Federal assistance to remedy the chief program weaknesses.

One such major weakness is the failure of the program to protect
the significant number of workers With long regular attachment to the
labor force who are experiencing unemployment lasting more than
26 weeks. Unemployment of that length is attributable to such factors
as automation and other technological developments, shifts in defense
production and geographical movements of industry-fators not
restricted y State boundaries. The wage loss resulting from such

factors can be adequately and equitably compensated only by a
national program.

A Federal program of extended benefits is, therefore, proposed, to
be in operation at all times, beginning July 1, 1966. The program
would pay Federal benefits, equal hi amount to the individual's
weekly State benefits, to workers who have exhausted their State
benefit, and have been unemployed at least 26 weeks, if they had
worked at least half of the 3 years preceding their unemployment.
Total Federal benefits payable to a worker in a 3-year period would
equal 26 times his weekly benefit amount. The benefits would be
paid by the State agencies acting as agents of the Federal Government
and would be payable generally in accordance with State terms and
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conditions. Limits would be put on the disqualifications. The
adjustment concept of these benefits is enphasized b7 provisions
relating to trading, and by requirin a special certification from theState agency that a thorough review has been made of the claimant's
qualifications and prospects, and that appropriate counseling has beengiven to him. The program will be fifanced partly'by a new Federal
payroll ta of 0.15 percent on covered employers and partly by an
equivalent contribution from general revenue.

F tablishing the benefits for unemployment of more than 6 months
as a separate Federal prograM permits separate financing arrange-
ments which recgmze the heater national role in such unemployment.
The general revenue contribution toward the cost of these benefits
is a recognition of the interest and responsibility of society as a whole
in the problems of long-term unemployment.

In .Adition, the program for extended benefits includes higher
eligibility requirements, and a greater emphasis on readjustment than
would be appropriate for regular benefits under the bac program.

The Federal law provides the framework of the basic program
through the device of a Federal tax with tax offset for payments under
a State law approved as meeting certain minimum conditions. The
conditions for approval of a State law do not include any pertaining
to benefit formuas except the broad requirement that the benefits
must be cash, andlayable on account of unemployment. State
benefit formulas and" other conditions for receipt of benefits vary
widely. All State unemployment insurance laws, however, base
weekly benefits on the individual's past earnings, up to a statutory
maximum payment; they all require a certain amount of past em-
ployment to qualify for benefits. Benefits are paid only for weeks
with respect to which the individual meets prescribed tests of current
labor force attachment; benefits may be postponed or reduced because
of certain actions (or failures to act) on the part of the claimant.

In the prosperous year of 1964, about 7.7 million different individuals
filed unemployment insurance claims under the basic program, and
5.5 million of them received at least 1 check. Total befiefit paid
in the year came to slightly over $2.5 billion.

Since these $2.5 billions were spent immediately for food and rent
and other essentials, they protected and helper not only the un-
employed beneficiaries and their families, but also the overall pur-
chasmig power of the economy.

Thebenefits did not do as much for either the worker or the economy
as they would have if they had reached the recognized goals of pro-
viding most regular members of the labor force with assurance that
in cam of unemployment, they could receive a benefit which replaces
half of their usual weekly wae for a long enough period to cover
the unemployment they experience in a year.

The proposed amendments, are deigned to encourage and asit
States in providing benefit, which meet these recognized goals. -Just
as in 1935, some States were discouraged from enacting unemployment
insurance laws on an individual basis because of competition from
States without such laws, so some States are now hld back from
providing adequate benefits because of the same fear. The provisions
or bnefit standards would restore the Federal unemployment tax to

its oriinally intended role of minimizing interstate tax disadvantages
resulting from unemployment insurance action,
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The proposed Federl benefit standards cover the three major
elements o-f the benefit, formula-qualifying requirements, benefit
amount, and duration. The standards are set in terms of the goals
stated above.

Regular members of the labor force are, in effect, defined as those
workers with 20 weeks of work (or its equivalent as defined) by the
requirement that no one with this much past employment can be
excluded from benefits. A particular State may have groups of
workers, for whom it is desired to provide benefit protection, who
work somewhat less than 20 weeks. The etapdard does not preclude
the Sta te from making such workers eligible.

Weekly benefits must be at least halt of average weekly wages, up
to a maximum set high enough that most workers can have ,ther bene.
fits set by their own wages, rather thankby the statutory maximum. In
order to achieve this result, the maximum must be set substantially
above 50 percent of the average wage in the State. When benefit
payments began in 1939, the maximums were high in relation to aver-
age wages-over. 50 perc nt in all but 2 States, over 60 per ent in 34
States, 66% and better in 22 States and 75 percent or better in 12
States. As a consequence, fewer than one-fourth of all beneficiaries
received the maximum weekly benefit.

In 1964, the maximums, although much higher in dollars, w e
much lower in relation to average wageg--0 percent or more i only
13 States in 1964 (3 more added in 1965), with 60 percent in only 1
State, the highest percent. Nationally, 46 percent of new insured
claimants were eligible for the maximum in their' StatI, and in 13
States, 60 percent or more of them were at the maximum. The
standard to be established is an eventual maximum of 66% percent of
statewide average wages. Because current maxniums are so low, the
requirement is proved in three steps-to 50 percent in 1967, 60
percent in 1969, and 66% percent in'1971.

Those workers who have 20 weeks of base period work, o equivalent,
would have to be provided with 26 weeks of benefits in a year. Such
duration would assure that most workers have some income through-
out their periods between jobs.

States are free to participate in the Federal-State program, receiv.
ing administrative grants and some tax credit for employers, whether
or not they meet these' benefit standards. If the State meets the
standards employers will continue to receive the 2.7-percent tax 6M'-
set,.regardless of their State tax rate, or the average cost of benefit. in
their State..If the State does not meet the stan ards tha tax credit
of employers is limited to the 4-year average cos$ of the ctual protec-
tion being provided. Thus, a State cannot obtain a reduction in
taxes paid br its employers' at the expense of its unemployed workers,

The addition of benefit standards will not change the.Federal.Stati
nature of the program. Stats will continue to have wide latitude in
developing benefit formulas. Most preent formulas for computing
weekly benefits would be acceptable simply by extending them to a
higher maximum; only a very few States now require more than 2Q
weeks of work to qualify y for benefits; and the average potential
benefit of all 1964 beneficiaries was 24 weeks. States can experiment
with new approaches, but the experimentation must still result in
benefits adequate to meet the program's objectiv(s.
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The finance of the program is strengthened by provision for
partial Federal flnancine of high-benefit tosts and by the increase in
the amount of wages subject to the tax.

A State with benefits meeting the standards which experiences
benefit costs for a year in excess of 2 percent of all wages in covered
employment will be entitled to a Federal grant equal to two-thirds of
such excess cost. This grant is a recognition of the fact that the un-
even incidence of unemployment between States is in part a result of
national policies and national forces. It also operates to minimize
intestate tax competition as a factor in shaping unemployment
insurance provisions.

The wage base, set at the first $3,000 of a worker's annual wages in
1939, would be increased to $5,600 for calendar years 1967 through
1970 and $6,6Q0 thereafter (same as the House-passed change in the
OASbI wage base except for delay in effective dit to 1967 to permit
State action). Tiis wage base increase is long overdue. With the
$3,000 wage base, only about 53 percent of all covered wages are
taxable, and the proportion is steadily decreasing. At the same time,
the increasig wages produce .iher benefits. The resulting squeeze
at the State level leag to declining State reserves, to increasing em-
ployer tax rates--and increasing .iuity in the tax incidence between
employers-and to pressures against adequate benefits. It leads also
to variations between employers in the net Federal tax as a percentage
of total payroll, and to in adequate funds for program administration.

In 1939, the unemployment insurance wage base was reduced from
total wages to the first $3,000 of annual wages for the sole purpose of
comparability with OASDI-a comparability that was lost long ago.
There is now urgent need to increase the unemployment insurance
wage base to a level reasonably related to current wage rates. Since
the OASDI base is selected on that basis, it would seem to be appro-
priate to bring the two into eement again.

States are expected to acce 'the Federal wage base, but to adjust
their tax schedules so that, the increase in taxes paid by individual
employers would not be as great as the change i base Might indicate.

This adjustment in schedules wol4 be faclitated by repeal of the
Federal provisions governing the way in which State rates under
Pooled hind laws m be reuced below 2.7 percent. Full credit for
reduced rates under an approved law would be Oven, no matter how
the State determines employer tax rates. This would give States
complete freedom in the revision of tax rates to fit the new wage base.

In 1963, 76 of every 100 jobs were covered under unemployment
insurance. The noncovered fourth contained approximately 15
million jobs. About 5 million of them would be addeby the proposed
extensions of the FJTA to employers regardless of size, to most
employees of nonprofit religious, chaiitable, and educational oraniza-
tions, to agricultWral workers on farms Using 300 man-days o hired
farm labor in a quarter, to workers in agricultural processing, and to
certain agent-drivers and commission salesmen. Of the remaining
10 million excluded workers, 6.4 million are employees of States and
their political subdivisions and instrumentalities.

The program is weakened also by State limitations on payments to
claimants who are in another State, and by increasingly harsh dis-
qualifications-such as a recently enacted one which requires complete
wiping out of all benefit protection for anyone who has refuseI an
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offer of work at any time in the 12 to 15 months before he first claimed
benefits. These restrictions on protection would be curbed by new
requirements which must be met for ptlcipation in the Federal-
State program.

States would be prohibited from denying or reducing benefits
because the claim was filed in, or the claimant resides in another State
or Canada. To date, participation in the interstate benefit arrange-
ments has been voluntary. In the last several years, however limit.
tions on payments to interstate claimants have begun to creep into the
program. With the increasing volume of interstate migration, such
restrictions can seriously undermine the Federal-State approach.
While the proposed requirement does not deal with all the possible
forms of dicrimination against interstate claimants, it does prohibit
the most pointed ones.

Another new requirement would prohibit States from denying
benefits to an otherwise eligible individual because he was taking train-
ing which the agenc approved for him. About half the States do not
pay unemployment insuace to an individual taking full-time train-
Mg. When MDTA allowances are not available, denial of unemploy-
ment insurance puts financial pressure on a worker to continue a
search for work, which may be futile, until his benefits are exhausted,
rather than enter training which would increase his employability.

The proposal would also put limits on the consequences which could
be imposed as a result of a disqualifying act. Benefits could not be
reduced, or benefit rights cancelled, as a penalty for a disqualifying
act such as a refusal of work. Th9 period of disquafication, except
in cases of fraud, labor dispute, and conviction of a crime arising in
connection with work, would be limited to a postponement of benefits
for the 6 weeks following the week in which the act was committed,
since on the average, a worker could expect to find a job within 6
weeks. The purpose of the disqualification is to avoid payment of
benefits for unemployment due to the claimant's voluntary act, with-
out removing his protection for unemployment due to the economic
situation.

On the other hand, several provisions of the bill are aimed at
assuring that benefit. are paid only to those who should be entitled
to them in terms of the program's objectives. The qualifying earnings
requirement included in the benefit standards is intended not only to
prevent the establishment of too high a requirement but also to
encourage raising requirements which are too low, without preventing
State recognition of special situations. In addition to encoura
reasonable degree of past attachment, another provision of the bill
would require denial of benefits in a second benefit year to those who
have not worked since the belnimg of a first benefit year.

In this category also is the Bill's amendment to the Social Security
Act providing for training of State unemployment compensation staff
and potential staf, in order to increase the effectiveness and efficiency
of the program's administration. One object of such training is to
better equip the staff to make the difficult decisions involved in
applying the availability for work requirement and other tests of
current eligibility. Such improvement should reduce the number of
cases in which benefits are paid to workers who have withdrawn from
the labor force, for whatever reason. Individual determination of
labor force status is more in line with the basic concepts of the program
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than is blanket ineligibility of broad categories, such as recent y
married women, pregnant women, or elalmants receiving pensions.
Many women work after marafe, evendur pregnancy, and many
workers continue i the labor orce until long after 05. 'In certain
situations, these workers may have particular difficulties in finding
work but the test of benefit entitlement should be their willingness
and desire to work. Increasmg the number of trained staff wil[ also
help the State agencies do a better job in determining employer
liability, collecting taxes, And will result in a generally tightened
administration.

Some of the criticisms of the program arise from misunderstanding
and lack of public understandi_ while others deal with problem
areas on which facts are limited. The bill provides for a compre-
hensive research program the results of which are to be made available
publicly, and for a 2-year study of the program by a Special Advisory
Commission, to be appointed 8 years fiom now.

Both of these activities should lead to better public understanding
of the program, and to recommendations based on facts for dealing
with problem areas still remaining.'

With these changes, the Federal-State unemployment insurance
system will be stronger and more adapt ted to the present economy.
Currently, only about 40 percent of-the unemployed are drawing
unemployment benefits, and they are reeivin more nearly one-
third than one-half of their past w"ges. The 60 percent who are not
receiving payments include substantial numbers who are unprotected
because their benefits have run out, because their prior jobs were not
covered or because their protection was reduced or eliminated by a
disqualifying act now long past-all situations dealt with by the
amendments. Enactment of the Mills-McCarthy bill would raise
the proportion of lost wages being replaced, and increase the proportion
of the unemployed receiving benefits.
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Rico Seoreary of 1abor.
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TABLE 5.-Matching grants for cess costs-States potentially eligible for grant,
1958-64

Number of States with cost
rate I of-

Calendar year

Over 2 1.5 to 2pretty percent

1983 .................... ................................................... 19 14
tw 19-- ---- -- --- --- --- ----- -------- ------- 2 11
19M-------------------------------------- 2 17
1961-------------.----------------------- 12 10
I ........................................................................ 2 8
19 1------------------------------------------------ 3-----------------------. 1 12
196 ------------------------------------------------------- ----------------- 1 7

1Cost rate: Benefits paid as a percentage of total wages in covered employment.
All States with cost rates over 2 percent would have been eligible assumingg benefit requirements were

met).
s With benefit standards, some of these States would also have been eligible If higher benefits raised costs

above 2 percent.

TABLE 6.-Matching grants for excess benefit costs-Potential impact of grants on
State financing

[Expressed as percentages of total wage]

Excess cost financed by-
Actual benefit Excess cost Net cost
cost (percent) (A-2.0 percent) financed by

Federal grant State funds State funds
(% of B) (% of B) (2.0percent+D)

(A) '(B) (C) (D) (E)

2.00 0 2.00
2.0 .50 0,33 0.17 2.17
3.00 1.00 .67 .33 2.33
3.80 1.80 1.00 50 2.80
4.00 2.00 1.33 .67 2.67

Under the matching grants program proposed in S. 1991 eligible States with cost rates In excess of 2.0
percent of total wages in covered employment would receive Federal grants for each calendar year in which
such tosts were experienced. The Federal grant would be equal too of such excess.

Col. C (above) shows the grant expressed as a percentage of total wages. For example, a State with a
cost rate of 4.0 percent would be eligible for a grant equal to 1.33 percent of wages. (Alaska experienced a
coast rate of 3.9 percent In 1988 and 4.8 percent In 1984.)

The State would be required to finance the remaining 4 of the excess (col. D) plus all costs up to the 2.0
percent level. Thus, the State with a 4.0 percent cost rate would finance benefit costs equal to 2.67 percent
of wages (col. E) Instead of the full 4 percent as at present.

This sharing of excess benefit costs between State and Federal funds will require lower reserve balances
than now needed and would alleviate the tax burden on employers in high cost States.



EAMMING OF FEDERAL FUNDS UNDER So 1991

Employer FUMA Tax

T
M aYtM- AMINISTRATION ACCOUNT

0.40% Retained for administrative Excess
costs of employment security program

Federal Contribution
(Equal to 0.157.
employer tax)*

Current balancei

0.15% Employer Tax

PEIEAL ADJUSTMENT ACCOUhT

For financing PUAS benefits6 Mtching Grant* to States on Ctribution rates rehduc
.. tg. .----- -. when fund balance reaches

For Excess Costs I specified limit

* The Bill authorizes appropriations equal to the 0.15% employer tax. However. only thee mmnts needed

to defray 50 percent of program costs are actually transferred to the Federal Adust Aecount.

CHAR? 7
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IMD& I= Ni1TAO3W= TAX ODUCM (a, 1991)
Unble year 196, colleatble during F 1968

$1,247 million

00~ K~t1110,1 for 7W4 &
Ibtenmvg Gneats pvopin

$OW mllon for &L1
aftinistmtIvo costs

* and loa fun4
(?Ohe AOtax)

year are due on January 31 of the following year

CHART 8

TABi,z 9.-Estimated Federal unemployment tax collecions under S. 1991 and under
current provision, fiscal year. 1966-71

(Asume. average Inmred unemployment rate of 3.4 percent]

Proposed under S. 1991

Taxes col- Current
Taxable (calen- looted lawti Estimated tax oollections (mllim)

dar) yeu du mated col- Net t
flacal lections W rate (per-

year- (mllon=) ae cent) Currently Newly
Total covered covered

employers employersI

1 96......... 1l66 $518 $3,000 0.40 $818 $ 18 .
1 6 6 .............. 19? 582 000 4.85 92 892

1967 ............. 196 544 5,600 .55 1,247 1,144 i10
1 9 6-- 190 M0 8m600 .5 1,282 1,177 106
IM--------- 1970 572 86W0 .58 1,82 1,216 107
1970 ............... 1I 84 600 .55 1,34 1,264 110
1971 ............... 12 W6 600 .5 1,518 1,07 116

I Net Federal tax of 0.40 percent on a $2,000 wage base.
I Under the proposal, net Federal tax is reduced from 0.58 percent to 0.50 percent when balance in Federal

tustment account totls $850,000,000, or 08 percent of taxable yroll, whichever Is greater.
SRepresents tas from proposed extension of coverage, eff ye Jan. 1, 1967 (small firm, nonprofit

eranution_ 2 at criltumil process, large firms, OASI defnilon of employee).IEffectve Jully 1, loeb,

*FVM taxes
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TABLE 1O.-FAtimated Federal unemploymnt tax colledions and Federal general
revenue under S. 1991, fiscal years 1966-70

(Assumes average insured unimployment rate of 8.4 percent. In milllonsJ

Amount available for financing of-

Employment FUAB and matching grants programs
FIscal year security

adininstta-
tive costs Employer Federal

yer Total FUTA tax at general
AUTAo at 0.15 percent revenueI at
0.40 percent) 0.15 percent

1967 ------------------------------------------- M $120 $0 $00
1M -------------------------------------------- W7 680 4 840
low ------------------------------------------ 2 700 880 a
1970 ............................................ M6 720 O60

a Represents estimated amounts of appropriations authorized for this purpose in the proposed legi lotion.
Under the bill, however, only the amounts required to defray half the current benefit costs of the new
Federal programs would 6e transferred monthly the Federal adjustment account, The remainder would
be held available for subsequent use.

I Additional FUTA tax of 0.15 percent effective on wages beglnning July 1, 1906, Is flirt payable Jan. 81,
1967.
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TA Lz 14.-Ditrbution of State. by minimum size of firm# cowered under Staoe
unemployment insurance laws, Selected date., 1937-65

Number of States with specified asie-oI-flrm coverage on-Bise of firm coverage ~ ____.____ ____-____

(number of worker) I
Dec. 31, De. 31, Dec. 81, Dec. 1, Dec. 31, Dec. 31,

1937 1945 190 19U 1960 196

To................ 61 1 1 81

8.or or .. m31 $23 2 0 0 0
7 orme .. ............. 1 0 0 0 0 0
Oormore ..................... 0 2 2 0 0 0
8 or more ..................... 1 0 0 0 0 0
4 or more _-----_------------ 6 7 7 '829 '27 "27
3 or more --------------------- 2 2 2 a 4 4
2 or more _------------------- 0 0 0 1 0 0
1 or more -------------------- 10 '17 17 '18 '20 '21

1 In most States, sp eifled number of workers must be employed for a stated period during a calendar
year (usually 20 weeks). In some States the size of an employer's payroll Is an alternative, additional, or
sole factor In establishing whether or not he Is subject.

2Includes Kansas: also employers with 25 workers in I week; and Kentucky: also empoyer wit 4
workers in 3 quarters of preceing year and $0 per quarter for each worker.

'Federal law amended in 194 reducing minimum size of firm subject to coverage from 8 or more to 4 or
more.

'Includes West Virginia: also employers with 10 workers in 8 weeks.
I Includes Minnesota: services for employers not subject to Federal unemployment tax and located out-

side the corporate limits of a city, village, or borough of 10,000 population are excluded; and New Mexico:
employers with $450 quarterly payroll, or 2 in 18 weeks.

TABLE 15.-Employmenl in nonprofit organizations covered under old-age, survivors,
and disability insurance (OASDI), I by type of organization, March 1959

Type of nonprofit organization Employment Percent
distribution

Total employment ---------------------------------------------------- 1,84,000 100

Hospitals .---.............----------------------------------------------- 801,000 49
Collegeg and universities ------------------------------------- 208,000 13
Religious organizations --------------------------------------------- 18k,00 11
charities --------------------------------------------------------- 97,000 6
Civio4social clubs -------------------------------------------------- 83,000 8
Elementary and secondary schools ------------------------------------------ 79,000 a
Other helth services ------------------------------ ----- _---------------1 3,000 2
All other -------------. .......-----------------------------------------------100 9

I Social security coverage of nonprofit employment, which is available on an elective basis, Includes some
90 to 96 percent of the employment eligible for coverage. The nonprofit organizatons Ia employees eligible
for coverage under social security are approximately the same as those who would be covered by unemploy-
ment Insurance under the current proposal.

Source: Social Security Administratlon, Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.
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TAULU 16.-Number of farms, hired farmworkers, and man-days of farm labor, for
all farms and farms using 800 man,-day of hired farm labor, May 193

United Southern North Other
Item states (12 States) central refos

Number of farms:
All farms I --------------------------------- 8, W000 1,637,000 1,425,000 527,iD
Farms using 300 or more man-days of hired

farm labot I ----------------- 78,000 41,000 6, 8 $1,000
Percent of all farms -a---a-- ..... 2 3 () 6

Hired farmworkers in survey week, May 1963 4:
On all farms ------------------------------- 1, 07,000 92,000 302,000 M3000
On farms using 00 or mote man-days of

hired farm law 2 ------------------------- - 75, 000 8,000 15, OD 570,000
Percnt of all farmworkers ------------- 42 40 5 63

Man-days of farm labor used in a peak quarter
of 1962 (in millions of days):

On aIl farms --------------------------- 111 49 12 50
On farms using 0D or more man-days of
hired farm labor I ------------------------ 75 81 3 41
Percent of all man-days used 6------------ 67 64 24 81

I Repr cents all farms in United States, including those using no hired farm labor. The 1959 Censw ofagriculture Indicated that about one-hall the farins used some hired farm labor during that year.
'Farms which used 300 or more man-days of hired faru labor during the peak quarter of 1902.
I Les than 0.5 percent.SExcludes hired farmworkers employed by noiarm operators such as labor contractos, procesor, and

owners of specialized equipment.

Source: U.S. Department of Agiculture, special tabulations from June 1963 Enumerative Survey pub-
lished in Hired Farm Workers, WHPC, Department of Labor.

NoTz.-Southern States include Alabama, Arkansas, Georgia. Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, North
Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, end Virginia.

North Central States include Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kunsa, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska,
North Dakota, Ohio, South Dakota, and Wisconan.

Other regions include all States in New England, New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, Maryland,
Delaware, West Virginia, and Florida in the East, and all States in the Rocky Mountain and Pacific Coast
regions (Alaska and Hawaii not covered by survey).

TABLE 17.-Percentage of wages taxable under Stae UI laws, 1988-64
(Amounts In billions]

Wages in covered employment

Calendar yea Amount Peraet

of total

18 ................------------------------------------------ $26.2 $25.7 '96
1939--------------------------------------------------------- 29.1 28.4 '96
1940 .......................................................... 82.4 0.1 98
1941 ---------------------------------------------------------- 42.1 88.7 92
1942 .......................................................... L8 41L7 91
Io1 ---43 ---------------------------------------------- 6. 1 a9.0 so1944 ............................... I........................... a.I ea0 as1944--------------------------------------.............. 69.1 60.6 88
1945 .......................................................... 66,6 58.5 88
1904 .......................................................... 7d 63.7 87
1947 ------------------------------------------------------- 66 73.0 4
1948 .......................................................... 96.1 78.5 82
194 ......................................................... 9.9 76.3 81
1960 .......................................................... 18. 1 615 79
1951 ------------------------------------------------------- 118. 7 90. 3 76
1962 ---------------------------------------------------------- 1 27.8 947 74
19 ---------------------------------------------------------- 180.2 996 72
94 .......................................................... 137.1 06. 70

195 .......................................................... 148. 6 101.6 6
196--------------------------------------------------- 164. 10la8 67
197 .......................................................... 173 6 112.8 66
198 .......................................................... 171.5 101 1 64
1960 ......................................................... 186 9 I13a 62
1960 ......................................................... 19. 1 119.3 61
1961 -------------------------------------------------- 19o 119.4 60
1962 ------------------------------------------------- 212.6 125. go
196 .................................................. 223.0 129.6
1904 ................................................... 239.2 138 57

Total wages In covered employment subject to State contributions In all States except
Michigan and New Ycrk, where $8,000 bese was In effect during all of 1938 and 1939;
Delaware, $8,000 beginning October 1989; and South Carolina, $8,000 beginning July 1939.
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TABLE 18.-Tazable payroll as percent of total payrolls and average annual earn-
in# of workers covered by the New York Stat unemployment insurance law,
selced industri., 1959-61

Taxable pyrolls as per- Average annual earnings

I n d u s tr y d iv is io n , g ro u p a n d b ra n c h . . . . . . . .. . .. -.

1960 1960 191 19062 1969 1960 1961 10

AUindusties .......................... 6.3 67.0 58 54.6 $56,13 $6,326 86,486 140

M anufacturing ------------------------------. 666 6K9 86 20 5,425 6,618 6,797 6,0

Apparel and other finished fabric prod-
........... t . .. . 70.4 0.7 67 67.2 4,067 4,174 4,2 4,449

Ordnane and acceories ..... r..... 4. 4 47 4.2 39.8 7,007 7,227 7,466 8,106
Instruments: photographic and op.

ticalogoods ........................ 48.2 4&8 46.6 41.6 6,604 6,727 6076 7,247
Other manufacturing ---------------- -6.1 64. 7 5.6 62.5 6,391 6,676 6,746 5,929

Tobacom anuftures. ... ......... 40.1 37.9 81.6 3 7,184 7,973 7,722 8,003
Petroleum refning and related in-

du ............................ 34.9 39 8,817 9, 9,701 9,7
Leather and leather products ....... 7&.8 75.1 74.5 74.0 3,63W 3,711 8,788 3,870

Nonnanufacturing .......................... 6 158.3 67.1 B6.1 4,990 6,10 6,803 5,479

Agr/culture, forestry and Isherrl s.------ 78.2 79.1 76.5 7.6 3,78 3,982 .4113 4,219
Transportation andpublicutiittes ---- 66.2 63.2 61.9 61.0 5,796 6,167 6,323 6614

Plpellnetransportation .......... 1. 8 39.1 40.1 36.7 8,112 7,900 8,207 8,686
Electric, gs andsiltaryservies .... 41.9 46.3 44.0 42.2 6,272 6,726 6,948 7,239

Wholesale an retaltrade ------------- 8 9.6 68.7 57.8 667 4,622 4,768 4,864 6,008
Wholesale trade -------------------- 47.4 46. 6 45.8 44.5 6,622 6, 728 6,860 7,101
Retail trade -----------------------. 70.6 6. 68.7 67.5 3,6 8,785 ,8M 8,964

General merchandise stores -- 70.1 00.1 6.0 87.9 8,319 3,413 3,465 3,689
Eatinganddrlnkingplaces ---- 83.6 82.7 8.3 81.4 2,967 ,093 8,188 3,2

Services.. -----------------------82.6 61.8 6 7 N.0 464 4,612 4,7 .
Hotels and other lodging places.-. 83.6 82.6 81.6 80.1 ,19 3,06 8,889 3,481
Miscellaneousbusinesservices ...... .7 51.6 61.0 60.4 6,447 6,64 5,804 5,913
Motion pictures ------------------- 61. 9 63.8 51.7 6.2 ,071 5,289 672 6,841
Nonprofit membershiporganizatlons. 66.8 64.4 62.7 61.6 876 5,06 6,277 6408
Private households .................. 89.0 86.8 86.4 84.8 %866 ,060 8,064 3,164

Source: "Industrial Unemployment Insurance Cost Patterns in New York State, 1969-62," New York
State Department of Labor, September 1963.

TABLE 19.-Stalutory provisions for automatic extension of Stale'8 taxable wage
limit to the amount provided in Federal Unemployment Tax Ad, 29 State,'
December 1965

SAde's wage
balefor

calendar 106
Alaska------------------ $7,200
Arizona ------------------- 3 ,600
Arkansas ------------------- 3,000
District of Columbia --------- 3 000
Florida ------------------ 3,000
Georgia -------------------- 3,000
Illinois --------------------- 3
Indiana------------------3,000
Kentucky ---------------- 3,000
Maine --------------------- 3,000
Maryland ------------------ 3,000
Minnesota ----------------- 4, 800
Mississippi ---------------- 3000
Missouri ------------------ 3, 000
Nebraska.------------------ 3,000

before
catnsdar low

Nevada -------------------- $3, 800
New Hampshire ------------ 3,000
New York ------------------ 3,000
North Dakota ------------- 3, 000
Oklahoma ----------------- 3,000
Pennsylvania -------------- 3, 600
Puerto Rico --------------- 3,000
Rhode Island -------------- 3,600
South Dakota --------------- 3,000
Tennessee ------------------ 3, 300
Utah -------------------- 4,200
Vermont ------------------ 3,600
West Virgiuia -------------- 3,600
Wisconsin ------------------ 3,600

IThe laws in the remaining 23 States do not provide for automatic extension of the wage base to that in
the Federal law. In Maryland the automatic extension provision is applicable only up to 3,6W0.
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TARLs 20.-Average employer cowributin rate#, by tte, cal"dar yeare 196 - 5

(Rat shown as percentages of taxable and total wages

Tax base 83000 exept 1965 1964 IOU
as shown estimatedI

State ________ --

Tax Date Tax- Total Tax- Total Tax- Total
base able able able

U.S.average .................................. 1.2 121 1.26 Z81 L34

Alabama----.. *------------ ------ ----------- 1.8 .81 1.60 .9 L.99 1.26
Alka]& ......... - , 200 January 1960...... 2.9 2.4 .94 2.3 2.87 2.38
Arlsons ............. ,600 January I -...... 1.5 .0 1.46 .5 L50 .88
Arkass ............................................ 1.6 Li 1.49 1.01 L46 L04
California -------------- 3,80 January 1962 ...... .0 L9 3.02 L8 2.06 L0

- Colorado ------- ------------------------- 1.8 .7 1.89 .89 1.83 .76
Connecticut ............. -.......................... 2.1 1.1 2.10 Log 2.09 1.12
Delaware ................ 3, January1 I56 -. 8 1.0 .19 L22 2,36 1.86
District of Columbia ............-................... L 1 .6 .89 .48 .8 .40
Florida .................-............................ L2 .8 L3 .81 1.40 .88
Ce"a .........................-.................... 1.3 .8 1.30 .82 1.37 .89
Hawai.................. January16M0...... 1.8 2.25 1.51 1.70 1.21
Idaho - --------------- 8600 Janwtry 1N ------ 2.2 1.6 Z 17 L48 2.15 151
Illinol ..........................-.................... L3 .7 1.98 .96 2.06 L07
Indiana ------------.... ' -------------------- 1.1 .6 1.22 .65 L26 .60
Iowa --------------.-----------------------------. 7 4 .77 .44 .80 .46
K ns.----------------.------------------- 1.4 .8 L48 .82 1.25 .74
Kentucky ------- .------------.-------------------- 1.7 1.0 1.92 1.14 2.04 1.25
Loiana-------------- -------------------------- 2.0 1.2 1.94 1.18 1.07 L17
Maine -----. .. .. ..---------------------------------- 1.9 1.3 1.99 1.29 2.12 L41
Maryland ----------.--------.------------------ 2. Z5 1. 5 285 1.63 3.15 1.85
Massachusetts- ------ 3, 600 January 1M ...... 2.6 1.7 2.70 1.68 2.49 161
Michigan -------- - 3,60 Apri l .......... 2.3 1.8 2.3 1.44 196 L66
Minnesota ---------------.. . ..------------------- 1.3 .7 1. % .72 1.40 .78
Mss -- Pl- ..............-........ .................. . 6 1.1 . 1.89 2.84 LO6

................ L4 .8 1.42 .77 1.47 .82
Montam ............ .................... 1.5 .9 1.582 .95 1a .07
Nebraska ............................... 1.0 .8 1.26 .74 1.28 .78
Nevada ................. ,800 April 96 ......... R0 1.4 2.70 1.7 70 L77
New Hampshire .................................. 1.7 1.1 1,66 LOI 1.61 L06
New Jersey ........................................ 2.8 1.2 2.86 1.21 2.43 1.29
New Mexico .......... .................... 1.8 .8 1.31 .78 1.32 .81
New York .......... . .................... .0 1.6 169 1.39 8.24 1.78
North Carolina ........ .................... 1.4 1.0 1.52 1.02 1.01 1.12
North Dakota. .......... ............................ 24 L5 2.42 1.61 2.48 L8
Ohio ............................................... 2.4 1.3 2.8 L48 209 L10
Oklahoma ................................ L6 .9 1.80 .87 L86 111
Oregon .................. .600 January 190 ...... 1.9 1.3 2.31 1.54 170 L86
Pennsylvania ........... 3,600 January1964 ...... 9 1.7 8.06 LO8 3.19 1.79
Puerto Rico ......... . .................... 2.7 23 2.70 128 170 2.26
Rhode Island ......... 3,600 January I6 ...... 17 1.9 270 L82 170 1.87
South Carolina .................. .................... 1.3 .9 1.38 .94 1.42 1.00
South Dakota ...................................... .9 .6 1.00 .62 LI .71
Tennessee............... 8,300 January lg ...... L 1.2 L77 L17 L78 Li
TeMa............... ................... .9 .5 .9 .54 .88 .8S
Utah .................... 4,200 January'1964-------1.5 L1 1.8 .96 L96 1.1
Vermont................. ,600. do .......... 2. 8 16 1.88 1.33 1.74 1.13
Virginia ................................. .7 .4 .91 .6 L4 .79
Washington ............ ................. .7 1.5 170 1,44 170 1.48
West Virginia.........8 ,60 January1962 ... .12 .8 1.15 .72 2.70 .74
Wiqo0nsln .................. ............. 1 7 .9 1.84 .82 L5 .84
Wyoming ......... ...................... 2.0 13 &12 L92 2.88 1.78

I Estimates of average rates based on taxable was Mrepared by State employment security agencies;
estimates based on total wages prepered by Bureau of Employment Security.
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STATE RESERVE IIATIOY AS A MULTIPLE If IIIGIEST 12 luTE IIINEFIT COST lATEY1

As of June 30, 1164

As of Ins. 31, 191
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TABLs 22.---,Summary of transition under title XII as of Nov. 10, 1965

Total advances Balance as
state s of Nov. 10,

Nov. 10l16 o1g
Amount Date

To ta. $238,7 ...000 .. $70, $160,8101006

Alak l-------------a---------- 8,766,000 1967 M7,3 7, @A, 708
Mfc i c h ----------------- n------- 113,00%,000 198U n8212,70 M 0787M3

Penvania~ --- 1------0---0---------- 196.O lo 87,88, 000 74,1, 000

TABLz 23.-Summary of traneodions I under 1958 TUC Ad as of Nov. 10, 1965

Amoun. Amount Amount
state made restored, still to be

avalble- as of restored
to be Nov. 10,165

restored

Total ................................................... $43 = 8, 018,561 177, 007,834

Alabama ------------------------------------------------------ %434.137 9, 4K 137 --------------
Alaska ------- --------------------------------------- 927, 731 80& 499 32, 232
Arkansas ---------------------------------------------------- 2,7989 2,794,85 ---------
Californja ----------------------------------------------------- 4,681, 295 4,681,298 --------------
Delaware ----------------------------------------------------- ,1,577,45 1,577,4M8..........
District of Columbia ---------------------------------------- 1.479, 219 1,479,219.........
Indiana ------------------------------------------------------- 21,327,282 21,327,282.........
Maryland-------------------------------------- 1IX 420,6N6 12,426W0 --.........
Massachusetts --------------------------------- 24,86630 24. 8K 630 .........
Michigan----- --- ----------------------------- 78,20Z-487 48,112,6& 3 3,089,879
Minnesota .................................................... 8 3& 8, 336,52 3..........
Nevad .---------------------------------------------------- 906,58 90 6
New Jersey ----------------------------------------- 4,36,740 24,785,682 20,671,058
New York------------------------------------------- 8,140,241 8a1406 201 ----------
Pennsylvania --------------------------------------------- W 5 , 9 17,020,299
Rhode Island -------------------------------- --------------- 5 , 735, 8 018, 0 7, 28
West Virginia ---------------------------------- 9,441,316 4, I 778 , 27,18

I Not including additional expenditures lncmued In the collection of Federal taes In States whoe restora-
tion ts accomplished by reduction in credit apbst the Fedenl tax; such additional expenditures are
deducted from current additional Federal taxes beWre credting akanst remaining balance to be restored.

TABLE 24.-FUTA tax rates or State With unrtored 1958 TUC and/or title XII
outetanding advance, as of Dec. , 1965

19 wag, payable Jan. 31, 19M 196 wages, payable Jan. 31, 1967

State
Total Basic TUC Title Total Basic TUC TitleXII XII

Alaska --------------------- 0.86 0.40 0.30 0.16 0.56 0.40 --------- 0.15
Michigan -------------------. 40 .40 (1) (1) .85 .40 .30 .16
New Jersey .................. 70 .40 .30 ---------. 70 .40 .30 .......

. 40 () .85 .40 .30 .15
Rhode Island -------------. .. 40 .40 . . . 70 .0 .30 .........
West Virginia ............. . 70 .40 .30 . .40 .30 .........

I No increase in net FUTA ta since State elected to take advantage of installment feature of Public Law
88-173.
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TADLi 25.-PUTA £ax rates for Alaska Michigan, and Pennsy/ivania (aeuming
restoration of title XII and TUC ft. , i not made prior to Nov. 10 of taxable
year)

All Alaska Michigan Pennylvants
States

Taxable year basic
FUTA Title TUC Total Title TUC Total Title TUG Total

and XII X11 XII
TEUC

19 .............. 0.65 0.1 015 0.98 0.15 0.15 0.96 ) ( 068
1964 .............. .40 .18 .30 .5 |) .30 .70 -) () 40
1965 .............. .40 .15 .30 .85 () )) .40 1 ) .40
1966 .............. .40 .15 3.30 .85 .15 .30 .85 0.15 0.30 .86
1967 .............. .40 .16 ........ .55 .15 .30 .85 .18 ........ .,
19 -------8----- .40 .30 ........ .70 .30 '.30 10 .30 ........ .70
196 .............. .40 .4 .........8 4 -------- 5 5 ........ .8
1070 .............. .40 .6) ........ 1.00 .60 -------- 1.00 -------.--------. 40
1971 .............. .40 .75 -------- 1.15 ........ --------... 40 ................ .40
1972 .............. .40 .90 ........ 1.80 ................. 40 .................. 40
1973 .............. .40 1.0 1........ 1.45 ........ . . 40 ........ ........ . 40"
1974 --------_-. .40 1.0. ....... 1.65 ................. ........ .. 40
1975 .............. .40 1. ........ 1.75 ....................... ........ 40

INo additional FUTA taxes for taxable year since State elected to take advantage of installment feature
of Public Law 88-173.

Amount of taxes at this rate would be moe than sufficient to restore remaining balance. All excess
taxas would be credited to State account In the trust fund.

TABLE 26.-State qualifying requirements, December 1865, compared with proposed
Federal requirement

A. STATE QUALIFYING REQUIREMENTS WHICH APPEAR TO MEET ALL CONDITIONS
OF PROPOSED FEDERAL REQUIREMENT ' 28 STATES

Current minimum wage or employment qualMfclon'

State Less than 20 weeks of employment or Equal to 20 weeks of employment or
equivalent (18 States) equivalent (9 States)

Alaska ................... $0, 1 X higb-quarter wages ........
Arizona ................ 130- ; 30 X weekly benefit amount .....
Colorado ............ 10 $ 30 X weekly benefit amount-.
Delaware .............. $210; 30 X weekly benefit amount ....
District of Columbia ......................................... 82 76; 1 X hgh.quarter wages.
Georgia .............. $288; 36 X weekly benefit amount.....
Hawaii ................. $10; 14 weeks and 80 X weekly benefit

amount.
Iowa -------------- --- k.-------------300 ----------------------
Kansa ----------------- $30 30 X weekly benefit amount ....
Louisiana ............ - 00 0 X weekly benfit amount ....
Maryland ......................................... 86 1 X hlgh-qurte wage.
Michigan --------------- $210.14; 14 weeks at $15.01 ..........

pi-----------288; 36 X weekly benefit amount ....
$25; 17 weeks at $15 ..............

Montan ........................................................ ; 1 X hh-quarter wages.
Nevada ................ $28; 3 X weekly benefit amount.
New Jersey .......... $255; 1" weeks at $15 ................
New Mexico ...........-$30 , 30 to 274- X weekly benefit

amount.
Now York .............. ...................... 830 weeksatl$5average.
Ohio......................................... ::: 20weeksat$20.
Oklahoma ........................................................ 1% X hlsh.quWate s wOW.
Pennsylvana ........... 8360; 36 X weekly benefit amount .....
Puerto Rico ............. 150 80 X weekly benefit amount-..
Rhode Island .................................................... $400; 20 weeks at $20 or $1,200.
South Carolina. -----------....................-- 0-- l3 X high-quarter wages.
Tennessee .......... $ 36 X weekly benefit amount..;.
Tea ............. 375; at least $20 in I quarter and $125in anoth quar-ter..............

Vermont ................... .................. 800120 weeks at $20

See footnotes at end of table.
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TABr 26.-State qualiyng requirenents, December 1965, ooimpared with pro-
po8ed Federal requirement-Continued

B. STATE QUALIFYING REQUIREMENTS WHICH EXCEED THE PROPOSED FEDERAL
REQUIREMENT,' 2 STATES

State Current minimum wage or employment quallfication

Virginia I ---------- $690 4 X weekly benefit amount
Wyoming ---------- - 26 wks with 24 hours and $18 in each; 19 X high-quarter wagM.

C. STATE QUALIFYING REQUIREMENTS WIICH APPEAR TO NEED SOME AMEND.
MENT TO MEET ALL THE CONDITIONS OF PROPOSED FEDERAL REQUIREMENTS,1
22 STATES
1. States with qualifying requirement as a multiple of wba or hqw which be.eally meets proposed Fed.

eral reqmment except that the minimum requirement Is more thin 5 times the Statewide average weekly
wage, 6 States:
Alabama ------------------------------------------ ---- $-- 4; 1 4 X high-quarter wages.
Arkansas --------------------------------------------- 4 j0; 30 X weekly benefit amount.
Idaho -----------------.----------------------------- $572; 33+ - 38+ X wages benefit amount.
North Carglina ---------------------------------------------- b; X hlh-quarter wages.
North Dakota ---------------------------------------------- $ODD; 40 Xweky benefit amount.
South Dakota ----------------------------------------------- $NO; 14 X high-quarter wo .

2. States with a flat dollar qatlfying requirement which requires more than 5 times the Statewide average
wage; except in California these States also require more than 40 X the minimum wba,4 9 States:
California ..................................... $720 Nebraska ...................................... $600
Connecticut ................................... 750 New Hampshire ...............................
Illinois- ------------------ 0 W----------------------0 0 Washington ............................... 800
Maine (effective April16) ................... 600 West V lrgnia ....... : ........................ 700
Ma-a-us-tts ................................. 700

3. States with a weeks-of-employment requirement so stated that it could result In denial of benefits to
individuals who meet the Federal requirements,' 1 States:
Florida ----------------------- ---------------------------------- 20 weeks at $ average.
Oregon 6---.---------------------------------------------------------------$70; 20 weeks at $20 average.
Wisconsin --------...............------------------------------------------- 18 Iseeks at $16 average.

4. States which require a distribution of earnings within the bas period which could result in denial of
benefits to individuals who meet the Federal requirements, 2 States:
Jndiaa................................. ,0 ih80 nls ures
Intuck----y -------------------------------- $00; with $300in last quarters.Kcmtucky.........................................$343.78; 1% X hqw, with 8 X wbe in last 2 quarters.

5, Other:
Minnesota --------------------------------------------------- 20; 17 weeks at $26 (effective luly 196).
Utah I ------------ ---------------------------------- $ - W; 19 weeks at $20.

I The maimnum that may be required Is: 20 weeks of ei-, : nent at weakly wages of no more than 25
percent of the statewide average wcakly wage (computed at a 4 once each year on aggregate wages during
first oflat 5 completed calendar quarters); or, in States tboy t. high-quarter wages, total base-period wages
that are equal to 1 times high.quarter wages (hqw) or -, c. , weekly benefit amount (wba) and, at the
minimum weekly benefit level, represent no more than o tl,- ,he statewide average weekly wage.

IMinimum base-period wages and, when required, numlxr of weeks of employment or wages totaling the
specified multiple of claimant's high-quarter wages or weekly benefit amount.

8In addition to basle requirement of more than 40 times wba, requires minimum qualifying wages of
more than 5 times the statewide average weekly wage.

d A fiat dollar amount rc~pilres the same earnings of all workers; It permits some workers with high wags
rates to qualify with much less than 20 weeks of work or the elulvaent, while it may require k longer period
from the low wage workers.

IClaimant may have 20 weeks of work with earnings equal to 28 percent of the statewide average weekly
wage but have additional weeks at lower earnings wblch reduce his average wage for weeks worked below
the requir~owent.

4 In addition, Oregon requires minimum base period earnings of$700 which is more than 8 times the state-
wide average wage.

IIt Is anticipated that by tli time the proposed Federal requirement becomes effective, July 1, 196r,
average weekly wages In the State will have increased from $102.94 for 1964 to at least $104 for 1906, so that
$2 will not represent more thfn 28% of the State average.

' The basic weeks-of-employment requirement would meet the proposed Federal requirement but the
$700 minimum requirement could result in denial of benefits to individuals who meet the Federal require.
ments.

57-472 0-68----8
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Ihximum Weekly Intfit Amounts Are Relatively Nick Liwer
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TADLI, 29.-Percentage of new insured claimants eligible for State maximum basic
weekly benefit amount, by State, selected years 1939-65

State 19 1 1960 110 195'S

Total --------------------------------- 26 54 47 46

Alabam -----..-------------------------------- 7 45 52 47
Alaska ......................................... 84 4 52 60
Arzona --------------------------------------- 2 78 68 60
Arkansas -------------------------------------- 6 2584 30
California ------------------------------------- 26 60 36 44
Colorado ....................................... 263 a8
Connecticut .................................... is a 46
Delaware ------------------------------------- 14 41 47 49
District of Columia ........................... 15 46 53 36
Florida ----------------------------------------- 13 67 .45 48
(e-e-gl. . . ..--------------------------------- a 35 M 40
Hawaii- ........................................ 11 2 25 84
Idaho .......................................... 29 76 do a0
Illinois --------------------------------------- 48 71 81 71
Indian ........................................ 81 73 5s 67
lows ........................................... 16 65 71 88
Kasm ......................................... 28 42 88 3
Kentucky ...................................... 8 23 48 42
Lou.an. ------------------------------- 13 52 61 85
Main6 ......................................... 5 36
Maryland ...................................... 1 39 80 48
Mm usetta -------------------------------- 21 60 27 29
Michigan ...................................... a 7 70
M nneota .................................... 14 4 49
Missisipp..................................... 26 34
Missouri : ---- 18 60 84 53
Monina..--- .69........ 28 6 60 71
Nebraska.--- .......................... .12 a8 8 s
Nevada .............................. M. .0 62 71
New Hampshire ......................-........ 10 23 28 32
New Jerey .................................... 22 67 66 36
New Mexico ................................... 24 64 66 as
New York ..................................... 8 b84 8
North Carolina ................................ 2 7 13 14
North Dakota................................ 17 78 74 02
Ohio ........................................... 5989 71 62
Oklahoma.................................... 27 63 64 52
Oregon ------------------------------------ 40 38 63 87Oennsylvania................................... 401 so v 7Pennsylvani----------------3 80 4 41

uerto co ................................. () (0 ( 52
Rhod iland ............................... 17 34 32 44
South Carola ............................. 1 56 38 23
South Dakota ................................. 14 6 8 68
Tennessee ................................... 6 4 26 34
Tenas---------------------------------- 18 b6 88 40
Ut h ................................... 26 8882
Vermont----------------------------------- 1is 28 38 39
Virinia-----------------------------.... 9 41 46 44
W i n ..................................... s 52 39 4
Wet irglni ..--....................... ----- 9 20 42 85
Wio s ..................................... 17 ( 42
Wyoming---------------------------------- 58s 78 51 89

'For 193, represents percent of weeks of total unemployment compensated at the maximum weekly
benefit amount ($15, or $16 in AI=ka, Michigan, Rhoda Island, and Utah, and $18 in Colorado, Hawaii,
Idaho, Louisana, and Wyoming) end therefore understates by a small percentage the proportion of mw In-
sured claimants eligible for the maximum.

SDat asre for year ending June 30,196.
I Comparable data not available.
a No provision for unemployment insurance under Federal-State program.



DATA RELATING TO S. 1991 111

TABLE 30.-Increaes in maximum weekly benefit amount since Jan. 1, 1964

Maximum weekly benefit Maximum as percent of

State and type of increase amwit I e W

Jan. 1, 194 December 196 Jan. 1, 1964 December 196

A. By legslation (28 States):
Alabama ---------------------- 83200 $38 38.0 4.0
Arizona ------------------------- 35.00 43 35.0 41.0
California ..................... 5.00 65 48.0 54.0
Connecticut ---------........... 48& 00- 67. 00 60- 75 410-6& 0 44. 0-6 0
Hawai w. 55.00 8463 62.0 87.0
Illinon ..... 38. 00- 59.00 42-70 34.0-. 0 36.0-60.0
Indiana ...................... 3.00 40-43 34.0 3& 0-9. 0
Iowa ............................ 10. 00- 44.00 549 32.0-49.0 80.0
Louisiana ---------------------- 35.00 40 39.0 41.0
Maine ------------------------- 34.00 144 42.0 50.0
Maryland I -------------------- 38. 00- 46.00 48 41.0-50.0 49.0
Masachisetts ------------------ ' 4.00 180 146.0 149.0
Michigan -------------------- 3.00- 0.00 43-72 28.0-51.0 34.0.-6.0
Minnesota...".................. 3.00 447 39.0 0
Missouri ........................ 40.00 48.00 41.0 to
Nebraska ....................... 8.00 40.00 43.0 41.0
Nevada ......................... 3.50- 57.80 41.00- 61.00 830-51.0 6.0-61.0
New Hamplre ' ............... 40. 00 49.00 43.0 58.0
New York ...................... 000 5 00 48.0 47.0
North Carolina ................. 35.00 42.00 47.0 52.0
Pennsylvanla ................... 40.00 46.00 41.0 44.0
Puerto Rico .................... 16.00 2.00 83.0 3K0
Rhode Island ------------------ 3.00- 48,00 847.00- 59.00 42.0-5.0 50.0-04.0
South Dakota ----------------- 34.00 3.00 39.0 42.0
Tennesseee--------------------- 86.00 38.00 44. 44.0

,ina- -- - - ,.- j -- 34.00 36O 411.0 40.0
B. By fexe (11 S

Arkans ---------------------- 35.00 88.00 50.0 50.0
Colorado --------------------- 48. 00 51, 00 50.0 50.0
District of Columbia .......... 61.00 55 00 50.0 50.0
Idaho ------------------------ 4.00 4.00 52.8 2.5
Kansas ---------------------- 46.00 49.00 50.0 80.0
North Dakota ------------------ 48.00 40. 50.0 50.0
South Caroln ----------------- 7.00 40.00 50.0 80.0
Utah ........................... 46.00 48.00 50.0 80.0
Vermont ---------------------- 42.00 48. 00 80 0 80.0
Wisconsin ...................... S00 87.00 52.8 8a
Wyoming ...................... 4.00 47.00 50.0 50.0

'When 2 figures are given, the higher includes maximum allowance for dependents; in Masuchustts,
maximum including dependents' allwances may not exceed claimant's weekly wage.

Based on average weekly covered wage for year ending 6 months prior to indicated date.
'Based on "flexible" maximum percentage adopted in Hawaii (a" percent), Iowa (50 percent) and

Rhode Island (0 percent).
' Effective January 1966 in Hawal April 1966 in Maine, and July 1968 in Minnesota.
'2 increases enacted since Jan. 1, 164.
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TAIILz 31.-Maximun weekly benefit amount, December 1965, and amounts repre-
senting 60 percent, 60 percent, and 66% percent of arage weekly wage in covered
employment in 1964, by State

Maxiraum Amount representing specified per-
Average weekly centages of average weekly wage'

State weekly benefit
covered amount,

wage, 1964 Deember 50 per 60 per. 66% per.
1951 cent cn cent

Alabama ----------------------------- $88.66 $38 $44 $58 $
Alaska ------------------------------- 166.84 45- 70 83 10 110
Arizona ------------------------------ 104.40 43 52 63 70
Arkansas ---------------------------- 74.57 '38 37 48 50
California ---------------------------- 121.62 65 61 73 81
Colorado ----------------------------- 102.42 251 81 1 68
Connecticut -------------------------- 11318 80- 75 87 68 78
Delaware ----------------------------- 117.17 50 59 70 78
District of Columbia ----------------- 107.68 585 84 M 72
Florida ------------------------------- 92.8 a3 40 6 62

eorgia ------------------------------ 8&8 3 45 8 5
Hawaii ------------------------------ 94.87 262 47 87 68
Idaho ................................. 90.5 148 46 54 60
llnois ................................ 116.84 42-70 a8 70 78

Indiana ------------------------------ 110.78 40-43 65 66 74
low'x . . .. ...--------------------------- 97.48 49 49 68 68
Kansis ................................ 97.17 '49 49 58 68
Kentacky ---------------------------- 93.06 40 47 86 62
Loulana ---------------------------- 96.62 40 48 58 64
Maine -------------------------------- 86.67 243 43 82 58
Maryland ---------------------------- 97.70 48 49 89 68
Murachusetts ------------------------ 101.47 50- I 61 68
Michigan --------------------------- 127.76 43-72 64 77 85
Minnesota --------------------------- 102.94 47 61 62 d9
M isiss)p i ---------------------------- 76.21 30 38 46 81

Msouri.............................- 105 64 46 56 70
Montana ---------------------------- 92.9 34 46 86 62
Nebraska ---------------.------------- 92.72 40 46 62
Nevada ------------------------------- 118.87 41-61 89 71 79
New Hanphire -------------------- 89.81 49 44 69
Now Jersey --------------------------- 115.87 50 58 70 77
New Mexico -------------------------- 98 17 36 48 87 63
New York ---------------------------- 117.29 56 89 70 78
North Carolina ---------------------- 80.77 42 40 48 63
North Dakota ------------------------ 91.26 '40 46 58 61
Ohio --------------------------------- :115. 60 42-63 as 69 77
Oklahoma ---------------------------- 96.98 32 48 as 64
Oregon ------------------------------- 104 36 44 & 63 70
Pennsylvania ------------------------ 10 18 46 82 62 6
Puerto Rico -------------------------- 2.88 20 26 32 35
Rhode Island ------------------------- 92.08 $47-59 40 88 61
South Carolina ---------------------- 78. 78 '40 39 47 82
South Dakota ----------------------- 35. 72 36 43 t 57
Tennessee ............................. 87.41 38 44 2 5
Texas --------------------------------- 9& 29 37 48 5 64
Utah -------------------------------- .K97 '48 48 as 66
Vermont ------------------------------ 88 69 245 44 53 69
Virginia ------------------------------ 89.43 3 4 5 60
Washington ------------------------- 112.94 42 56 68 79
West Virginia ..................... 104 09 35 52 62 69
Wisconsin ..-------------------------- 106. 94 '87 53 64 71
Wyoming ----------------------------- Q3 92 247 47 56 63

When 2 figures are shown, the higher includes maximum allowance for dependents; in Massachusetts
maximum including dependents' allowances may not exceed clamait's weekly wae.

In States noted, the maximum Is recomputed annually (semiannually n Colorao and Wisconsin based
on a specified percentage of the average weekly wage In covered employment (selected Industries In Coo-
rado) during the 1-year period ending 6 months prior to effective date of recomputed rate.

'Excludes dependents' allowances.
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CHART 32

EFFECTS OF PROPOSED UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE BENEFIT STANDARDS (S. 1991)
IN 13 STATES ON PROPORTION Or CLAIMANTS ABLE TO RECEIVE HALF THEIR
WEEKLY WAGE

S. 1991 proposed that every eligible claimant be assured weekly compensation
equal to at least one-half of his weekly wage loss up to a maximum weekly benefit
amount equal to 50 percent of the statewide average weekly wage in covered
employment by July 1,1967; tbe maximum is to go up to 60 percent hy July 1,
1969, and up to 66 percent by July 1, 1971.

The following charts portray the effect of the first and the final stepe of the
requirement on the proportion of all claimants, and of men and women claimants,
who would receive compensation equal to at lest half their usual wages, com-
pared with the proportion receiving that amount under the State law. The
data relate to 1961; average weekly wages were reported by samples of claimants
surveyed in May and September 1961 and January 1962. Although, as shown
below, maximum weekly benefit amounts in dollar terms have been raised in
11 of the 13 States in the study, only 3 have substantially Improved their maxi-
mums relative to wage levels.

Maximum weekly beneft
Madrnmn weekly benefit amount s a percent Of

amount State average wekly
State covered wae

1961 July l96 1961 JUly 19

California ...................................... 1 $ a3
Vemont --------.------------------------- 40 45 80
New York ------------------------------------ 80 56 48 47
Georgia . . . . . ..--------------------------------- 85 35 47 40
Pennsylvania --------------------------------- 40 48 44 44
Oregon ------------------------------------ 40 44 4 42

uisna -------------------------------- 40 42 41
Maryland ------------------------------------- 3W 43 48 $41 49
Ohio- ......------------------------------ ' 42-58 24 -83 $41 8,6
Arizona ........................................ 3 48 37 41
Indiana --- ------------------------ ---- 240-48 87 '36
Illino .---------------------------- -- 59 '42-70 '36 836
Michigan ---------------.--------------- I8D-66 148-72 '27 '34

I Includes Increases passed by legislature as of July 1, 196.
'Higher figure includes maximum allowance for dependents.
'Excludes dependents' allowances.

States are charted in order of the proportion the 1961 State maximum was
of the 1961 Statewide average wage, starting with the highest percentage. In
the charting, dependent' allowances were ignored, which tnds to exaggerate
somewhat the effects of increases in the maximum in the four States that provided
such allowances in 1961-62. For two States, the effect could be estimated: almost
no difference exists for women claimants, while the proportion of men receiving
half their wage would be increased by 4 percentage points in each State.

Summary of the effects
The lower the State maximum in relation to State wages, the larger the effect

of the first step of the proposed standard. Increasing the maximum from 50 to
66% percent of State average wages would increase benefits for from 23 to 43
percent of all claimants. At this final level, between 80 and 90 percent of all
claimants-unquestionably the great majority-wuuld be able to receive half their

A dramatic difference appears when the effects of changes in the maximum are

shown separately for men and women. A maximum set at 50 percent of State
average wages permits almost all women to receive half their wages, and further
steps would have no particular effect. For men, however, a maximum of 50
percent of the State average wage cuts off the benefits of 36 to 64 percent at a
point below 50 percent of their own wages. Even at the final 66% percent level,
from 14 to 27 percent of the men would still receive less than half their wages.
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Effects et Proposed II hnuelil Standards ( S. 1991 1eN

Properties ol Clalmets Able te Receive hil Their Weekly Wage*

CALIFORNIA VERMONT

Percent of clailmants able to receive half ihelr weekly wage:

i under maximum weekly benefit amount current in 1961

. added under maximum raleed to

r--50% of 1961 State average weekly covered wage

./66-3% of 1I State average weekly covered wage

L-.. Percent still unable to receive h;v , under proposed standarde

sled so s eots See felalegal eurveps Ii 161-102

July 5, IMas
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Effects of Proposed I1 hnWfil Staiards ( S. 1991 I ii
Proportion of Winls Able to ocoive Nail Their Weekly Vle'

7 . Mea do^ M4p~ula 444 --

CALIFORNIA VERMONT

Mil

Wen

Percent of claimants able to receive half their weekly wage:

J . under aximum emkly benofIt amount currvit ih 1961

. added under mixlium raised to

-0% of 1001 State average weekly covered wage

-- W6-2/ % of 1041 State average weekly covered wage
r-----

.... J Percent -still unable to receive half under proposed standards

. 1 WNl w9e0 ils f too g*lmanst mlVev Is ll*-as

Ilip 6. fell
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Effects of Preposed II I.1lt 1saidaris [ S. 1991 1 in
Propertei of Claimants Able to Receive Ralf Their Weekly Wage

NEW YORK G111A

Percent of claimants able to. receive half their weekly wage:

U . under maximum weekly benefit aoiant current in II

added wider mxima raised to

--40% of 161 State average weekly covered wage

U -- W-2/ of 1961 State average weekly covered wage
r --- ,
L....J Percent still enable to receive helf aeder proppoed stdards

• Based ai vale do fem elefleom sll veysei In 101-3

July S. Ill|
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Effects of Proposed i inefit Standards I S. 1991 )v
PFrperti.e of Claimants Able to Receive Half THeir Weekly Wae'

NEW YORK GEORGIA

Non

Wen

Percent of claimants able to receive half their weeklyy wage:

I under maximum weekly benefit amount current In 1941

added under maxims raised to

--0% of 191 State average weekly covered wage

--- 2/1% of 1901 State average weekly covered wage

... ~J Percent still unable to receive half under proposed standards

0 hud $a *ts dotl If$e 41uI..et *urmva I. loll-It

pull I. 1111
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Effects of Prepesed 1I lhiefit Standards ( S. 1991 1 o
Preperliem of Claimauts Able to Receive Half Their Weekly Wae*

PENNSYLVANIA OREGON LOIUISIANA

Percent of claimats able to receive half their weekly vage:

* under axlmm wekly benefit mmont current In IHI

. added nder mxima raised to

-- 50 of 1gi1 state sverdle weekly covered wae

-*0-2/ % of IHI State aversg weekly cored wige

F'* Percent still enable to receive half under proposed standards

as oi caset date flea $l81i8il $$$Vale Is loll-stI

M5ly 1. IbSI
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ffets of PrspeSi II lnoit Stadiaris ( S. 1991 )

Prepertli of Claimants Able to loceiu Nail Tihir Weekly Wall'

4smbo Me. NOMa Weewwgn "& j--

PENNSYLVANIA OREGON LIISIANA

Ill

110to

Percent of claimants &L! to receive half their weekly wage:

m under m love weekly benfIt &aunt current in 1961

added under nalm raised to

-- 0% o 1941 State average weekly covered wage

-- 2-2/1% of 1941 State averagO weekly covered wage

[..-'. Percent still unable to receive half under proposed standards

Sa14 ii ws del* fee@ O11l1II s lolver In Ill.ll

le 6 loss
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Effects of Preposed II Iiifit Stadards I S. 1991 J #1

Prepertlen of Claimats Able to Receive lilt Their Weekly Wag

MARYLAND Bile

Percent of claimants able to receive baif their weekly wage:

. under maximum weekly benefit amount current in 1gl

. added under maxlmw raised to

LAMUAI

I---,

-- 50% of 1961 State average weekly covered we"

--- 2/8% of I"I State average weekly covered wage

Percent still unable to receive half under proposed standards

* ae# o ns d8 .1 r9 efhllaIt sorrels I0 9I91 -a1
n*11esoson l en 1slo saelegi depsedets' 81l9ine3

sell 1. lose
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Effects of, reposed II Benefit Staudards I S. 1991 Ie

Prepertien of Claimants Able to Receive Half Their Weekly Wage*

49 am#e .* ONO 004 paa--

MARYLAND OHIO

Percent of claimants able to receive half their weekly wage:

• under aximum weekly benefit amount current in 1961

added under maximum raised to

E--50% of 1961 State average weekly covered wage

m .662/3% of 191 State average weekly covered wage

L J Percent still unable to receive half under proposed standards

a Bed e wep data free olelast lsrlev IN 1Sst-.2

*Osgod oil eallee eatlodlos depoedoete' alleanceu

July 5o loss

Me

11e1
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Effects of Preposed II benefit Staidards ( S. 1991 1 so

Proportion of Clailmasts Able te Receive alf Their Weekly Wales

ARIZONA INDIANA

Percent of claimants able to receive half their weekly wage:

. under maxim weekly benefit amount current in 1Hi

. added under maximue raised to

,--50% of 1961 Stpte average weekly covered wage

-- W4-2/2% of Hi State average weekly covered wage
-.. "

L-..J Percent still unable to receive half under proposed standards

a Based I vae date fre elalhat eurveor Is 1511-11

fell I. l5es
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Effects of Priposed 1I Inefit Stidiaids ( S. 1991 J oi
Proportlie if Claimauts Aile to Reclive Hailf Ieir Weekly fage"

O o o Ana da */a9,a w dd 9ain--

ARIZONA INDIANA

/ 27% 17% 9%

Percent of claimants able to receive half their weekly wage:

I under minaium weekly benefit amount current in 1961

. added under maximum raised to

-- SO% of 191 State average weekly covered wage

-- W9-2/8% of 1961 State average weekly cov,,d wage
I..---'

L.o.J 'Percent still unable to reinlve half under proposed standards

B* osd to wage gUts ft$ $illglt uuryeys In fellf

Sull .I1SS

57-472 0-66--9
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Effects of Prepesed II hnefit Standards ( S. 1991 1 en
Proportion of Claimants Able to Receive Nail Their Weekly !ale""

ILLINOIS MICHIGAN

Percent of claimants able to receive half their weekly wage:

, under maximum weekly benefit amount current in 1961

, added under maximum raised to

L--50% of 1961 State average weekly covered wage

W--6-2/3% of 1961 State average weekly covered wage
I e

L...J Percent still unable to receive half under proposed standards

* olid on eis dais from u8lmi0nt serves Is 1111-12
$*sol di onfliose iuiladli dooIooaft' aIllsuslos

July I. lass
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Effects if Prepesed II lenefit Standards I S. 1991 1 e
Prepirlie ef Claimants Akie te Mcely Nail Their Weekly Iale'

LI4NOI Af a *IC HIGAHdd 94i^--

ILLINOIS MICHIGAN

F,6 I2%.~ 1 1

Mn

Wmee

Percent of claimants able to receive half their weekly we":

E. under maximum weekly benefit amount current In 1961

added under maximum raised to

-- 60% of 1961 State average weekly covered wage

-- 66-2/8% of 1961 State average weekly covered wage
I----
L..__J Percent still unable to receive half under prwosed standards

B eased on wae iti lea 5l 16191 ierve In fell-ot

*Sfseed so salrn lle$Ilsias dselideml
Ds allegagsm

;elf 1.1r8i
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TABLE 33.-Number and percent of claimants exhausting benefits, and average
actual benefit duration of exhauatees, by State, 1964

Claimants exhaust- Claimants exhaust-
Ing benefits Averag e tag benefits Average

duration duration
State Percent of ex- state Percent of ex-

Number of all haustees Number of all hautees
benefl- (weeks) benefi- (weeks)
ciarles ciaries I

Total, all pro- Minnesota ......... 22,010 24.8 22.8
grams -........- 1,443,278 23.8 () Mississippi ......... 10,481 23.4 20.6

Total, State pro- Missouri........... 22,47 19.5 19.8
grams -------- 1,370,796 23.8 21.9 Montana-. ........ 5,147 2.8 19.1

Nebraska .......... 6,075 26.3 17.6
Alabama --------- 19,211 30.7 21.2 Nevada ............ 8,174 24.4 20.3
Alaska ----------- 2,408 23.4 24.4 New Hampshire... 2,079 8.8 25.0
Arizona ----------- 8,459 23.5 19.4 New Jersey ------- 86,939 28.7 21.4
Arkansas --------- 11,461 25.7 18.7 New Mexico ....... 4, 006 19.8 24.9
Ciliforna -------- 205,621 27.7 22.0 New York ------- 152,2% 19.3 26.0
Colorado ---------- 5,950 23.3 18 North Carolina .... 26,120 16.7 24.5
Connecticut ....... 28, 315 28.2 20.3 North Dakota ----- 2,115 20.4 21.8
Delaware -------- 3,992 20.6 21.0 Ohi( .............. 44,362 1& 2 24.
District of Colum- Oklahoma ......... 13,220 32.9 22.9

bia -------------- 4,387 25.0 26.9 Oregon ---------- 10609 17.8 24.0
Florida ---------- 30,145 36.2 16.2 Pennsylvania ...... 72,598 15.8 30.0
Georgia ---------- 24,774 28.5 14.6 Puerto Rico ------- 26,029 48.5 12.0
Hawaii ----------- 3, 39 1& 1 26.0 Rhode Island ------ 10,150 22.6 19.9
Idaho ------------- 5,869 27.0 15.5 South Carolina .... 16, 925 32.3 19.4
Illinois --------.-- 75,768 27.2 19.4 South Dakota.._ 2,980 31.3 15.9
Indiana ............ 34,696 28.9 18.4 Tennessee -------- 24,617 25.4 21.0
Iowa ............... 8,836 27.9 16.2 Texas ------------- 65,024 39.4 17.1
Kansas ----------- 8,968 22.8 20.1 Utah .............. 6452 2.8 19.8
Kentucky ......... 16,939 25.1 20.6 Vermont ........... 2,845 23,1 2.0
Louisiana .......... 19,892 81.8 19.9 Virginia ----------- 14, 81 27.3 15.8
Maine ------------. 65,70 15.9 26.0 Washington ------- 29,849 21.8 2&.6
Maryland ......... 15,788 16.4 2.0 West Virginia ------ 9,509 17.2 25.1
Massachusetts..... 68,845 25.3 22.8 Wisconsin -------- 20,626 20.8 ()
Michign .......... 44,575 17.8 1&3 Wyoming --------- 1,064 17.5 20.7

I Exhaustions for calendar year as percent of 1st payments for 12-month period ending June 30 of that yeal
IIncludes claimants exhausting benefits under the unemployment compensation program for Feem

employees and ex-servioemen.
I Comparable data not available.
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TABLE 34.-Statutory minimum and maximum duration of unemployment insurance
benefits and average potential duration, by State, 1984

Statutory duration Percent of claimants
(weeks) len entitled to--State __________ ________

duration
Minimum Maximum (weeks) Less thaa 26 or more

15 weeks weeks

Total ------------------------------------------------------ 24.2 8 68

Alabama --------------------------------- 12-- 26 2.8 66
Alaska ----------------------------------- 15 26 23.8 87
Arizona ................................... 10 26 22.6 11 60
Arkansas .................................. 10 26 21.9 13 60
California -------------------------------- 12 '26 28. 6 71
Colorado --------------------------------- 1 0 26 22.2 18 55
Connecticut ------------------------------ 3 110 126 22.4 13 88
Delaware --------- ........................ 11+ 26 22.8 10 57
District of Columbia ...................... 17+ 84 29.g (s) 75
Florida ----------------------------------- 10 26 19.8 26 22
Georgia ----------------------------------- 9 26 1&8 25 17
Hawaii ---------------------------------- 2 26U 26.0 100
Idaho ------------------------------------ 110 126 18.5 30 l
Illinois ----------------------------------- ' 110 128 22.2 15 51
Indiana ---------------------------------- 6+ 26 1& 7 80 25
Iowa ------------------------------------- 1 0 26 20.8 18 39
Kansas ---------------------------------- 10 26 22.7 10 58
Kentucky -------------------------------- 15 2 23. 0 57
Louisiana -------------------------------- 12 28 2&3 12 56
Maine ------------------------------------ 26U 26U 28&0 100
Maryland -------------------------------- 26U 26U 210 . 100
Massachusetts ----------------------------. 8+ 30 25.6 8 64
Michigan -------------------------------- 9+ 26 22.8 12 62
Minnesota -------------------------------- 18 26 23. 9 - 51

M ississippi ------------------------------- 12 26 23. 6 87
Missouri. ---------------------------------- 10+ 26 22.8 9 58
Montana --------------------------------- 18 26 223 17 59
Nebraska -------------------------------- 11 28 2L 1 17 39
Nevada ---a------------------------------ 10 28 22.5 14 61
New Hampshire ------------------------ 2 28U 2 0 - -- 100
New Jersey ------------------------------ 12+ 26 23 5 67
New Mexico ------------------------------ 18 80 28 5 85
New York ------------------------------ 2 26U 26. 0 100
North Carolina --------------------------- ' 26.U '26U 26.0 100
North Dakota ---------------------------- 18 26 23.5 5 8

hio io ---------------------------------- 20 26 26.1 75
Oklahoma -------------------------------- 1 0 29 28.7 57
Oregon ----------------------------------- 1 + 26 25.3 1 90
Pennsylvania n ia ------------------------- 118 '30 29.3 94
Puerto Rico ------------------------------ I 12U I 12U 12.0 100.........
Rhode Island ----------------------------- 12 26 22.8 7 55
South Carolina --------------------------- 10 22 20.6 5--------
South Dakota ---------------------------- 16 24 19.4 22-
Tennessee -------------------------------- 12 26 23.2 5 58
Texas ----------------------------- ------ 10+ 26 20.2 24 31
Utah ------------------------------ ------ ' 10 36 26. 0 le 48
Vermont ------------------------------- ' 26U '28 1 26.-0 100
Virginia &........--------------------------- I 26 19.2 22 8
Washington.... . ..------------------------- 15+ 80 27.6 -7
West Virginia-------------------------- 26U 286U 26.0 ------- 100
Wisconsin----------------------------- 12+ 34 28.08 67
Wyoming ------------------------- 11 26 23.9 1 2

U-Unifo(,.. ,ration.
'Benefits are extended when unemployment in State reaches specified levels; see table 4.
2 In States noted, duration is longer for claimants earning minimum qualifying wages.
'Less than 0.5 percent.
' Changed from uniform duration of 80 weeks to variable duration of 18-30 weeks effective July 1, 1964.
& Increased maximum duration from 24 to 28 weeks effective July 1, 194.
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Table 35

SWKAR Or 8ZL=TD DISWJAIfCATICE MISI OF STUB UI LWM, December 196 5 ~

Annotated to Iniciate those that do .wt &Wpar to sect
zropoed Feeral seniardi -i

Special dI~qu MMcatOns1-
balec slqa~fetion o feiO~l u o

M,! vmar -e Bfu.. of .relo
Vohmu7r for suitable Pr "y doestic
leaving misconduct work 2r!r oblig ations

Alabafa D/ 6-1o None None

Alask- O*i f D D

Arizona s ome, None
R R

Arkansas 8 8 8 1
v v v

California D D 2-10 Name
w

Colorado D D D D
c, v c,w c, v

Connecticut *0 if if# None

Delaware D D D IROe

District of Columbia 4~.9 4.9 4-9 2JNone
R B R

Florida q!/) Y ~ None None

Georgia 5-9 5-U 5-9 D gone
R, v a, v R,w

Havaii 2-7 2-T 2-7

Idaho D D D

IfLinois #y

Indiana D D D # D

Iowa D/ 4-9 D None None
B ,V C

Kano"s Df

Kamtuckl D &-16 1-16 None D
w v

Jlaaislan D D D l one
v v

Nams D D D D

'An raos -side of rnam for anrot~tlonaj.
fe onornte !,L ond ort able.
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Mk*AIy OF SEALED DZSWMWZCA!f PimWOyzz Or W2AnE U1 LW, Decafber 1965 ~
Annotated to Indicate those tbat do not sWear to meet

POpsed Mor~al standard
SPecial disqualificationa

Baick disallieations for unapomndeto
sicharge eusa "-o- Mauitsa of

Voluntary for suitable Pregac domestic
leaving mt.iscoAduCt work 2/ obligations

Miaryland (Y) (Y/) (Y) g/ Noe

MRAsachusetts 4-i 41o P one
B

Mchlgial N one
W 1 W, H V,

)UuineSOt 5-8 5-8 T DD
R, W R, W C

iJlSsISSIpp D 1.12 1-12 None D

Miscoui D 1-8 D None

Nont~wa.* 2-9 am D
C

Nebraska 3-T 3-7 D INone
R, W R, W C

Nevada 1-15 1.15 1-15 #2/ D

New Hampshire D D D None

New Jewsey, D . None

New Mexico 1-13 1-13 1-13 None Nape

NiewYork D D D Nowe D

North CaroUna I..3 5-12 4-12 * Jone
R, W R, W R, W

North Dakota DD D D D

Ohio D D D D

Oregon (Y) () D D

Pennsylvania D 0 D f D

PFeto Rl-, Some None
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SMNEa OF SxZ1CM 01~AtFC c PROVISIONS OF or= U1 IAMB, Member 196 *

Annotated to indicate those that do not to meet
rooed Moral standard

BASIc disqusllficams

Rhode Island

South Carolina

South Dakota

Tennessee

2Taxe

Utah

Valmont

Voluntar

D

a, W

B, V

D

1-26
H, W

wV

MsCbare
for

nmi.coaduct

3-10

6-23
V

7-24.
R, V

D

1-26

a, V

1-9

Jielusal of
suitable

vwork

as

D

1-13
R, W

Upeal disquallfcationsfor i a gac dae to:

hPoany dMestit
21 obligations

none None

None

Done

Noneo None

2-9 6-12
w V

Virginia

Washington

one

5* None

Vest Virginia

Wisconsin

* 4.or aoe
R H

D D
C, VI,

See Opposite "ge or snnotatia.
Omits disqualifications for labor dispute, frauulent misrepresentation to
obtain benefits, special provision in 22 States Uposing heavier disquall-
fiestions applicable to discharges for dishonest o crainal acts or other
acts of agramted misoduct; and special disqualifications solicable to
students and retirees.

? States footnoted ha .ligtW.±ty provasio. that deM benefits during a
specified period before and after childbirth to 1ndihtsl vho are
unenpicyd during their pregnant.

/ Benefit rights based on any vork left are cam ; ifa ,r evolved
was claimant's ony basoe-parlod ploer, cancellation results in decal
for at lowat the rmandMr of the benefit year.
D seq iftestiton provisions include poatponinmt of benefits for both a
specUied period and for dftioni of unoplqpmt.

Dusde disqualitaatia shown boame affective J04~ 1, 3966.

None

d A A

]
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St ry of selected disqualification provision$ of State
UI lays, Decmber 1965

XtlanMtlon of annotations

1. The first line of entries for each State indicates the period
of the disqualification, as follows:

"**" means that the provision appears to meet all of the
requirements of sections 330 4(a)(7) and (9).

means that the number of weeks of postponemnt of bene-
flts specified in State law ii equal to or less than the
maximum provided in section 3301 (a)(7) but, because of
other factors (see C, R, or W below), provision does not
meet other rts of the Federal standard.

"D" means disqualification for the duration of the individuals
unemployment.

aeans that benefits are denied only until availability
is demonstrated.

2. Where a second line of entries is shown for a State, it indi-
cates factors (other thani the period of disqualification) that
are not consistent with Federal standard, as follows:

"C" means cancellation of all wage credits with the employer
involved or of all wage credits earned prior to the uts-
qualifying act.

"R" means that benefit rights or wage credits are reduced by
an amount usually equal to the period of disqualification
imposed.

"W" means that the disqualification period does not run from
the week in which the disqualifying act occurred, either
because

(a) disqualifications are imposed with respect to seoa-
rations from other than last work (or for refusals
of work in other than the current Period of unem-
ployment), or

(b) disqualification does not commence until a claim Is
filed (and also, in some cases, it can be satisfied
only by weeks of unemloyment In which additional
conditions are met).


