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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 background, as well as the
charts and other data, were prepared and submitted to the Committee
on Finance by the Depsartment of Labor.
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FAIR LABOR STANDARDS

MESSAGE
’ TROM

THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES

RELATIVE 70
LABOBR .

May 18, 1965.— Referred to the Committee on Education and Labor and ordered
‘ to be printed, with accompanying papers

To the Congress of the Unw&am:

» I - . . .

UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE SYSTEM

Imgroyements in our unemployment compensation system are
essential if the program is to exert & stronger stabilizing effect 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 gvears ago.
There are still many workers who are not protected by unemploy-
ment compensation, Otker workers, through no fault of their own,
erience excessively long periods of uncompensated unemployment.
e plight of the long-term unemployed results primarily from
economic factors such a8 automation, other technological changes,
and relocation of industry. Their unemployment is a phenomenon
of normal a8 well as recession periods. It can be dealt with effectively
only through a nationally coordinated program.
ven in nonrecession periods of recent years, the number of long-
tarm unemployed has remained high. Among unemployment insur-
ance beneficiaries, those unemg‘)’loyed 26 or more weeks represented
15 percent of the totel in 1956, 20 percent in 1961, and about 20

percent in 1962 and 1964,

1



2 DATA RELATING TO 8. 1991

Thowiduoovnﬁo, extended Elenaﬂt eriods, and increased benefit

that Sesciapater. uneplovmont. g "’p?ht'h. one” e, rovils
#0001 unem and, & same

stimulus to the economy when it is most needed. '

Now, when unemployment is lower than it has been lo;‘ﬁun. is
the q:gmprhto time to modernize the system so that it will better
meet the needs of w , the community, and the Nation.
oday, weekly benefits are often too low in amount and too short
in duration in relation to lost wages to enable the workers to meet
basio and nondeferrahble expenses, on compensation all too
often fail to yield the original goal of 50 percent of past wages. This
is Huh’cul v true for workers who have the highest income levels,
and these workers are generally heads of family. The bill therefore
aaauresk adequate payments for a fixed duration for most regular
workers : ,

The burden of excessively high unemployment costs that exist
titlll several States muz;gd be Tr%l;:v;dm all,:;l a?h:' ﬂ:émgial soundness ﬂ(:f

e system strengthened. eV increasing the
amount of wages subject to taxation—the first inm!ease in the his-
tolz of the program—as well as b.{ inoreasing the amount of tax
and recognizing the Federal responsibility through provision for con-
grti:»tt;:ions. from general revenues, with matching grants for high cost

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 benefits when firmness required their denial, For
this reason the proposed legislation calls for steps which will help
assure that benefits are paid only to those who are entitled to them
and that unreasonable disqualifications are eliminated.



S, 1991

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES
Max 18,1965

Mr. McCartry (for himself, Mr. Case, Mr. Baxrrerr, Mr, Crarx, Mr. Dove-

ras, Mr, Harr, Mr. Haerke, Mr. Javrrs, Mr. Kenxeoy of New York, Mr.
McQee, Mr. Meroarr, Mr. MoNpare, Mr, Monse, Mr. Ranvovrn, and
Mr. WiLLtaus 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

1
2

unemployment adjustment benefits, to provide for matching
grants for excess benefit costs, to extend coverage, to estab-
lish Federal requirements with respect to unemployment
compensation, to increase the wage base for the Federal
unemployment tax, to inorease 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,
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-
tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,
8 §
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2
1 That this Act may be cited as the “Employment Boecurity

2 Amendments of 1965.”
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Sec. 200. Benefit requirements: :

(s) 8809(n)—Certification.

(b) Notice to Governor of noncertification.

(0) Requirements. - E
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Seo. 210. Limitation on credit against tax benefit requirements.
Sec. 211, Additional terms and conditions for certitication.
Sec. 818, Change in certification date.
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Seo, 801. Appointment of special advisory commission.
Sec. 802 Effective dates.

TITLE I-AMENDMENTS TO THE S80CIAL
SBEOURITY ACT
8eo, 101. The Social Security Aot is amended by add-

ing after title XIX thereof the following new title:
“TITLE XX—~FEDERAL UNEMPLOYMENT

ADJUSTMENT BENEFITS PROGRAM

“Sgro. 2001, Federal unemployment adjustment benefits
shall be payable for any week of unemployment which be-
gins after June 80, 1966, and after the date of enactment of
this title to any indivitual who meets the requirements of
sections 2002, 2008, anl 2004 in the amount specified in
section 2005,
. “BLIGIBILITY FOR BRNEFITS

-“Sro, 2002. An individual shall be eligible for Federal
unempioyment adjustment benefits if he—
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“(a) establishes s Federal benefit period;

“(b) has had not less than 26 weeks of unemploy-
ment after December 81, 1965, and after the beginning
of his Federal benefit period;

“(c) (1) has been employed in covered employ-
ment for not less than 78 weeks in the Federal qualify-
ing period and for not less than 26 weeks in the base
period when the applicable Sta.to law bases eligibility on
weeks of employment; or

“(2) has been employed in covered employment
in 6 calendar quarters in the Federal qualifying period
and in such qualifying period was paid at least five times
his high-quarter wages, and was paid at least one and
two-thirds times such high-quarter wages in the base
period, when the applicable State law bases eligibility
on high-quarter wages paid in the base period; or

“(8) has a work history substantially equivalent,
under regulations issued by the Secretary, to that re-
quired under subsections (1) and (2), when the ap-
plicable State law bases eligibility on other criteria or
when the applicable State law bases eligibility as pro-
vided by subsection (1) or (2) but data with respect to
his work history required by such subsections are not
available.



DATA RELATING TO 8, 1991

]
1 “PAYMBNT OF BENEFITS :
2 “Sgo, 2008, Federal unemployment adjustment benefits
8 shall be payable for a week of unemployment (as defined in
4 seotion 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 unemployment com-
9 pensation law and is not receiving compensation under
10 the unemployment compensation law of the Virgin
1 Islands or Canada;
12 “(0) 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 OONDITIONS

17 “Sro. 2004. (a) (1) An individual shall be denied
18 Dbenefits 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 oocurred and the succeeding 6 weeks,
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“(2) Any individual who makes a false statement or
representation of a material fact knowing it to be false or
knowingly fails to disclose a material fact in order to obtain
or inorease for himself or another any payment under thix
title shall be disqualified, according- to the gravity of the
offense, for a period of 4 to 52 otherwise compensable weoks
beginning with the date the determination is made and ending
no later than 86 months from that date.

“(3) Benefits under this title shall be denied to any
individual for any week in which he would be disqualified
under the labor dispute disqualification provision of the appli-
cable State law.

“(4) Benefits under this title shall be denied to any
individual for a period not to excced 52 weeks, according to
the gravity of the offense, beginning with the date of his
conviction of & crime arising in connection with his work.

“(b) Federal unemployment adjustment benefits shall
not be denied to an otherwise eligible individual for any
week becauss be is. in training with the approval of the

‘Becretary; and such individual in training shall not be

deemed to be not otherwiso eligible for any such week by
reason of any availability or active search for work require-
ment of a State law or by reason of his having refused to

acoept work.
“(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
leaves training to which he has been referred, or if he is
terminated with caunse, he shall be disqualified from receiv-
ing benefits under this title for a period of 8 weeks from the
date of refusal, leaving or termination, as the ocase may be.

“(2) If without good cause an individual fails to attend
training to which he has been referred by the Secretary, ho
shall be disqualified from receiving benefits for any period
during which he fails to attend .such training.

“(d) For any week in which an individual is entitled
to & training allowance under the Manpower Development
and Training Act of 1962, as amended, he shall receive
the allowance under such Act in lien of the Federal unem-
ployment adjustment benefits, but receipt of such allowances
shall not reduce his maximum aggregate Federal unemploy-
ment adjustment benefits,

“(e) (1) No individual shall receive benefits under this
title for any week with respect to which he receives a trade
readjustment allowance under title III, chapter 3 of the
Trade Expansion Act of 1962, or related provisions,

“(2) For any week with respect to which an indi-
vidual receives & trade readjustment allowance under title
IO, chapter 3 of the Trade Expansion Act of 1962, or
related provisions, an amount equal to his weekly benefit
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8
amount computed under section 2005 (a) shall be deducted
from his maximum aggregate amount.
“AMOUNT AND DURATION OF BENEFITS

“8rc. 2005. (a) Exocept as provided in subsection (o),
the Federal unemployment adjustment benefit payable to
an individual under this title for a week of total unemploy-
ment shall be his weekly benefit amount under the applicable
Btate law or title XV. The Federal unemployment adjust-
ment bencfit payable to an individual for & week of less
then total unemployment shall be computed in the manuer
prescribed by the applicable State law.

“(b) The maximum aggregate amount of Federsl un-
employment adjustment henefits payable in a single Federal
benefit period shall be detormined at the time an individual
files his first claim for that period by multiplying the individ-
ual's weekly benefit amount by 26, In the case of an in-
dividual who received State or title XV compensation for
more than 26 weeks of total unemployment (or tho equiv-
alent thereof in weeks of less than total unemployment) for
a single benefit year, his maximum aggregate amount of
Federal unemployment henefits shall he reduced by the
amount of compensetion received for weeks in excess of 26,

“(o) If the State law is not certified under the provi-
sions of section 3809 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954
on October 31, 1967, or any October 31 thereafter, the Fed-
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9
eral unemployment adjustment benefit shall be determined,
under regulations issued by the Searetary, in accordance with
the requirements of that section, and the maximum aggre-
gate amount of benefits payable to any individual affected
thereby shall be appropriately adjusted.

“(d) The Secretary, under regulations presoribed by
him, shall from time to time oertify to the Sevetary of the
Treasury for payment from the Foederal adjustment acoount
to a Btate for credit to its account in the Unemployment
Trust Fund an amount equal to the total reductions made
under subsection (b) on acoount of compensation paid by
such State pursuant to State law.

“SWAIVER, RBLEARE, TRANSFER OB ASSIGNMENT OF
BENEFIT EIGETS

“8ro. 2008. (a) Any agreement by an individual to
waive, release, or commate his rights to benefits or any
other rights under this Act shall be void. Any agreement
by an individual performing service for an employer to pay
all or any portion of any ocontributions required under this
Act from such employer shall be void. No employer shall
directly or indirectly make or require or accept any deduo-
tion from wages to finance the contributions required from
him, require or accept any waiver of any right hereunder by
any individual in his employ, discriminate in regard to the

81413 0-88 -2

11
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10
hiring or tenure of work or any term or condition of work of
any individual on acoount of his claiming benefits under this
Act, or in any manner obstruct or impede the ¢laiming of
benefits.

“(b} The right of any individual to any future payment
under this title shall not be transferable or assignable, at
law or in equity, and none of the moneys paid or payable
or rights existing under thia title shall be subject to execu-
tion, levy, attachment, garnishment, or other legal process,
or the operation of any bankruptcy or insolvency law.

“AGREEMENTS WITH STATES

“Sro, 2007. (a) The Becretary is authorized on behalf
of the United States to enter into an agreement with a State,
or with the agency administering the State law, ynder which
such State agenoy will make, as agent of the United States, |
payments of Federal unemployment adjustment benefits in
acoordance with this title and will otherwise cooperate with
the Secretary and with other State agencies in making pay-
ments of such benefits. '

“(b) To assure the prompt adjustment of the long-term
unemployed and to minimize reliance on the Federal unem-
ployment adjustment benefits program, such agreement shall
provide that the State agenoy shall review the claimant’s
job qualifications and employment prospects upon the filing
of a first claim for benefits under this title, unless such review
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has been made within the preceding 10-week period. The

Btate agency shall make every effort to afford appropriate

testing and ocounseling to workers who have been unem-
ployed 16 weeks or more and who have not previously had
testing and counseling. Further review and counseling of
each claimant shall be conducted by the State agency at
reasonable intervals thereafter. The State agenoy shall
oertify to the Secretary under such ocircumstances and in
such manner as the Secretary may by regulation presoribe
that appropriate review, testing and counseling has been
given to claimants. No omission or failure to certify that
review and counseling have been given shall be grounds for
denial or suspension of benefits to an individual,
“Amendment, Suspension, or Termination of Agreement

“(0) Each agreement under this title shall provide the
terms and conditions upon which the agreement may be
amended, snspended, or terminated.

“Review

“(d) (1) Any determination hy & Btate agency with
respect to entitlement to Federal unemployment adjustment
benefits pursnant to an agreément under this title shall be
subject to review in theé same manner and to the same ex-
tent as determinations under State law, and only in such

manner and to such extent.

13
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13
“(2) Written notice of any determination by a Bate

‘agency with respect to eutitlement to Federal unemploy-

ment adjustment benefits shall be furnished prompily to
each claimant and such notice shall include a statement as
to whether the claimant is eligible for Federal unemploy-
ment adjustment benefits, his Federal benefit period, his
weekly benefit amount, and the maximum aggregate amount
of Federal benefits payable during such benefit period and
notice of his rights of appeal. For a worker who is deter-
mined to be not eligible, the notice shall include the reason
for and the qualifying period covered by such determina-
tion, and notioe of his righ's of appeal. If he is determined
to be ineligible by reason of his failure to meet the require-
ments of section 2002 (c), the notice shall include, as ap-
propriate, & statement of his weeks of employment and the
employers for whom he worked or his wages for insured
work by each employer, or both, during such qualifying

*

period,

- “FEDERAL, UNEMPLOYMENT ADJUSTMENT BENEFITS IN

ABSENCB OF STATB AGREEMENT
“In General
“G80, 3008. (a) If an individual files & claim for Fed-
eral unemployment adjustment benefits in a State with which
there is no agreement under section 2007 which applies to
the weeks of unemployment concerned, or in the Virgin
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Islands or in Canads, the Secretary, in aocordance with
regulations prescribed by him, shall make payments to the
individual from the Federal adjustment acoount in accord-
anoe with the provisions of this title.
“Utilization of Other Agencies

“(b) For the purpose of providing Federal unemploy-
ment adjustment benefits o individuals in & Btate described
in subsection (a), the Secretary may utilize the personnel
and facilities of such Federal and State agencies as may be
appropriste, and for the purposes of providing Federal un-
employment adjustment benefits to individuals in the Virgin
Islands, the Becretary may utilize the personnel and facilities
of the agenoy in the Virgin Islands cooperating with the
United States Employment Bervice under the Act of June 6,
1938 (29 U.8.0. 49 et seq.), or in the case of Canada, the
agency administering the Canadian Unemployment Insur-
ance Act. Exoept in the case of Oanada, the Secretary may
delegate to the agencies described in this subsection any au-
thority granted to him by this title whenever he determines
such delegation to be necessary in carrying out the purpose
of this title. *'
| “Review

“(0) (1) Any individual referred to in subsection (s)
whose olaim for Federal unemployment adjustment benefits

16
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has beeh denied shall be entitled to 8 fair hearing and review
a8 provided in section, 1508 ().

“(2) Written notioe of any determination by any agency.
with respaot to entitlement to Federal unemployment adjust-
ment benefits shall be furnished promptly to each claimant
and such notice shall include a statement as to whether the
claimant is eligible for Federal unemployment adjustment
benefits, aud the determination as to his Federal benefit
period, his woekly benefit amount, sad the mazimam eggre-

 gale amount of Federal benefits payable to him during such
: benefit period and notioe of his rights of appeal. For a
* worker who is determined to be not eligible, the notioe shall

inolude the reason for and the qualifying period covered by
such determination, and notice of his rights of appeal. If he
is determined to be ineligible by reason of his failure to meet

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

a8 appropirate, & statement of his weeks of employment and '
the employers for whom he worked or his wages for insured
work by each employer, or both, during such qualifying

Period.

“PENALTIES
“False Statements, and So Forth
“8E0. 2009. (1) Whooever makes a false statement or
representation of a material fact knowing it to be false or

"knowingly fails to disclose a material fact to obtain or in-



;:;4!3_‘::‘5..:5. A

W ® 9 B O B W b M

| &7 ek pmd pmbh pmé bk e
= 8 @8 = 2 5% & R E B ==

5 X B B

DATA RELATING TO 8. 1991

16
croase for himself or for any other individual any payment
under this title shall be fined not more-than $1,000 or im-
prisoned for not more than one year, o both.

- “(b)- Any employer, or officer or agent of any employer,
who direotly or- indireotly makes or requites or acoepts
any deduction from wages to finance the contributions re-
quired by him, or requires or accepts any waiver of any
right hereander by any individual in-his employ, or dis-
oriminates in regard to the hiring or tenure of work or any

term or condition of work of any individual on acoount of

his claiming beuefits under this title, or in any manner
obstructs or impedes the claiming of benefits shall be fined
not more than $1,000 or imprisoned for not more than one
year, or both, - S o me '

. *“(0) Nothing in this section shall be construed to im-
pair or diminish the authority of any State to enact or
enforce any law with respect to false statements or mis-
representations or nopdisclosure: of material fasts made to

a representative of the Stata'to obtain or increase payments

to any individual under this or any State or Federsl unem-

“ployment compensation lsw.

“REOOVERY OF OVERPAYMENTS

“Sro. 2010. (a) (1) If o Biate ageney or the Secretary,
a8 tho ‘oage mayhe, oraoom-tofoompeminﬁndiohon :

(.

17
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~“(A) has made, or has caused to be made by
another, a false statement or representation of & material
faot knowing it to be false, or has knowingly failed, or
oaused another to fail, to clisclose a material fact, and
“(B) as a result of snch action has received any
payment under this title to which he was not entitled,
such person shall be liable to repay such amount to the
Btate agenoy or the Secretary, as the case may be, iﬁ
lieu of requiring the repayment of any amount under
this paragraph, the State agency or the Secretary, as
the case may be, may recover such amount by deductions
from any benefits fayable to such pemonA under this title.
Any person affected by any such finding by a Btate
agenoy or the Secretary, as the case may be, must be
given an opporiunity for a fair hearing, subject to such

further review as may be appropriate under sectiou
2008 (o)., |
“(2) Any amount repaid to a State agency under para-
graph (1) shall be deposited into the fand from which pay-
ment was made. Any amount repaid to the Secretary under
paragraph (1) shall be returned to the Treasury and credited
to the current applicable appropriation, fund, or account from
wbichpaymmtwuniado. L . '
- “(b) (1) If a State agency or the Secretary finds that
any person has received payment under this tjtle for a-period
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in which he was entitled to receive compensation under any
State law or title XV, or has received payment under State
law or title XV for a period in which he was entitled to
Federal unemployment adjustment benefits, the State agenoy
shall make appropriate adjustments in the Fedenal adjust-
ment acoount and the State fund or acoount: Provided, That,
in any case where the amount of Federal unemployment
adjustment benefits paid an individual exceeds the amount
such individual would have received under State law or
title XV, the Secretary may, in the absence of gross negli-
genoe or intent to defraud the United States, waive the
repayment by the individual of the amount of such excess
benefit payment,

“(3) The State agency shall, in cases arising under sub-
section (b) (1) above, make appropriate adjustments in the
individual’s entitlement to benefits under State law or title
XV and this title,

“INFORMATION

“Sgo. 2011. The State agency shall farnish to the Seo-
retary such information as he may find necessary or appro-
priate in carrying out the provisions of this title.

“PAYMENTS TO BTATES

“SE0, 2012. (s) There shall be paid to each Btate

which has an agreement under this title, either in advance or

' 19
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by way of reimbursement, a3 may be determined by the

Secretary, such sum;,as the Becretery esfimates the.Stata

.will be entjtled to receiye under this. title for each calendar
month, reduced or increased, as the case may be, by: any

sumn by which the Secretary finds that his.estimates for any

 prior calendar months were greater or less than the amounts
'which shonld have been paid to the State. Such estimates

may be made upon the basis of such statistioal, sampling,
o:olharmathodagmybeayeodnponbythoﬁoomhry
and the State agency. “ _ :
“Certification

“(b) The Becretary shall from time to time oertify to
the Bearstary of the Trossury for payment to oach Siato
which has an agreement under this title sums payable to such
State under subsection (a). The Secretary of the Treasury,

. prior to andit or settlement by the General Acoounting Offics,

shall make payment to the State in accordance with such
certification, from the Federal adjustment acoount.

. “Money To Be Used Only for Purposes for Which Paid

“(c) All money paid & State under this title shall be -
used solely for the purposes for which it is paid; and.any
amount so paid which is not used for such purposes shall be
returned, at the time specified in the agreement under this
title, to the Treasury and ‘oredited' to current appl'imble‘
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appropriations, funds, or acoounts from which payments to
States under this title may be made. |

‘ “Surety Bonds

“(d) An agreement under this title may require any
officer or employee of the State certifying payments or dis-
bursing funds pursutmt to the agreement, or otherwise par-
tioipating in its performance, to give & surety bond to the
United Btates in such amount as the Beoretary may deem
nevessary, and may provide for the payment of the cost of
such bond from funds for carrying out the purposes of this
title, | |

“Lmblhty of Certifying Officers

“(e) No person desxgnmd by the Bearétary or demg‘

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

ing officer shall, in the absencs of gross negligence or intent

to defraud the United Btates, be liable with respect to the
payment of any Federal unemployment adjnstment benefits
oertified by him under this title,
“Liability of Disbursing Officers

“(f) No disbursing officer shall, in the absence of gross
negligence o intent to defrsud the United States, be lisble
with reepeot to any payment by him under this titl if it
was based upon a voucher signed by a certifying officer
designated as provided in subséction (e) of this séotion,

21
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“Costs of Administration

“(g) For the purpose of payments made to a State
under title III of the Social Security Act (but not for the
purpose of the limitation specified in section 801 (c) of such
act) sdministration by the Btate agenoy of such State pur-
suant to an agreement under this title shall be deemed to be
a part of the administration of the State law.

~ “BEGULATIONS

“Bro. 2013. The Seoretary"‘is hereby authorized to make .
such rules and regulations as may be necessary to carry out
the provisions of this title. The Secretary shall insofar as
practicable consult with representatives of the State unem-
ployment compensation agencies before prescribing any rules
or reguiations which may aﬁe&t the performance by such
agencies of functions pursuant to agreements under this title,

“DEFINITIONS ‘

“8ro. 2014. For purposes of this title—

“(1) Federal unemployment‘adjmtmant benefit’ means
the cash benefit payable under this title, ’

“(3) “Benfit year’ means the benefit year as defined in
the applioable State law, except that if an individual is pre-
vented from establishing & benefit year by a disqualification
under State law the term ‘benefit year’ shall mean the benefit
year that would have been esﬁblished if a disqualification

had not been imposed.
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“(8) ‘Base period’ means tho base period as deter-
mined under applicable State law for the benefit year.

“(4) ‘Federal benefit period’ means”the three-year
period beginning with the first day of and individual’s benefit
year except that no Federal benefit period shall be estab-
lished for an individual until he has filed a first claim, nor
shall a Federal benefit period be established beginning with
a benefit year whick started Lefore the end of a previously
established Federal benefit period.

“(8) ‘Covered employment’ means employment cov-
ered under any State law and Federal service as defined in
title XV,

“(8) ‘First claim’ means the first claim for determina-
tion of an individual's right to Federal unerployment ad-
justment bonefits with respect to a Federnl benefit period
if it is determined that he has been employed in covered
employment to the extent specified in section 2002 (c),
whether or not any Federal unemployment adjustment bene-
fit is paid.

“(7) ‘High-quarter wages’ means the wages paid in
the calendar quarter of an individual’s base period in which
his total wages were highest.

“(8) ‘Weekly benefit amount’ means the amount of
compensation, including dependents’ allowances, payable
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for & week of total unemployment under the applicable
Btate law or title XV with respect to an individual’s benefit
year with which his Federal benefit period began but if
more than one weekly rate was payable in such benefit year,
then the last weekly rate payable for a week of total unem-
ployment under such law.

“(8) ‘Secretary’ means the Secretary of Labor of the
United States.

“(10) ‘State’ includes the District' of Columbia and the
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico.

“(11) ‘Btate agency’ means the agency of the State
that administers its State unemployment compensation law.
~ “(12) ‘Applicable Btate law’ means the unemployment
ocompersation law of the State, approved by the Secretary
under scotion 8304 of the Federal Unemployment Tax Act,
under which at the time of an individual’s first claim—

(i) he has a current benefit year; or
(ii) if he has no current benefit year, he had his
most recent beuefit year within the Federal benefit

period. - .

“(18) ‘Title XV’ means title XV of the Sovial Security
Act,

“(14) ‘Week of employment’ means & week of employ-
ment a3 defined in the applicable State law.
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. “(15) ‘Week of unemployment’ means a week—

(i) for which ai individual recelved compensation
under State law or title XV o0~ = . e -
1" %(ii) in which an otherwisé eligible individual pér-
formed no work and. received no wagea (or-if an in-
dividual reveived soms wages, s wosk shall be as defined

- in the applioable State law), exoept that for an other-

wise ligible individual who did not reotive unemnploy- -
ment compensation under State law or title XV by

 reason of a State disqualificstion (other than disquali-

fication for fraud, for unemployment due to & !ubor dis-
. pute or for conviotion of a orime arising out of his work)
' wesk of unemployment-shall At indlido & wookbf

disqualifioation béginning earlier than the seventh wsk

-+ following the week in whioch the- disqualifying act oo-
* ourred. With respect to a disqualification for- fraud, for

anemployment due to a labor dispute or for vonviotion of

% umemdngoutofhuworhnoweekofquuahﬁw

honahallbeawoekofnnmﬂoymont.

- *(16) Podaral qualitying period” meaas for sn indi

a mdualhubu&pmodmdﬂmnmmdntely»pmodmglm
2 weehorsquartm,asappropmhundertheapphoablo

23 8th& Lii‘ St TN o hi'{r *



DATA RELATING TO 8. 1091

7

1 8po. 102. The Social Security Aot is amended by adding
3 after title XX thereof (added by section 101 of this Act) the
8 following new title: '
4 ‘“TITLE XXI-MATCHING GRANTS FOR EXCESS
5 COSTS
6 “QUALIFICATIONS AND OONDITIONS
7 “8g0, 2101, Matohing grants shall be made to a Btate
8 with respect to any calendar year after 1965 as provided in -

9 this section if—
10 “(a) the Btate law has been oertified on October
1 318t of such calendar year by the Secretary under sec-
12 tion 3804 (o) of the Internal Revenue Code; and
13 “(b) aftor 1966, ‘he State law has been oertified on
14 October 81st of such oalendar year by the Secretary
16 under section 8309 (8) of the Internal Revenue Code;
16 and ‘ C
" “(0) the head of the State sgency (or the Gover-
18 qor of the State). applies therefor prior to June 1 of the
19 year following the calendar. year for which the grant is
2 requested, and the Secretary determines that the cost
21 of unemployment compensation paid under the Siate law
2 during the calendar year for which the grant is requested,
8 excluding any amount that is reimbursable by the Fed-
% eral government, exoeeded 2 per centum of total wages
% in covered employment for sich calendar year as re- |



DATA RELATING TO 8. 1901

25
ported to the State agenoy before May 1 of the follow-

£

mg year.
“AMOUNT OF GRANTS

1
2
8
4 “Sro. 2102, The matching grant to a Btate with respect
5 to a calendar year shall equal two-thirds of the amount by
6 which the unemployment compensation paid in the State
7 in the calendar year, excoluding any amount that is reimburs-
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 such grant shall be rounded to the nearest
11 dollar, '
12 ' “GERTIFICATION
18 “Sro. 2103. (a) The Secretary shall certify to the
14 Becretary of the Treasury, no later than the June 30th fol-
15 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 sudit
18 or settlement by the General Acoounting Office, transfer
19 from the Federal adjustment account to the account of the
Stato in the Unemployment Trust Fund the amount certified
under this subsection by the Secretary.
“Money To Be Used Only for Purposes Paid

*“(b) Amounts transferred to the account of a State pur-

suant to subsection (s) shall be used only for the payment

xR BB RS
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of compensation to individuals with reepect to their unem-
ployment, exclusive of expenses of administration.”
S80. 108, Tide XX of the Bocial Beourity Act is

(s) inseriing & oomma and the uumeral “VII”
after the numeral “II1"” in section 801 (o) (1) (B) (i) ;

(b) adding the wards “or section 5309” after the
words “under section 8804” in section 903 (b) (1) (B) ;
. (o) adding the following new-sections a4 the end of

the title:

“FEDBRAL ADJVUSTMRNT ACCOUNT

: g ;‘&hbliahment"ol Acoount

“8:0. 906, (s) There is hereby established in the Un-
employment Trust Fund a Federal adjustment acoount, For
the purposes provided for in seotion Y04 (), such acoount
shall be maintained as a separate book account, Any moneys
to the credit of the Federal adjustment socount ave hereby
made available for the payment of Federal unemployment
adjnstment benefits provided by. title XX, the payments o
States provided by section 2005 (d) , and the matohing grants
authorized by title XXT. There are hereby authorised to be
appropristed, without fisoal year limitations, such amounis as

. are neocssary- ‘(ea.repayable advances). for.the payment of

Federal unemployment adjustment benefits provided by title
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. XX; the payments. to Btates. provided. by section 2006 (d)

and. the matohing ;grants suthorized by tily XXL 'The
-WWWWPNMMNMW from time w*
mmmgredpraadnm@namtonmmaw?
mambyﬂ:eﬁmtuyofthal‘rmry after oousaltation

- with the Becrgtary of Labor, of the amounts required to
. make sugh payments,, Amounts trauslerred o repayable ad- .

:vanoes shall be repaid; without interest, by, transfors from the
Federal adjustment socount to &ogm@fﬂgﬂé{ﬁpm

ey, ot s Gogs 32 o ot fn ghe Foderal. adjusment
- apoount s determined by the Secrpiary.of the Treasury, in.
oongaltation with the Seareary.of Labor th be adequate for

. such purpose., . |

, “Iransfor From Employment: Security; Administration
Aocoount.;

.+ “(b) (1) Boginning on Jsnury. 1, 1988, the Searetary

ofdne’l‘lwuryshnllmderuofthooloseofwhmmh'
from the employment seourity administration account to the!

 Foderal adjustment scoount an amount. detepmined by him
.40 oqual threevelovenths (oxoept that: wheo ﬂlo,Eqderd e

employment rate has. boenndqoedinmm with seor:
tion 830 (b) of the Interns] Revenue. Oode, of 1964 tho
;Prtion shall by opeith). of the smount by whidh— - -

U4 dmater g the mpﬂoymmmnv sdins:.
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istration account parsusat to subseation (b) (3): of set-
tion 901 during such month; exoeed '

“(B) payments during sach month from the em-
ployment security administration acoount pnrsuaat to
mbsections (b) (3) aud (d) of section 901,

If for any such month the payments referred to in paragraph
(B) exceed the transfers referred to in paragraph (4),
proper adjustments shall be made in the amounts subse-
quently transferred. ; o ' |
“(3) ‘Beginning on January ‘1, 1967; the Secretary
shall traaufer from the employment security administeation

- acoount to the Federal a.djumnent acoount an amount deter-

mined by a formnla comparable to that provided in para-
graph (1) applied to the increase in oredits to the employ-
ment seourity administration aocount resulting from the

- enactment of mtion 8801 (s) (2) of the Internal Revenue

Code of 1954.
“Authorimhon of Appropﬁaﬁon

(o) Begmmng on January 1, 1087, there is hmby'
appropriated, out of any moneys in' the Treasury not other-

- wise appropriated, sn ainodns equal to the amoutt deter-
"mined under subseetion’ (b), above. Such appropristions

sball remain availsble until expenilad atd they shall bé trazs-
ferred oach month from this appropeiation into the Poderal . .
sdjusiment acoount in the Unemployment Trust Fund in



W WM = D A e D 8 ek

& B B 8

' DATA REJATING. TO 8. 1001

.an amount equal to one-half of the amount of payments made

from the Federsl adjustment acoount under titles XX. and
XXI during that month and preceding months with respeot
to whioh transfers under this subsection have not previously
been made. .

4. “(d) (1) :The Besvelary of the Tressury shall deter-

mine on September 30 of any fiscal year the balance in the
F_edomludjusunont aooount; whioh halanoe shall include not

only. the oash balance but slso any amount appropriated
under subsection (c) above and not, transferred to the ao-

ocount. _— : S
. *(2) Whenever the Secvetary of the Tmmry detec-
mincs that the balance. in the Federal adjustment acoount
equals or exoeeds the higher of (s) $850 million or (b)
0.35 percent of the total wages subject to contributions under
all State unemployment compensation laws for the imme-
diately proceding oalendar year, the excise tax imposed by
section 3301 {s). of the Tntarnal Revenne Code of 1054 shal

be reduced for that tax year as provided in seotion 8801 (b) -

of the Internal Revenno Qodo of 1054, o
“DUTING OP THR SRORETARY OF LABOR
“Swo. 910. The Becretary of Labor shall perform the

.dutics imposed upon him by this Aot and shall also have

the duty of studying and making .recorumendations as to

81
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1 “the’ moét effootiydmethods. of providing economi security
g through unemployment compensation andu"ti}héiﬁhﬁon
3 and matters of administrative foliey concerning memploy-
4 ment compensation and aocident:compensations, and related
§ subjects.”

6

B R BERSE B

“‘bnnmmwmmmwimmmm

“8g0. 911.+(a) - The Secrstary of Labor shialls- ¢ - T
#(1) " establish: & continiuing' and comprebensive

- . program of research to evaluaté the mmplﬂym&tgooﬁx-
. pensation system. | Suoh research shall nolude; bt nat

be limited to, & program of factual studies covering the

- voléof nnemployl;ieml_wmlienuﬁnh uoder varying pat-

terms of ‘unemployment,- thé: relationship between tho
unemployn@&ntddﬁtpeﬁ&ﬁdn aiid other social insurance
programs, the effect of Btate eligibility and disqualifios-
tion - provisions, - thapersond characteristios, family

. situations, employment background:sad experience of
‘slaimants, with thie’ results of such' studies ¢o be made

“(2) establish s program of research to develop,
88 soon 88 possible; plans-respecting coverage of all ex:

- cluded “groups;- with- first~ attention * o'/ agrioultural
- avorkers, particularly migratory workers, and domestio

workers .in privats houscholds, azid develop a program
of information, encouragement, and indnoement to pro-
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mate aovernge of employees.of States and. their politioal
*“Authorisation of Appropriations
.“(b)_To assist in the establishmens and provide.for the
continuation of the. comprehensive research program relat-

ing to the_unemployment compensstion. system, there are

hereby suthorised to be appropriated for: the: fiscal -year
ending June 30, 1966, the sum of $5,000,000, aud for each
fisoal. year thereafter such sums. ag maybenaoemry to
carry out the purposes of this title, . From the sums herein

-authorized to he appropripted the Secretary may -provide

for the conduot of such research through grants or. contrsote.
“TBAINING GRANTS POB, UNEMPLOYMENT
opupnnuimx PERSONNEL -

“Spo. 912. (s) Tn order to assist in ingreasing the
effectiveness and efficiency. of adminisiration of the un-
employment, compenation program by, inoressing the nume
bey of adequately trained personnel, there are: hereby an-
thorized to be appropriated for the fisoal year ending June
80, 1966, the sam of $1,000,000, and for cach fisoal year

thereafter woh sums, a8 may be negessary for training ok

WOL T Ax" s Tehe L IR ~*.“ ot
- i ¥*(b) (1) From the.sums sppropriated in subsection (a).
the Bearetary shall provide (A).direetly er. through. grants
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to or oontracts with public or nonprofit private institutions of
higher learning for training personnel who are employed or
preparing for employment in the administration of the un-
employment compensation program, including claims deter-
minations and adjudioation and (B) " directly or through
grants to or contracts with publio or nonprofit private agen-
cies or institations, for special courses of studf or seminars of
short duration (not in excess of one year) for training of
such personnel, and (O) directly or through grants to or
contracts with public or mnonprofit private institutions of
higher learning, for establishing and maintaining fellowships
or traineeships for such personnel at such institutions, with
such stipends and allowanoes as may be permitted by the
Secretary.

“(2) The Secretary may, to the extent he finds suoh
action to be necessary, prescribe requirements to assure that
any individual will repay the amounts of his fellowship or
traineeship received under this subsection to the extent such
individual fails to serve, for the period prescribed by the
Becretary, with a Btate agency or with the Federal Gov-
ernment, in connection with administration of any State em-
ployment security program. The Searetary inay relieve any
individual of his obligation to 8o repay, in whole or in part;
whenever and to the extent that requirement of such repay-

"ment would, in his judgment, be inequitable or would be
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oontrary to the purposes of any of the programs established

by this Act.”

TITLE II—-AMENDMENTS TO0 THE FEDEBRAL UN-
EMPLOYMENT TAX ACT IN THE INTERNAL
REVENUE OODE OF 1954

EMPLOYBRS OF ONB OB MOBRE WORKERS
Sro. 201, Section 8308 of the Internal Revenue Code
of 1954 is amended by striking out subsection (a).
INCREASED TAX ON EMPLOYRES
Seo. 202, Effective July 1, 1968, section 8301 of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 is amended to read as

follows: .

“8g0. 3801, (a) (1) There is hereby imposed on every
employer for the calendar yonr 1967 and for each calendsr
year thereafter an excise tax, with rexpect to baving individ-
unls in his employ, equal to 8.25 percent of the total
wages (a8 defined in section 8806 (b) ) paid by him during
the calendar year with respect to employment (as defined
in section 8306 (o) ) after December 31, 1988.

“(2) There is hereby imposed on every employer for
the calendar year 1966 an excise tax with respect to having

“individuals in his employ equal to 8.1 percent of the total

wages (as defined in seotion 8806 (b) )- paid by him during
the first six months of such odenduyecrwithmpeotto'

35
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employment (as defined in section 3306(c)) and 8.26
percent of the portion of such wages paid during the sec-
ond six months of such calendar year. K
- “(b) Forany year in which the Secretary of the Treas-
ury determines that the balance in the Federal adjustment
aooount equals or exoeeds the limits provided by subseotion
(d) (1) ofsecﬁonﬂOBofthoBooialﬂeourityAc_t,thehx
imposed by this section shall be 3.20 percent of. the total
wages (as defined in section 3306 (b) ) paid by him during
such year.”
NONPROFIT ORGANIZATIONS -
8eo. 208. (a) Paragraph (8) of section 3806 (c) of
the Internal Revenue Oode of 1954 is amended to read as
follows: '
“(8) (A) service performed by & duly ordsined,
commissioned, or licensed minister of & church in the
exercise of his ministry or by & member of a religious
. order in the exercise of duties required by such order; or
“(B) sorvice performed in a sheltered workshop
owned or operated by an organization described in seo-
tion 501 (o) (8) which is exempt from inoome tax under
seotion 501 (8), other than servioe. parformed by i
struotors, foremen, or other regular staff of the workshop.
As nsed in this subparagraph the term ‘sheltered work-
shop’ means a facility conducted for the purpose (i) of
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carrying out & program .of rehabilitation for iﬁdividnals
whose earning capacity is impaired by age or physicsl
or mental deficiency or injury, or (ii) of providing
remunerative work for individuals who because of thelt
impaired physical or mental capacity oannot be readxl§
sbsorbed in the opmpetitive labor market; or !

religious organization, if the remunerstion for such serv-
ioe isat'tmto‘of pay less than $15 per week; or ; ;
“(D) service performed for an organizationf dq;
soribed in section 501 (o) (8) which is exempt. from,
inoome tax under- section 501 (a). as part of an wmemy!
. ployment work-relief or work-training: program assistedl!
or financed in whole or in part by any Federal agency'
or an agenoy of s Siate or political subdivigion thereof.**
Definition of Contributions for Nonprofit Orgsmzahons
(b) Seotion 3306 (g) of the Internal Revenue Code of

1954 is amended by deleting the poriod at tho end thereof,

21
substituting & oomms, and adding: “and in the case of an

organisation desoribed in . section 501 ().(3) wlnol;
exempt from income tax under section 501 (a) and sorvj 8,
for which are covered by & State: mnemployment compen;,

, sation law, ‘contributions’ means any, payment required by..

& State law to be made hy such_orgenisation ioto. an ung,
employment fand, to the extent that snch payments are madg;.

. “(0) serviop performed -on s part-time basis for s

37
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1 byit without being deducted or deductible from the remuner-
3 aton of individuals in itsemploy.” |

8 Finaneing for Nonprofit Organizations ‘
4 (¢) Bection 8808 (a) -of the Internal Revenue Code of
0 1954 is amended by adding at the end thereof: “Without
6 - regard to the limitations of this scction, 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
1
12 of sorvice performed for such organisations in the same’

13 amount, on the sune terms, and subject tv the same condi-

e — Y

 the payment of unemployment compensation on the basis

14 tions as unemployinent compensation on the basis of service
16 performed for other employers under the Stato unemploy-

16' ment compensation law.”
REMPLOYEB

v B0, 204, Section 3806(i) of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1954 is amcnded to read as follows: “For purposes

 of this chapter the term ‘employee’ means employee as de-

 fined in subseotion 8121 (d).” |

| : AGBIOULTURAL LABOR

 §m0. 205 Beotion 8306 of the Internal Revenue Code-

" of 1954 is amended by— -

() deloting subsection (k),

28 5 3

{

2 B.B R
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1 (b) unmdingpmgmph (1) of subsection (o) to resd
2 as follows: :
3 “(1) agricultural labor (as deﬁnod in subsection
4 8121 (g)) uﬂwpeﬁonnodforquhyerwhodnrmg
5 any one of the calendar quarters of & taxable year used
8 - 800 ur more man-days of hired farm lsbor as defined in
7 subsection (o) of this section.” P
8 (o) addmgattheendofthemonnowmbmm
9 (o) and (p) es follows:
10 “(0) for purposes of this chapler, ‘mnn—dsy’mm
n any day in which an employee performs agnoulhml
13 . labor (as defined in subsection 8121(g)) sod ‘hired -
18 farm labor’ inolndes the servioes of any employes par-
14 forming agrioultural labor for an emiwloyer. exoept serv-
15 ioes performed by his spouse, parents, or children under
16 91 yoars of oge, and services as defined in section
17 8121(b) (16).” |
18 . “(p) The provisions of section 3131 (o) shall be

19 applicable to this seotion.”
20 ‘ MARITIMB BEMPLOYERS .

21 8go. 206. (a) Bubsection (a) (1) of section 8302 of
22 the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 is smended by striking
28 “The” and inserting the following clause at the beginning of
24 the first sentence: “(1) Exoept as provided in subseotion
25 (f) of section 3805, the”.
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-(b) Bubsection (f) of section 8305 .of the Internal

Revenue Code-of 1954 is amended by changing the period

at the end thereof to & colon and adding thereafter the fol-

““lowing: “Provided, That such' person shall not be entitled to
the uredit permitted by sdotion 8803 against the tax imposed
by seotion 8301 with respect to the amount of contributions

paid by bim fato the unemployment fund maiotained wnder
- the wnemployment compensation law of & Btate if on Octo-

ber 81 of any taxable year after 1866, the Secretary of Labor
vertifies to the Beorotary his finding, after reasonable notice
&nd opportunity for hearing'to the State agenoy, that the

' unemployment compensation law of such State is inoonsistent
’ withtany one or more of the conditions set forth in this sub-

gection or that the:State has failed. substantially to comply
with any snch condition or condjtions. with-respect to the
taxable year.” S
DEFINITION OF WAGES -

8ro. 207, Section 3306(b) of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1954 is amended by inserting after the amount
“43,000” wherever it appears the following: “for calendar
years through 1966, 85,600 for calendar years 1967 through

1870, and $6,600 for calendar years thereafter”,
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EXPERIENCS RATING FOR POOLED FUNDS -

880, 208: (s) Subsection (a) (1) of section 8808 of

the Internal Revenue Codo of 1954 is amended to resd as

follows: - -

& pooled fund;” -

(b) Bubeection (a) of section 8308 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 is amended to delete ““(1),” and the
oomms after “(2)” from the phrase. preceding the first
comma of the last paragraph thereof. . ;

(o) Bubseotion (o) -of seotion 5803 of the Internal
Revenue Codo of 1954 is smended by deleting paragraph
(8) and amending paragraph (8) toreuiufollbwa:

“(8) ReoucEp RATB.~The term ‘reduced rete’

means a rate of contributions lower than 2.7 percent.”
BENEFIT REQUIREMENTS

8ro. 209. The Internal Revenue Code of 1954 is hereby

-amended by renumbering.present sectior 8809 as seotion

8310 and inserting a new section 8809 as follows: -
- “Sgpo, 8809. (a) . OreTIFIOATION.~On Ootober 81,

1967, and Qotober 81 of each calendar year thereafter, the

+--“(1) »redunoed rate of contributions is permitted to

4

Becretary of Labor shall certify to the Secretary each State -



42

© ® a9 B N W A

10

8 R B EBERBE B

DATA RELATING TO B, 19001

40

whose law he finds is in accord with the requirements of sub-
section (o) and has been in aocord with such requirements
for substantially all of the 12-month period ending on such
Ootober 81 (exoept that for 1967, it shall be the 4-month
period ending on Ootober 81) and that there has been sub~
stantial compliance with such State law requirements during
mich period. The Seoretary of Labor shall not withhold his
certifioation to the Secretary unless, after reasonsble notios
and opportunity for hearing to the State agency, he finds that
the State law is not in acoord with the requiremenis of sub-
section (o) or has not been in aocord with such requirements
for substantially all of the 12-month period ending on such
October 81 (except that for 1967, it shall be the 4-month
period ending on October 81) or that there has bean  failure
to comply substantially with such State law requirements dur-
ing such period. For any Btate which is not certified under .
this subsection on any October 81, the Searetary of Labor
shall within 10 days thereafter notify the Secretary of the
reduction in the credit allowable to taxpayers subject to the
unemployment compensation law of such State pursuant to
section 3302 (0) (4). '

“(b) Norion 170 GOVERNOR OF NONCEBTIFICATION.—

“If at any time the Secretary of Labor has reason to be-
lieve that & State may not be certified under subsection (a)
he shall promptly notify the Governor of such State.
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“(0) RaQuIRaMRNTS.—

“(1) WiTH RRSPROT TO EBNBPIT YRARS BBGIN-

-NING ON OB AFTAR JULY 1, 1067~

“(A) the State law shall not require that an
individual have more than 20 weeks of employment
(or the equivalent as provided in subsection (4))
in the base period to qualify for unemployment oom-
pensation;

“(B) the BState law shall provide that the
weekly benefit amount of any eligible individual
for & week of total unemployment shall be (i) an
amount (exclusive of allowanoes with respect to
dependents) oqual to at least one-half of such in-

. dividual's average weekly wage as determined by

the Btate agency, or (ii) the State maximum
weekly benefit amount payable with respect to such
woek under such law, whichever is the lesser;
“(0) the Btate Iaw shall provide for an indi-
vidual with 20 weeks of employment (or the equiva-
lent) in the base period, benefits in & benefit year
equal to at least 26 times his weekly benefit amount.

22 “Any weekly benefit amount payable under a State law

4

Py may be rounded to an even dollar amount in accordance

24 with such State law.

N-410-68-4
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“(2) The State maximum weekly benefit amount
shall be no. less- than 663 percent of the Statewide
average weekly wage most recently computed before
the beginning of any benefit year, exoept that, for

‘benefit years beginning: between -July 1, 1967, and

June 80, 1969, such' amount shall be no less than 50
peroent of such Statewide average weekly wage, and
for benefit years beginning between July 1, 1069, and
Juse 80, 1971, such amount shall be 1o less than 60
percent of such Statewide average weekly wage. .
+%(8) -In determining whether an individual has 20

weeks of employment, there must, be -counted ss &

woek, any week in which the individoal earned at
least 25 percent of the Statewide average weekly wage;

“(4) For:the purpase of subsections (o) (1) (A)
and (C), the equivaleut of 20 weeks of employment
in a State which uses high-quarter wages is total base
period wages, equal to five times the Statewide average
weekly wage, und either one and one-half times the

 individual's high-querter carnings .or forty times his
. weekly benefit amount, whichever is appropriate ander
. State law, .

“(d) DarrvrrioNs,—
“(1) ‘benefit year' means & period as. defined in
Btate law except that it shall not exceed one year be-
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ginnmg subsequent to' the end"of an- individual’s base
period. ..t o wl .. o
. *(3) fbase period’ means s period"as-defined in
State law bat it shall be ffty-two conseaitive weeks, one
year, or four o&nsoohtive -oaléndar quarters onding{not"

"7 earliopthan six monghy’ prior to the wmninz of an
T mdl"dull’. mngm - '_:2‘ T

“8) ‘high—qwm wages' Imeans tho amount of

. -wages' for- services performed it ‘employment covered

nnderthoﬂhtehwwdtoanindwidmlinthuqnm

' of his base period in which such' wages were highest,
. irvespective:of-the Limitation or the 'amotint of wages

subjeot {0 contributions under sk State law.’ !
“ (4) ‘individual’s svarage woekly wage’ means a
amouwdompmod equal to (A)  one-thifteenth of ad

- individual's hxgh-qmrter wages, in a Bmwhmh bases

ehgibmtyonhigh-qurmgapddinthebmpmod
or (B) in any other Bate, the smount obtained by
dividing the total amiount of wages- (irreepeotive of the
limitation onthommofmmbmummj

. tions under the State-law). paid to such individual during -
. his base period by the number of weeks in which he per- -

formed services in employment covered under moh law”
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4(B) ‘statewide avarage weekly. wage’ means the
amount computed by the State agency at least once
mhyegronthobaﬁudthawhmwntpfm

. irvespective of the limitation. on the amount of wages

subject to oontributions under such. State law, reported

by employers as paid for- sorvioes covered under, such

State law during the first. four of the last.six completed
ulonduqnntenpxiozwﬁeeﬂeoﬁveduoonhpoom-
putation, divided by a figure representing fiffy-two times
the twelve-month average of the number of:employees
in the pey period ending nearest the ffteenth dsy of each

, monthdnnngthnumofowodendnqmuro-j
 ported by such employers,” . '

LIMITATION ON ORBUIT AGAINST TAX
880, 210. (s) Section 3302 of. tho Inmnul Rovenuo'

. Code of 1954 is amended byuldmguﬂleendolsubaeoaon
- (o) thereof a new paragraph (4) as follows:

“(4). If the unemployment compensation law of s
State has not been oertified for a twelve-menth period
ending on - Ogtober 81 pursuant to section 3809 (a),
then the total oredits (after applying subseotions ‘(a) and-
(b) and parsgraphs (1), (2), and (8) of this sub-
section) otherwise allowable under this section for the
mbloywmbvhwhmohanberummthem
of a taxpayer mbpot to the mmploymt compense-
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" ton law of such Biste shall be reduced by the aoun by
which 2.7 perouns exoeeds thefir-year benelscont rto
‘spplioable to sl Stato for such taxsble year in socord-
mm&mmnmumsomomwm
suant to section 8309 (s).”

e by sbiig ho e 4" o ho b
“Soyodr” R ‘
(o) The heading for paragraph: (8) ‘of subsection (d)
of seotion 8802 is revised to read “4-YRAR BENBFIT CORT
RATB”, and the paragraph is smended to read:
- “or purposes of subseotion: (o) (4) and subpara-
graph. (0) ‘of mbsection (o) (3), the four-yeer benefk
| ooum.pphmmotmysmfomywwﬂm
that percentage obtsined by dividing— |
- “(A) One-fourth of the total compensation paid
 under the State unemployment compensation law

the first calendar yoar preceding such tazable your,
* * “(B) Ahe total of the remunerstion subject to
- omtributions under the State unemployment com-
.thﬁ&mhﬁéﬁwuhﬁnyw
prooeding such-table year.  Recwneratin’ for

 (b) Saboeation (o) (8) (O) (i) of section 3803 "

during the four-year period ending at the close of

47
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. the- purpose of this subpardgraph M-includo the

amountofwlgecformoovm&underthe.

f«Bmhwmupoouvedﬂhohmmhond:theamom’*

o of wngwaub)eot to-contribations under, moh Btite -

Jaw paid to an individudl by an mnployer dunng

-+ ey calendar year begiuming -with- 1966 up. w
.. $5,600,; and begmmng with. 1871, up to_$6,600;

for Btates for which it is necessary, the Secretary of

. Labor shall qmmm the remuneration with respect
to_the calondar. year proceding.the taxable yeat.”
ADDITIONAL TRRMS AND ooxnmbus r

.. Bro. 211, ‘Bestion . 3804 (a) - of the Internal Revenué

13 Oode of 1954 is amended by adding s a\fter pmmph (6) the

- 36

M, following new paragraphs: . L. 1-.;
15 “(7) oompenuuonmaynmbedemd in'mch sm-

. .%o any otherwise eligible individual for 4 period in-excess
17 .. of the week in-which the disqualifying ack occurred and
18, thommdmgmxweebbymwnofasmoduthﬁ&
19, :cation except that~. . Gl
20 “(i) oomppnmtion‘xmay be denied in accord-
3 . anoo with.the rond disqualficeion of the appliable
2 amhwbutnomohduqnanﬁauonformdmay
z acoodgpenodofwmonthsbeginqmgwithm

ey o ol
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- “(ii) compensation may be denied for unem-
ployment due to a labor dispute in accordance with
the applicahle State law; and '
“(iii) compensation may be denied for a period
not to exceed 52 weeks heginning with the date of
oonviotion of a orime arising in connection with his
work; - '

“(8).an individual is required to have had some
work, whether or not in covered employment, since the
heginning of a henefit year as defined in section 3309
(d) (1) in order to qualify for unemployment compen-
sation in his next benefit year; -

“(9) compensation shall not be.denied to any oth-
erwise eligible individual for any week of unemploymeat
during his bensfit year by reason of cancellation or
reduction of his wage eredits or benefit rights;

“(10) compensation shall not be denied in such

49

Btate to an otherwise eligible individual for any week

hecanse he is in training with the approval of the State
agency and such individual shall not be deemed to be

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

availability- or active search for work requirements of

: -thosmlaworbyreasdnofhishnvingrefusedtoaceept

work;



DATA BELATING TO 8. 1901

48
1 “(11) oompensation shall not be denied or rednoed
2 in such State to an otherwise eligible individual solely
3 because he files a claim in another State or in Canada or
4 because he resides in another State or in Canada at the
5 time he files & olaim for unemployment compensation.”
6 CHANGB IN OBRTIFICATION DATE
7 8ro. 212, (a) Section 8802(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 “oertified”;
1 (2) deleting the period at the end thereof and add-
12 ing the following: “for the 13-month period ending on
13 October 81 of such year.”
14 (b) Section 3802 (b) of such Code is amended by—

16 (1) deleting the phrase “for the taxable year” fol-
18 lowing the word “oertified”;
17 (2) inserting after the words “section 3808 the

18 following: “for the 12-month period ending on Ootober
19 81 of such year”;

20 (8) deleting the phrase “throughout the taxsble
21 year” following the words “required to pay i’ and
2 substituting therefor “in such 12-month period”.

2 (0) Seotion 8808 (b) (1) of such Code is amended to
24 road as follows:

2 “(1) On October 81 of each calendar year, the
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Secretary of Labor shall certify to the Secretary the law
of each Btate (certified by the Secretary of Labor as
provided in section 3304 for the 12-month period on
such October 31) with respect to which he finds that
reduced rates of contributions were allowable with re-
spect to such 12-month period only in accordance with
the provisions of subsection (a).”

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

(1) deleting the phrase “taxable year” where it
first appears and substituting therefor ‘“12-month period
ending on October 81”; )

(2) deleting the phraso “on December 31 of such
taxable year” following the words “the Secretary of
Labor shall” and substituting therefor “‘on such October
81”;

(8) deleting the words “taxable year” following the
phrase “contributions were allowable with respect to
such” and substituting therefor “12-month period”.

() Section 3303 (h) (3) of such Code is amended hy—

(1) deleting the phbrase “taxable year” where it
first appears and substituting therefor “12-month period
ending on October 31”;

(2) deleting the phrase “taxable vear” where it
next appears and substituting therefor “12-month

period”,

51
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(f) Section 3304 (o) of such Code is amended by—

(1) deleting the initial phrase “On December 31
of each taxable year” and substituting therefor “On
October 31 of each calendar year”;

(2) deleting the phrase “such taxable year” in the
first sentence and substituting therefor “the 12-month
period ending on sach Ootober 31”. .

(g) Beotion 8304(d) of such Code is amended by
delet:ng the initial phrase “If, at any time during the taxable
year,” and substituting therefor “If at any time”.

TITLE ITI-MISCELLANEQOUS
APPOINTMENT OF SPEOIAL ADVISOBY COMMISSION

BE0. 301. (a) The Secretary shall, three years after the
date of enactment of this Act, appoint a Special Advisory
Commission on Unemployment Compensation for the pur-
pose of reviewing the Federal-State program of unemploy-
ment compensation \and making recommendations for im-
provement of the system, with particular reference to the
changes made by this Act, incuding the financing of the
Federal unemployment adjustment benefits program estab-

- lished by this Act, ﬂle.gxaduﬁ.ted increase in the maximum

weekly benefit amount provided by section 209 of this Act,
the wage and employment qualifying requirements for
unemployment compensation under State laws, and making
recommendations with respect to the relationship between
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unemployment comipensation and other socia) insurance pro- |
grams, snd-any other matters bearing or the Federal-State
unemployment ‘conipensation program, ¥ ‘

* (b} The Gommission shall b¥ appointed by the Secre-
tary without regard to the civil service hmundahalloonmt

“of 12 persons who slall be representatives of employers and
" employees in‘squal number, tepresctitatives of State snd Fed-

eral agencies conoerned with thé aftministration of the unem-

ployment compensation program; other persons with special

knowledge, experience, of qualifications with veapect to suct
& program, and members of the- publio,
(¢) The Gommission s sathorized to-engage such fock
nical assistance as may be required to oarry out its funotions,
sud the Beoretary shall, in addition, make availsble:to tho
Commission such secretarial, clerical, anid other assistance,
and such pertinent data prepared by the Department of Labor
a8 it may require to cary out such functions;’ ‘
(d) The Commission shall make a report of its findingy
and recommendations  (inoluding recommendations for
changes in the provisions of the Social Security Aot and the
Federal Unemployment Tax Act) o the Secretary, such re-
port o be submitted not later than two years after it com-
menoes its review, after which date such Commission shall

oease to exist.
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~ {e) Members of the Commission who are not regular
full-time employees of the United States shall, while serving
on business of the Commipsion, be entitled to receive com-
pensa,_tion a4 rates fixed by the Secretary, but not exoeeding

~$100 per ‘day, inoluding travel time;. qnd while so_serving
- away from their homes or regular places of business, they

may be allowed travel expenses, including. per diem jn lieu
of subsistence, as authorized by section 4 of the Administra-
tive Expenses Act of 1946 (5 U.8.0. 786-2) for persons in
Government. service employed intermittently.
EFFEOTIVE DATES

80. 302. The amendments made by seotions 201, 208
(s), 204, and 205 of this Aot shall apply with respect to
remuneration paid after December 31, 19686, for services per-
formed after that date., The amendments made by section
208 (b) and (o) and by section 208 shall be effective Janu-
ary 1, 1965, The amendments made by section 211 shall be
effective July 1, 1967, :The amendments made by section
212 shall be effective January 1, 1966.



- SUMMARY OF 8. 1991

The Employment Security Amendments of 1965 would broaden the
coverage, str:iﬁthen the financing and improve the benefits of the
present Foderal State unemployment insurance system, The bill
would also establish & %manenc national program of Federal unem-
ployment adjustment benefite for the long-term unemployed: with
substantial labor force attachment. =~ - - - ¢ :

A, COVBRAGE AND FINANCING

1. Coverage of the Federal Unemployment Tax Act would be
extended: To employers of 1 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 projects assisted or financed by Governinent,
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 in a quarter (700,000 workers);
and to workers excluded by present reliance on the master-servant
test (250,000 workers), - S T

2. Experience-rating standards would be modified so that pooled-
fund laws (all K:esent State laws) could varg employer tax rates in
any- way established by State legislature and allow special arrange-
ments to finance benefits to employees of nonprofit organizations.

3. Wages-taxable under the 'A.would be increased from $3,000
to the new FICA level—§5,600 through 1970, 86,600 thereafter. -

4. For any year for which a State’s unemployment benefit costs
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. - T .

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

B. REGULAR BENEFITS (STATE) .

1. As a condition of entitling emgloyers to full tax credit, State
law must provide individual weekly benefits of at least half the indi-
vidual’s wage, unless that would exceed the State maximum. The
State maximum for 1967 must be at least half the statewide average
woekly wage in covered employment; up to at least two-thirds of that
average by 1971. No worker may be required to have more than 20-
woeks of employment (or the equivalent) in his base period. Workers.
with that much employment must have potential duration of at least
26 weeks. : -

58
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2. If a State’s benefit formuls does not meet these requirements,

o Federal tax credit to employers would be limited to the State's 4-year

e benefit cost rate or 2.7 t, whichever is lower. Admm
ismtxvo grants would not be aﬂ‘ ted.
3. To entitle employers to any tax crodl 4
‘{:x) The Staw w must prohibit denml of beneﬂts becausa the

individual is taking training approved by the agency. :
. {b) The Stata law must not deny: or reduce benefits because the
R individual in or resides in, another-State or Canada. - -

()] Except or-labor disputes, fraud, and conviction of a crime

. arising in connection with work, no. dlsq alification can exceed

, postponemont of benefits for 6 wockn followmg the. week in which
ls'i] ying act ocourred. . -

(d) he State law must deny bene\ﬁte to workers who have not

had some work since the beginning of the previous benefit year,

4, Maritime employers can receive no tax credit for contributions to

8 Stat«o which does not:meet the requirement, now in section 3305(f)

of Fedeml Unemployment “Tax- Act, for équal m-eatment of ‘seamen.

C O nnmu. umvm.omw'r Anmmrm uxnms (mu)

1. A new Federal bened program would be, eetablished for those
unemployed more than 26, weeks who ave had at least 26 weeks of
employmant in the State bese period and 78 weelm of employment

in that period and.the 3. Zem Alternatiye_formulag
apply for States that, dn mt use W employment in cheu- qualify-

reg efits would be pand at the State weakly mte, for a; total of .

26 times such weekly rate over a.3-year period. -
3. Benefits would generally be.paid.under terms and oondmons of

Stato law but disqualificstions would be limited to a 6-week,post-
ponement for causes other than labor dispute, fraud, refusal to acoept
or continue t -and conyiotion .of a:ocrime connected with -
clmmant’s work eml duquahﬁomons are p;ov:ded for laqt three

causes. .
Co e OTEIBQEANGIG;v.‘;n:'-“'\.‘,..

1. Legxslauve mandato is Elven for & reaearch program ‘o un-
J:loyment, compensatmn and for a program of training for gresont

p ective unemployment comp:nsation 8
tg blishes aef";pmember Specli)al Admo;?ﬂ Cominisgion, to be

. ted by Secretary, to study unemployment comps tion,
: partmcularly changes mm{e by the act, and to recommen prove:, :

% The certification date for tax credit changed from December 31.
to October 81, -



STATEMENT IN EXPLANATION OF . 1991

This bill w&\ddbmodpdammze' tﬁl: el;‘ietderal-State unetx:g)loyment com-
pensation system by updating ben ovigions, extending coverage,
strengthening financing, anxﬁf . encopmlgng improved :dlglsnismﬁon.
Unemployment compensation is an essential ient of a positive
manpower program a8 it operates in a free economy. It backstops
the other elements of ‘s manpower program by providing prompt
cash replacement of wages lost by unemployed workers, thereby
agsuring to the worker and his family money to buy the necessities
of life, and automatically supporting the overall purchasing power of .
the communiti. Even while the worker is employed, unemployment
compensation helps to relieve him of the fear of future unemployment,
thus giving hiin greater security. .. ‘ '

Unemployment compensation is a valuable first line of defénse
against the adverse effects of unemployment. Benefit payments go
to & worker as a matter of right, at the time he loses his wages, ins
of a8 & matter of need after he has exhausted his savings, liquidated
his other assets—possibly even his life insurance and his home.. -

Although unemployment insurance is not a cure for unemployment,
nor the only measure to deal with the problem, it is a valuable device, .
because of its automatic response to economijo.conditions. The billions
of dollars paid out in unemplglyment 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 decrease any downward spiral. It thus.
operates to curtail the spread of unemployment. ) ,

" When unemployment. compensation was enacted, it was said that
more than four-fifths of the urban families on relief were destitute
because of unemployment.  Today, it is said. that only 6 percent of
our poor families are headed by an unemployed member of the labor
force, and only one third of all families with an unemployed head are

assed as poor. (One major reason is the unemployment compensation

o’lge unemployment compensation program is now 30 years old and
we have learned two extremely important lessons from 1ts 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 the country.. On the other hand, we have
had the opportunity to see that it has inadequacies, and is not always
as effective ae it should be. ‘
The bill is intended to make improvements desig:od to enable the
tem to fulfill ita role more effectively. Many jobs are not covered.
early half of the claimants receive a benefit below the 50-percent .
wage replacement—which has always' been 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
o : 57
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still looking for work when they exhaust their benefits. In a number
Enoviedge of the Proprants pcratiots A objsctvas, pus e

owledge of the s o ns and objectives, plus ig- -
trative weaknesses, have led mmh on the :)rogrm:

Trrun I or S. 1901

AMENDMENTS TO THE S0CIAL SECURITY ACT

The first title contains amendments to the Social Security Act,
adding a new pmﬁmn of Federal benefits for the long-term unem-
ployed, rovidinsa ederal matching grants for excess benefit costs, and
speci iman ting Federal research in unemployment com

on as well as training for those operating the program in the States.

FEDERAL UNEMPLOYMENT ADJUSTMENT BENBFITS (FUAB)

In prosperous 1963, nearly 2 million workers were unemployed 27
or more weeks. During an average week of 1964, 14 percent of the
unemployed, excluding the new entrants under 20, had been con-
tinuously jof;less more than 6 months, while in 1087, also a prosperous
year the comparable was only 9 t. Many of these long-
term unemployed had long’ histories of regular employment. They
were the victims of automation, structural economic change, obsoles-
cence of occupation, hiring n? limits and other obstacles to reemploy-
ment in today’s economy. It is i;n&ortant. in both human and eco-
nomjc terms to get these workers back into Sroductive employment as
quickly as possible, with the least personal hardship, and the least
waste of their skills, This process will, in many cases, involve a
number of personal and oq:ltlnfational adjustments by the worker.
The necessary adjustments will be facilitated by income maintenance
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-
tection afforded by State laws, | "

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 egrovided a8 & new title XX of
the Social Security Act. These benefits would be provided for long-
term unemployed workers with a record of stro:ﬁ prior attachment .
to the labor force. They would be available at all times, not just in
recesaions, since the experience of 1063 and: 1964 demonstrates that
even in roalierous times; substantial numbers of workers are un-
employed for long periods. ‘ 4
Substance of the FUAB program , .

Bcn&ﬁu.—-To be eligible for the Federal benefits, the worker must
have demonstrated & longer and ﬁrmu:rngast attachment to covered
employment than is, or should be, required as s, condition of eligibility

for regular State benefits, y
Since the FUAB program is intended to supplement, rather than

'

replace, regular State benefits, its provisions are generally designed
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to take account of State provigions. Except in certain disqualification
gituations (chiefly transitional until the standards of sec. 211 become
effective), an unemployed worker would have to first draw any of his
State benefits to which he might be entitled before he could claim
FUAB. His Federal benefit period would be the State benefit year
and the 2 immediately su ing years, and his Federal qualifying
period would be the State base and the 2 immediately preceding

64Is,
y If the applicable State law bases State eligibility on weeks of
employment, the FUAB claimant must have had at least 26 weeks
of employment in the State base period, and at least 78 weeks in the
Federal qualifying period. Many State unemployment insurance
laws, however, do not use weeks of employment in their benefit
formulas and would not have the necessary data. Therefore, alterna-

tive tests of qualifying employment are provided, which require
ﬁproximately the same deg::e of past labor force attachment.

e employment must have been covered by a State unemployment
compensation law, but it need not all have been in one State.

e worker must have had 26 weeks of unemployment including
woeks for which he received State benefits since the beginning of his
Federal benefit period: he must file a claim for the Federal -benefits.
He is not entitled to FUAB for any week for which he could draw
State unemplo{x:nent compensation by ﬁlingoa 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 g 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 benetit
period. A new Federal benefit pericd 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 rights to a second series of Federal benefits unless he had
substantial employment since he first claimed Foederal 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, hia 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
goneral meet the terms and conditions for receiving unemployment
a%mpensation of the applicable State law. There are several excep-

ns, :

Disqualifications.—In the area of disqualification, there are several
_specinfwll"ledeml aﬂlf'iovisioms. In general, except as indicated, State
causes of disqualification are followed, but the disqualification im-

on a Federal claimant is limited to postponement of benefits
or 7 weeks, This Federal disqualification is in the nature of a
transition provision, since the requirements for State programs Ssoc
fli 9?)% the bill) prescribe such a limit for disqualifications after July

57-478 0—060——&
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In cases involving labor disputes, the State definitions and limita-
tions apply. For fraud in connection with the Federal benefits, &
claimant would be disqualified for a period of from 4 to 52 otherwise

compensable weeks according to the gmvity of the offense, within the
‘ 36—mont.'li{wiod bﬁnning with the determination that he committed

fraud. ualification would begin with the week in which it is
determined that he committed fraud. - : |
_ There is also a special Federal disqualification of up to 1 year for'an
individual convicted of & crime arising in connection with his work
with the length of the disqualification period related to the gravity of
the crime involved. The disqualification is provided because 1t is
reasonable to assume that the worker’s own act will make it more diffi-
oult for him to become reemployed—but not all crimes have the same
effect on -employment ufrospecta. A 6-week Federal disqualification
will be imposed if, wi

ining to which he is refarred or leaves such t.mmni . A similar
disqualification will a;g)ly if he accepts training and is dropped from
the course for cause. Such a provision is justified in a pro 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 el{iibility conditions
both for FUAB and for training allowances under the Manpower De-
velopment and Training Act. The bill provides that in such situa-
tions, the training allowance is sayable rather than FUAB. The
weeks of training allowances would not, however, be deductible from
potential Federal unemployment adjrstment benefit rights. Thus, if
the worker should have weeks of unempl‘tl){ment after his training, and
within his Federal benefit period, he could draw his Federal benefits
for those weeks. ’

Administration.—As is the case with other Federal unemployment
payments, .the Federal unemployment adjustment benefit program
would be administered by the State em'P oyment security agenciee
under agreements with the Secretary. These agreements would be
generally similar to thoss under which the States make payments
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 appropriate counseling with
respect to the adjustments he should be m . ' ‘

inancing.—The bill provides for the financing of the Federal
benefits by an increase of 0.15 percent in the Federal unemployment
tax and by Federal contributions from ﬁenersl revenue equal to the
increase in the tax. Theee funds would also finance the matching
grants provided by section 102. B o .

Need for extended benefits 7 . e
As indicated, long-term unemployment has become more serious in
recent years, even in nonrecession periods. Among unem loymen
insurance beneficiaries, those unemployed 26 or more. w repre-
sented 15 percent of the total in 1056, 20 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

out good cause, an individual refuses to take -

)
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future for millions of American workers. In steel, textile, automobile
aud sireraft manulsoturing, and coal mining; for example, technical
advances and productivity gains have made it possible to obtain
feater production with & smaller work force from year to year.
- Abandonment of older plants has caused the separation of workers
with lon& em‘floyment attachment despite the protection of seniority
rules. Kapi technol(éﬁcal changes including those resulting from
automation may well displace over a million workers per year in the
decade of the sixties at the present production rates. S
When long-term unemployment hits workers who have been accus-
tomed to working rpgularlgl;nthe workers face a difficult period of
personal adjustment to a changed situation. . o
The termination of unemployment insurance after 26 weeks elimi-
nates. & vital source of support to the worker undergoing such adjust-
ment and may serve to hamper or defeat his efforts, lilﬁlemployzmnt
is both an economic and an emotional shock to the worker, The
receipt of an insyrance income, based on his status as 4 member of
the labor force, eases his economic stress. . = | o ‘
.. The increased incidence of unemgloymant lasting longer than 26
woeks calls for & reevaluation of old concepts of unemployment in-
surance duration. While benefits under an insurance program should
be available for a prescribed period, rather than indefinitely, the
limitations on the period should be established in the light of the
situation in which :Smgram operates. Benefits should be payable
for a long enough period that a substantial majority of the ciaries
of the program will have made their vocational.adjustments and,be.
working again before they have drawn all of their benefits. - =
Studies of d‘;ﬁ’”“’ workers have indicated that, while substantial
numbers are still 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 s t that the
duration proposed by, this bill is not unreasonable. Some workers
may receive 26 weeks of Federal benefits in the same year in which
they get 26 weeks of State benefits. It is noteworthy, however, that
Federal benefits will not become available again for such workers until
their 3-year Federal benefit period expires and then only 1{) th&aiaﬂnln
y 1]

b

meet the sybstantial qualifying requirements propose )
Precedent for 52 weeks is sot by many of the collectively bargained
su%llemen ry unemployment benefit plans. . ‘ .
[he fact that there are training pr%gmma and that there may be
- training allowances does.not make the Federal unemployment adjust-
ment benefits unnecessary. - Even though training is a valuable tool
in helping 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 to the types of training available at
the time. Training facilities are not—and may well not vailable
for everyone who wants training. In other situations, there may be
no jobs for which to train some of the unem&]loyed‘ workers. ..

. ’l!mnmg allowances, therefore, do not fill the need for income °
maintenance for workers unemployed, longer. than: 26 weeks., From
the viewpoint of both the worker and of the communi:g', that need
should be met by an insurance program for regular workers who are -

t .



62 DATA RELATING 7O 8. 1991

still attached to the labor force. Such a p: should, of course,
empimize the steps the workers should be toward reemploy-
ment. S . T

Reason for a Federal system . g .

The more prolonged the individual worker’s unemployment, the
more his unemployment becomes a responsibility of the country as a
whole. Long-term unemployment even more than shorter periods
stems from the imt national decisions affecting the economy
and the effect of ological and other structural ¢ stimulated
3{ national policy. These national factors are felt by States to

dely differing degrees, 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 bg' & uniform payroll
tax on all employers in the country and half by general revenue.
This sharing of costs between. employers as & group, and Federal tax-
payers as a group, reflects the desirability of maintaining some degree
of relationship between employment and the costs of unemployment,
i?t recognizes at the same time the broad responsibility of the whole

ation.
MATCHING GRANTS FOR EXCESS BENEFIT CO8TS

Under new title XXI to be added to the Social Security Act, the
Federal Government would pa'y two-thirds of a State’s annual benefit
costs in excess of 2 percent of its total covered wgea—- rovided, of
course, that the State law met the r:&uimmenta of the FIJal‘A, inelud-

the benefit requirements to be added by section 208 of this bill,
These Federal grants would reduce the amount of revenue which
high-cost States would otherwise have to raise. Since they would
have the effect of reducing interstate variations in unemployment
insurance tax rates, they are in keeping with the original role of the
Federal Government to remove competitive disadvantages between
States. In addition, such grants would tend to reduce any impetus
in o high-cost State to reduce benefits. : R

It is difficult to measure precisely the effect of unemployment tax
rates on the location or expansion of industry; such effect may in fact
be greatly overemphasized. But it is & widespread belief that unem-
E}gyment tax rates play an important part in attracting and holding

ustry and this is persuasive to State legislatures. Thus, it effec-
tively limits the degree to which a State will impose tax rates sub-
stantially above those in other States. T o

The purpose of thess matching grants, like that of the original -
Federal unemployment insurance tax provisions, is to reduce the
effect of interstate tax differentials as an obstacle to an adequate
unemployment insurance law. Experience reveals that there are sqi-l-
nificant interstate variations in unemployment insurance costs whio
are inherent in the nature of the various State economies. For ex-
ample, the national av cost rate, as a percent of total wages, for
the 10-year period 19 was 1.27 percent. In individual States,
it w from 0.56 t in Virginia and 0.57 percent in the District
of Columbia to 2.82 percent in Alaska and 1.81 percent in Pennsyl-
vania. Even during the recession year of 1058, with a national ratio
of 2.0 percent, the ratio was below 1 percent in 10 States, and over

3 percent in 3.
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At .resen:ha State with higher-than-average unemgloyment can
have Egher- An-average une:nhployment tax rates, or it can keep its
costs down by limiting benefit payments. Either approach may
aggravate the State’s relatively unfavorable situation. ~The higher
tax rate 1::3 discourage the expansion of industry in the State, and
thus intensify the unemployment problem. Inadequate unemploy-
ment benefits curtail urohasin% wer when it is most needed.

The granta provided by this bill would enable high-cost States to
rovide adequate benefits without imposinia tax burden substantially
igher than that imposed on competing businesses in other States.

Since the State need carry only one-third of the cost above 2 percent,
;g;ate witltl a cost rate of 3 percent would need a State rate of only
The Federal matching grants are limited to two-thirds of the State
costs which exceed 2 percent of total covered wages. Because the
remaining one-third must be paid 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. '

It is appropriate for the Federal Government to make matching

ts to high-benefit-cost States. As early as February 1935, Dr.
win Witte, the Executive Director of the President’s Committee
on Economic Security, stated that the Committee and its staff and
advi:roaliy (g'oups considered reinsurance as & function “which ‘the
Fed vernment malv very ;iroperly perform in a cooperative
Federal-State system of, unemployment compensation.” It was
omitted from the original pro because of the difficulty in develoa;

ing desirable arrangements, in view of the many uncertainties as
the form State programs would follow, and as to the costs of the gro-
While the matching grants are not “reinsurance,” they deal

with the same problem.

FINANCING OF THE FEDERAL UNEMPLOYMENT ADJUSTMENT BENEBWITS
AND MATCHING GRANTS FOR EXCESS BENEFIT 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 aelzf)ropﬁated‘ m ﬁenex:al revenue. The tax provisions are
contained in title IT of the bill, "Title I'includes the provisions for the
Federal contribution, and the n amendments to title IX of the
Social Security Act to establish a Federal adjustment account within
the Federal Unemployment Trust Fund. The %roceods of the addi-
tional employer tax as well as the pro ederal contribution
would be transferred to this account. Payments of FUAB and the
matching g&nts 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 taxable wages made available to the Federal
adjustment account represents the estimated average costs of the
programs to be financed from the account. If current levels of

ros(farity should continue for & period of years, the account could
uild up to unnecessarily high levels. The bill therefore provides for
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reducing the rate of general revenue contributions and employer taxes
when the balance in the account, including Federal contributions not
transf to the account, equals or exceeds $850 million or 0.35
- t of wages taxable under State laws.. The $850 million—which

about 0.35 percent of taxable wages—represents the eetimate of the
amount the fund would need to meet its otﬁigotiona in a year of hea
unemployment. Because dollar figures become outdated by gro
of the labor force and increases in taxable wages, the ratio is included
a8 an alternative, Payment of FUA benefits begins in July. 1966.
The tax accrues on wages after that date, but taxpayments are not
due until January 1967.” In order to get the program started, as well
84 to cover future contingencies in which costs might ?ut.mn coiloot.ions
at & particular time, the bill provides for rep:gab e advances from
general funds to the adjustment account. Such advances are to be
repaid without intarest, as were the advances for the 1961 temporary
extended benefits program, whenever the balance in the adjustment
account is adequate for the purpose,

*’ ' RESEARCH 'AND TRAINING | ‘

By an amendment to title IX of the Social Security Act, the Secre-
tary of Labor would be given explicit directions to conduct
in the field of uqemgloymont compensation and related areas, and to
provide for training State unemployment insurance staff. Appropris-
tions for these purposes are specifically authorized.

Reaaamh.v—dgﬂ e a reporting program developed under title III
provides 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 specific congressional mandate to conduct research
such as was given for TEUC, it has been im(roaaibla to establish and
maintain an effective research program, Under this bill, a continuin
and comprehensive research ﬂogram would be required; the researc
could be conducted by the Labor Department directly, or through
grante or contracts. Although the Secretary is given-wide latitude
1n the kinds of studies as 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 programs, the effect of various eligibility and' dis-
qualification provisions, the personal characteristics, family and
employment background of claimants, and exploration of the need for,
and ways to achieve, coverage for grm;ps not within the system. To
provide for the widest possible use of the research results, the bill
specifies that such results are to be made generally available.

Faots gained from the research will provide a basis for evaluation
of the program areas which are criticized to determine whetherthe
criticisms were based on statutory deficiencies, administrative weak-
nesses, or misunderstanding of the program’s goals. Proper remedial
action could then be developed. C ‘ N

Training of staff —Even now, it is clear that one type of remedial

action is improved staff training and that is being proposed: For
- example, one of the most common criticisms 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, 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 svailable
for work in the week for which he is claiming benefits are complex,
involving a large element of judgment.

f 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 such trained personnel, and to improve the training of
those now engaged in claims determination and appeals. ‘

Titue II or S. 1901

AMENDMENTS TO THE FEDERAL UNEMPLOYMENT TAX .Aé'l‘ IN THE
INTERNAL REVENUE CODE OF 18564

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 milﬁon jobs are still not covered. Consequently, some individuals
are completely oute’ e the system, while others can use only part of
their past work ex; ience as a basis for benefits. These exclusions
exist because State. have, for the most part, followed the pattern
established by the Federa.i 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. ‘ o ) ,
Of the remaining 8 million excluded jobs, almost 5 million would be

brought within the system as of January 1, 1967. Another 2 million

i‘gbs now covered only by State laws would also become subject to the

ederal 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 snyone performing
services' in ‘“‘employment’” as defined. This is the same coverage
provided by the Federal Insurance Contributions Act (OASDI) since
19356 Coverage would be achieved by deleting the definition of
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“employer”’ 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 apglies 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
demonstiated that such coverage 1s feasible to administer.

Experience has also demonstrated that the workers in these small
firms need the ﬁll'oteotion of unemployment insurance. In general,
in the States which cover firms 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 disco 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 ?rotectod equitably, the
Federal Government, which was responsible for their exclusion in the
first place, must act. The number of States which cover some em-

loyers of one worker has increased by only four in the 20 years since
Y)ecember 19045. Moreover, extension by individual State action
gives the employer with three workers a tax advantage over his com-
Fetitor with four workers, The small employer's workers receive
ull unemployment compensation protection, including protection
under Federal programs qroviding extended benefits—yet he does not
pay the Federal unemployment tax for the program’s operation,
or for the extended benefits.

Nonprofit organizations

The bill would extend the protection of the unemployment insurance
system to about 1.7 million employees of nongroﬁt religious, charitable,
educational and humane o ations. The proposal would not
cover ministers or members of religious orders in the exercise of their
ministry, the handicapped in sheltered workshops, those performing
part-time services for religious organizations for less than $15 a week,
those working in work-relief or work-training programs assisted or
financed by & 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 iilven 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 socia
workers. Almost half of them are employed by l,lospitals; about 40
percent of these hospital workers are food, maintenance, and cus-
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todial workers. Another one-third are .employed by educational
institutions and only a small percentage by religious and charitable
institutions sup})orted by donations.

While some of the professional grouHs in the nonprofit field may have
the protection of tenure, the same could be said for professional groups
of presently covered workers. Furthermore, tenure does not always
mean stable employment. Other empl:fees of nonprofit organiza-
tions, particularly in the 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 compensable unemplogment experience by an
noncovered group is difficult to determine. Such evidence as is avail-
able indicates that nonprofit employees have a very real risk of un-
employment, ﬁenerally 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 reiating 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 agsropriation from
general State revenus, 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.

he exceptions from nonprofit coverage are for types of services
which are not characterize b{l 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.

he exclusion of part-time services for a religious organization, with
nominal weekly remuneration, is intended to exclude activities, such
us 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 II of the
Economic Opportunity Act, also represent & 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.

Agricultural workers on large farms :
The bill would apply the Federal unemploiglent 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 42 percent of
the hired workers, and 67 }i‘ercent. 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 Columbia. 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 unemployment, 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 ar_(gie employers. .

he proposed test of 300 man-days 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 Ksurposes would be limited to & 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 nonfarm 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 ﬁ%ure that would, when applied nationwide, restrict coverage to
lzrge arms 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 FUT purposes, the OASDI
definitions of “agricultural labor” and “employee.” .

Agricultural labor.—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 imrv.estmg
mushrooms and hatching poultry, operating and maintaining ditches,
etc., for supplying and storing water for farming, if done for profit,
and.handlin%, ﬁlanting, drying, packing, processing, freezing, grading,
storing, or de 'veu'inﬁl to storage or to market any agricultural or
horticultural commo ity in its unmanufactured stage, when done in
the em!floy 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 n:lgricm'tural, although they are nonafri-
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 in city lofts. Approximately
20,000 additional jobs in similar categories, now covered by State
unemployment insurance laws, will also be covered by the FUTA.

“Employee.””—The Pres_ent FUTA definition of  “employee” is
restricted to officers of .corporations am(i} Kersons who would be em-

ployees under common law. The FICA definition includes also

JEAROTE. S
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ns who are in fact dependent upon another for their employment,
1n a variety of specified activities, chiefly as agent-drivers and out-
side salesmen. Adopting the FICA definition, as is proposed, would
extend the FUTA to about 250,000 jobs now oitside thé 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. - : o
Maritime employers ’ L -
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-
d}tigns f(;r maritime coverage prescribed since 1946 in section 3305(f)
of the act. -
Because of Federal Fjum'isdiction, over maritime matters, Congress
in 1946 amended the FUTA to give States permission to levy unem-
;}!l(])yment taxes on maritime employment under specified conditions.
e 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. Since 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 tﬁq 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 shipping. :
Since nearly 20 years of urging by the Federal Government and by
the affected seamen has not g:;ﬁuced correctional action on th:!pm
of the State, it is apparent that a Federal sanction is needed to enforce
the Federal law, o cu L
In view of the Federal Government’s constitutional jurisdiction
over maritime employment, a State has no authority to colléct the
unemployment tax from maritime employers under conditions which
violate the rel‘gtﬁrements of section 3305 (f). It is, therefore, proposed
to eliminate Federal tax credit for such unauthorized State collections,

DEFINITION OF WAGEs ~ ~ =~ = 77~

To stren%then the financing of the unempl?iyment compensation
system, both Federal and State, the bill provides for increasing the
amount of a worker’s wa&e: 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 definitions of taxable wages accordq:fly.
In unemployment insurance, as in QASDI, 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 86,600 starting in 1066. The unemployment insurance
base should be the same as OASDI, and that would be achieved gy
going to a $6,600 unemployment {nsurance wage in 1971 as
proposed in the bill.

substantisl 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 increased administrative costs; it will also help
to build the balances in the loan fund and the empfoyment seourity
administrative account. It is desirable to replenish the loan fund so
that the resource would be available to States if needed. B
the balance in the administrative account will permit the pro'gmm 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 ourrent 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 making it poesible to
simplify employer reporting by using the same base for unemployment
taxes as for OASDI,  The effect of the limit at that time was n ble,
because 98 percent of wages in covered employment were still taxable.

In the quarter centu;'ly since then, average weekly wages have almost
quadrupled, so that only 53 percent of wages in covered emfloyment
are now subject. to the FUTA. The wage base for OASDI, on the
other hand, has been increased repeatedly. . ) :

The wndeninegeﬁap between w;&ies subject to contributions and total
wn?s in covered employment has contributed to serious financial
Ero lems for the unemployment insurance program. The unduly low

ase has created and is accentuating inequities of the-incidence of
both State and Federal taxes among covered employers.

Stats problems '

Since benefits are related, even though imperfectly, to weekly wage
levels, the benefit outgo of State fun:ilg has &f:fmased proportigmt:fy
more than their contribution income, Consequently, there has been
& 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 8 base Jower than $5,600). Interest in raising the base has been
expressed in other States, but action has been hampered gorimarily
because of the fear of interstate competition. The laws of 29 States
rrovu!e for levying contributions on a wage base above its current
evel if ‘and when the Federal Government does so. ' Raising the
amount of wages taxable would permit States to improve the operation
of their experience-rating systems. When beriefit costs increase more
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npidl&than the amount of taxable whqes, a8 they do with the 83,000
base, the overall cost of benefits comes closer to, and may even exceed,
the standard tax raté of 2.7 percent. Since it is difficult for & State to
raise its maximum rate substantially above those in other competing
States, minimum rates must be increased as the statewide cost rate
approaches the maximum statutory rate. Raising the. taxable wnqo
base has the effect of reducing the overall cost as s percent of taxable
wages. This will t a wider mng:sof rate variations, and a greater
number of rate intervals. Thus, rates can relate more accurately to
employer experience. o » .

t will also decrease inequities between employers in effective tax
rates—that is, in unemployment taxes as & proportion of total payrall,
Emfloyem with high levels of wages pay lower effective tax rates than
do lower wage employers. A high wage employer with such un-
favorable experience that he nominally Imys 8 penaﬁy rate of 3 percent
may, in fact, pay s lower proportion of his total payroll than another
empfoyer whose favorable experience entitles him to s reduced rate of
2 percent, but whose taxable wages represent & higher proportion: of
his total payroll. As wages continue to increase unevenly among
employers, but taxable wages remain frozen at a level well below
average wages, such inequities will inorease. - . . . .

.. The revenue from a 0.4-percent tax on a $3,000 wage base has
become insufficient to finance the administrative costs of the employ-
ment -seourity program. Since the program is primarily a service
program, expenditures for wages and salaries represent 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 purchased by the program also go up. Other factors
increasing administrative costs are growth in‘the number of people
gerved by the program, and addition of new rograms and functions.
Improvements in efficiency and staff rod?wtwity' have counter-
alanced a part of the increase that would otherwise hiave occurred.
An increase in the wsse base is 8 more effective and equitable way
to raise the necessary additional Federal revenue for administrative
ses than an increase in tax rate. - ‘ ' '
t is more effective, since an increase in the tax rate on the present
base would become inadequate very quickly. Administrative costs
will continue to rise with rising wages and prices, while. tax revenue -
on & $3,000 base will be increased only slightly f)y the increases in
wages. The proposed taxable wage base mﬁ for sometime be respon-
sive to wage increases, and will tend to expand revenues to keep pace
with administrative costs. CO e
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 fotal &nyroll. The effective rate paid by low-wage employers is
higher than that paid by high-wa% employers, Consequently, on
the average, employers in low-wage States pay relatively higher effec-
tive rates than employers in States with higher wage levels. For
example, with a net Federal tax of 0.4 percent of the first $3,000, an
Arkansas employer paying the State’s average weekly wage of $72
to & worker for a fi e3«5&1‘ pays & Federal tax which represents 0.32
percent of that worker's total annual wage. A New York employer
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paying that State’s-average of $114 & week 8 Federal tax reo
senting only 0.20 percent. An increase in th%a ederal tax rate onp:l?;
$3,000 base would accentuate the difference. With the eventual wage
base of $6,600, however, both employers would pay an effective rate
of 0.4 percent. . : : .
Eiffect of the bill R o

An increass to $5,600 in 1067 would result in an estimated increase
of 53 percent in the aggregate amount of wages taxable under the
FUTA. Federsl revenue produced by the 0.4 percent tax on the new

wage base is estimated at $968 million, .o

he ‘impact on State taxable wages would 'be somewhat less,
because 18 States provide a base higher than $3,000. It is not possible
to develop realistic estimates of the amount of State tax collections
using the new wage base, since many States would undoubtedly legis-
late concurrent changes in their tax schedules. Those which do not
currently need much increase in revenue would revise their schedules
to provide lower rates. Those in need of substantially in :
revenue would revise their present schedules to spread the cost more
equitably among employers. s

INCREASE IN THE TAX RATE

The increase in the wage base will provide the revenue needed for
the existing programs, but will not finance the new programs of
FUAB and matching benefit egimnt.s. To’ finance these programs,
title IT would raise the net Federal unemployment tax from 0.4 to
0.55 percent, effective with respect to wages paid after June 30, 1966,
It is anticipated 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, from 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 initi
proceeds of the 0.15-percent tax will be collected in 1967, Fhe amount
would be small in comparison with collections for future years,
because it would be payable only with respect to taxable wages, on
& $3,000 annual base, paid during the last half of the iear, and nearly
70 percent of taxable wages are paid during the first half of the year.
ColYoctipns for that first 8 months are estimated at about $120 million,
compared to $565 million for 1967, when the tax would be payable
1or the entire year on a $5,600 wage imse, 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 guaranteed
em;ile(:ivment 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 riak during not less than the 3 consecutive years immediately
greoedmg the computation date”—except that new emgloyers can

o rated on the period of their ience, but no less than 1 year.
The standard deals with the technical minutise 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 p'ermitting
States to adapt their formulas to the new wage base, in ordet to avoi
avfudden 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-
floyment service, States could establish a rate below 2.7 percent
or 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
primary 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 of 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

inst 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
adequacy, the tax credit is limited to the actual average cost to the
State of the benefits being provided. - - . :

For example, in & State which met the benefit requirements, all
employers would get the full 2.7-percent credit against 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 em l:gers would have received a
credit of only 2 percent agsinst the eral tax. Thus, their net
Federal tax would have been 0.7 percent more than if the State had
met the benefit requirements. If the av cost were 2.7 percent,
employers would get 2.7-percent Federal credit regardless of whether
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or not the bedefits 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 18 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 original 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 emtgloyers is, in fact, less than 3.1
percent. of taxable wages. And without some Federal provisions
regarding 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
éand as passed by the House) included benefit standards which a

tate 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 beat help to relieve industry of
any unnecessary burdens and to provide the unemployeg with more adequate
benefits. Moreover, the committee earnestly sought to kesp any s ted
changes within the framework of the present Federal-State system. the
committee has done by developing a plan, after very careful atud&, whereby the
present taxes for unemYnloyment 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,

* * . * * . o
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 enouih time to develop sufficient

experience in the fleld of unemployment compensation upon whioh to base an
intelligent decision with res{:eot to a reduction in the contribution rates or the

insertion of minimum benefit standards at this particular time.
In view of this fact your committee feels that the wisest polley 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

praotical results, o
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 being d»roposed differ from those
recommended by the Ways and Means Committee in 1839. The
_early provisions dealt with duration, wait.ingbgeriod, individual weekly
benefits, minimum and maximum weekly benefits, and payment of
partial benefits. - . ‘
The requirements in the present bill deal with qualifying require-
ments, individual and maximum weekly benefits, and duration.

Qualifying requirement
The qualifying requirement in a State benefit formula prescribes
th%gast labor force attachment needed to become an insured worker,
e bill provides that if past attachment is measured in weeks of
-employment, no more than 20 weeks in a I-year base period can be
m&l uired. A week must be counted toward the requirement if the
individual earned in such week at leust 25 percent of the statewide

av wage. .

It a:e State measures past attachment in terms of wages rather
.than weeks, it may not require more total base period earnings than
1J; times the in 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 & State qualifying requirement is to limit the pro-
g’mm’s protection to regular members of the labor force. It should

o high enough to eliminate workers with inaignificant past employ-
ment, without eliminating workers regulaily attached to the labor
force who in the last g'ear have experienced some unemplognent or
underems}o ent, or have had some work in noncovered jobs.

The bill does not require States to exclude from benefits 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 general, State qualifying requirements are no greater than the
groposed Federal standard, although some States may have to modify

etails of their requirements. Over the years, howaver, there has
been a tendency to balance the increased benefit costs of higher
maximums and longer duration by raising the minimum requirement
to qualify for benefita. The standard may be expected to influence
States with very low qualifying re(}uirements to amend their laws to
provide more uate measures of attachment, while it at the same
time protects workers against unreasonably high requirements.

Weekly benefit amount o :
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 than 50
percent of weekly wages can do so. Additional amounts can also be
rovided to individuals with dependents. The State maximum must
e set at a level representing, initially, 80 percent of the statewide

‘
.
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average weekly wage, and must be raised, by stages, so that beginning
July I, 1971, it represent 66% percent of the statewide average
wage. At all stages, however, the individual benefit need not repre-
sent more than 50 percent of the individual’s wgo ‘ o
The unemployment compensation system in this country, unlike
some foreign systems, is de:;ﬁnod to be wage related. The goal is to
assure most workers of w lze-beneﬁts large enough to meet their
essential living costs, without being so close to wages as to eliminate
the individual’s 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. : :
uﬁ"mm e beginnineﬁ 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 small minori-
ty of very high-paid individuals from receiving an undue share of the
resources, .

State laws generally, throughout the program’s 30-year histo
have conta.ineﬁ benefit form'\‘xfas providing 50 percent or more royf
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 76 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

of average wages; in one State, & 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 ofﬂfxobecttoy for the
regular unemployment insurance program. In all but two States
and Puerto Rico, some claimants may 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 benefi
rights were, in general, entitled to protection for shorter periods of
time than those who did not run out of protection. About 32 pércent
of all beneficiaries, but 51 percent of those who exhausted, were en-
titled to benefits for less than 26 weeks. ' B
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ADDITIONAL TERMBS 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 & postponement of compensation for 6 weeks following the
week in which the disqualifying act occurred. "There would, however,
be no new Federal restrictions on the circumstances under which
disqualifications could be im . Exceptions to the 6-week post~
ponement are provided for labor disputes, for fraud in connection
with claims, and for conviction of a crime arising 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
& crime arising in connection' with the individuel’s work, the dis-
quiujliﬁcatilon may not exceed 52 \yeogn fro:;?i the date of conviction.

"Unemployment compensation is designed to protect against 0
loss dun};lgyll::lemplo ent due to economic causes. Tﬁe disqm—
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 unemtgloyment 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 a result of his own act, he has increased his
difficulties of finding work. - : -

Even unemployment which begins with a disqualifying 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. o
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
,completely unrelated to ‘the dim}uflifying act. Havmﬁi:ervogl the
period of uncompensated unemployment caused- by a disqualifying
act, the individual should then be entitled to the full period of pro-
tection from economic unemployment. L L
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 & Fralsevgorthy
ambition to get ahead, not as having taken an action for which he
should be punished, Yot 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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gt:floyer. In one State, & worker laid off from a job on which he
been working for 12 months could find his benefit rights wi
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 benefits until the individual has found another job, worked
on it for & prescribed period and lost it for & nondisqualifying 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.
esent 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 & period of 3 to 6 weeks, and his
benefits for the year reduced by three to six times his weekiy 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 benetit year would not have been affected,

In another State, d.ischs:ge for job-connected misconduct is con-
sidered more reprehensible 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 nghts.
Leaving for good personal cause is not disquaggng, and a voluntary
quit without goog cause carries 8 4 to 9 w tponement and
comparable reduction in benefit righta; for refusal of a suitable job
without good cause, benefits are postponed and reduced by from 1 to

10 weeks.

Requalifiing requirement
The bill would also require that, 8 & condition of Federal tax credit,
State laws tgrovide that an individual be required to have had some.
work, whether or not in covered employment, since the beginning of a
benefit year in order to qualify for unemployment compensation in the
next benefit year. X .
Establishment of 2 successive benefit years following a single separa-
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 & worker’s past-attachment to the labor force—the base
period—and the period during which rights based on such employraent
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 qualifying requirement. In that case, in the
absence of a special provision requiri eamufs subsequent to the
. beginning of his first benefit year, a worker could then file a claim and
establish & second benefit year immediately after his first year ended.
The number of States in which it is lll)otsasnble to establish 2 benefit
years with no intervening employment has declined steadily in recent
years, because of shortened lag perieds 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 fow
instances in which such cases occur have resulted in much criticism of
th: prog;-famil This px;gvision lwould e;lminiato th:o poasib:lh;:y. It does
not specify, however, the employment necessary ualify.

_ Workers who file for sec%nd benefit year w'it,hor:(l;l haviyng worked
since the beginning of their first benefit g'ear 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 & second benefit year.

Training of beneficiaries

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 atten training with the approval of the State
agency. Moreover, an individual taking such training -cannot be
found to be not otherwise eligible on the q:ounds that he is unavailable
for work, is not making an active search for wotk, or refused work.

The change in occupational skills requiredel()!y modern industry has
made it clear that for many of the unemployed, bccupational 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
training until after he has exhausted his unemployment compensation

rights—and thus prolong his spell of unemployment.
When the training is arranged under the %TA program, allow-

ances under that program provide the financial incentive for training.
Some workers, however, may not receive such trainiﬁ allowances;
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-
courage him from accepting training. (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
mle:ﬁx because the claimant is taking training, if he is expected to
continue to look for work, and to accept any offers of suitable work.

The worker may very well not be able to Five proper attention to the
training if he must spend part of his time looking for work, and if he
%mt&{:eqp himself ready to drop the course anytime that a job is
offer . :

States have been urged either to interpret their laws to permit
unemployed workers to take training, without fear that they may
not be s{lowod to finish the course, or to seek amendments to_that
effoct, and some Er has been made. But there are still only 15
States which explicitly provide that a trainee will not be disqualified

for refusing to leave training to accept work.
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Interstate claims

The third additional condition is & 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
Secun:r 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. .

uch 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 throuih the years by additional voluntary action.
. m 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 $26 for those
filing from outside Alaska; in addition, dependents’ allowances were
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. OKio pays interstate claimants either their
computed benefit or the average being paid in the State from which
they claim, whichever amount 1s lower; Wyoming ﬁays 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. ' ) L

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 normally
commuted to work across State lines could not receive benefits if he
became unemployed.

The s;l)]read 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 %ayments 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 prosmm.. )

Federal legislation prohibiting & State from denying or reducing
benefits to interstate claimants or out-of-State residents should be
enacted before more States add such ﬁrov:sxons. _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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Towa, 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 gainst 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 annually to the
Secretary of the Treasury. Instead of certifying on December 31 for
the calendar year, he would certify on QOctober 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 Iag between
the determination as to what the credit will be, and the end of the

taxable year involved.
TrrLe IT1

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.

BPECIAL ADVISORY COMMISSION

The Special Advisory Commission is to study the Federal-State
unemployment compensation program, and tc 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, mcluciing 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

pro .

éecnuse 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 ex;I)erts, 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 Means Committee, and S. 1991, introduced

ls)y ngtor McCarthy, of Minnesota, and cosponsored i)y 16 other
enators,

The bill cortains changes in the financing, administration, and
coverage provisions and addition of Federal standards for benefit
amounts, duration, eligibility and disqualification, to strengthen and
improve the Federal-State unemployment insurance program for
short-term unamplolyment. 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 amendments will not change the program’s basic
Federal-State character. Within that Federal-State framework, the
States have made significant 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, Unemsloyment of that length is attributable to such factors
a3 automation and other technological developments, shifts in defense
production, and geographical movements of industry—factors not
restricted by State boundaries. The wage loss resulting from such
factors can be adequately and equitably compensated only by a
national program, -

L Federal program of extended benefits is, therefore, ’Froposed, to
be in operation at all times, beginning July 1, 1966. The program
would pay Federal benefits, equal in amount to the individual’s
weekly State benefits, to workers who have exhausted their State
benefits, 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 perrod 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

83
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conditions. Limits would be put on the disqualifications. The
adjustment concept of these benefits is emphasized by provisions

- relating to training, and by requiring a sg::ial certification from the
State agency that a thorough review has been made of the claimant’s
qualifications and prospects, and that appropriate counseling has been
given to him, The program will be financed partly by a new Federal
payroll tax of 0.15 percent on covered employers and partly by an
equivalent contribution from general revenue.

Establishing the benefits for unemployment of more than 6 months
a8 a separate Federal I permits separate financing arrange-
ments which recognize the greater 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 addition, the program for extended benefits includes higher
eligibility requirements, and a greater emphasis on readjustment than
would be appropriate for regular benefits under the basic program.

The Federal law provides the framework of the basic program
through the device of a Federal tax with tax offset for payments under

- 8 State law approved as meeting certain minimum conditions. The
conditions for a\;l)lproval of a State law do not include any pertaining
to benefit formulas, except the broad requirement that the benefits
must be cash, and payable 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 & 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

ed unemployment insurance claims under the basic program, and
5.5 million of them received at least 1 check, Total benefits paid
in the year came to dlightly over $2.5 billion. :

Since these $2.5 billions were spent immediately for food and rent
and other essentials, they protected and helped not only the un-
employed beneficiaries and their families, but also the overall pur-
chasinﬁ)ower of the economy. ' - - ' ~
" The benefits 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 case of unemployment, they could receive & benefit which replaces
half of their usual weekly wages for a long enough period to cover

the unemployment they experience in a year. :
The proposed amendments are designed to encourage and assist
States in providing benefits which meet these recognized goals. - Just
a8 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 held back from
roviding adequate benefits because of the same fear. The provisions
or benefit standards would restore the Federal unemplmnt tax to
its originally intended role of minimizing interstate tax disadvantages
resulting from unemployment insurance action, ‘



DATA RELATING TO 8. 1991 86

The proll)osod Federal benefit. standards covar the three major
elements of the benefit formula—quslifying requirements, benefit
amount, and duration, The standards are set in terms of the goals
stated above, o
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
excluded from benefits. A particular State may have groups of
workers, for whom it is desired to grrgvide benefit protection, who
work somewhat less than 20 weeks. The standard does not preclude
the State from making such, workers eligible. o :
Weekly benefits must be at least half of average weekly wages, up
to 8 maximum set high enough that most workers can have their bene-
fits set by their own wages, rather than by thestatutery maximum. In
order to achieve this result, the maximum must be set substantiall
above 50 gerceng. 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 percent in all but 2 States, over 60 percent in 34
States, 66% and better in 22 States and 76 percent or.better in 12
States. As a consequence, fewer than one-fourth of all heneficiaries
received the maximum weekly benefit. L
In 1964, the maximums, although much higher in dollars, were
much lower in relation to avert;%e wages—50 percent or more in 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 State, 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 maximums are so low, th
requirement is provided in three gte;_;s-—to 50 percent in 1967, 6
percent in 1960, and 66% percent in'1971, . T
Those workers who have 20 weeks of base Penod work, or 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. = ‘ o
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 off-
set, ardless of their State tax rate, or the average cost of benefits in
their State. If the State does not meet the standards, the tax credit
of employers is limited to the 4-year average cost of the actual protec-
tion being provided. Thus, a State canno} obtain a reduction in
taxes ;:i‘g by its emplzgers' at the expanse,of its unen pl%y,ed workers,
The addition of benefit standards will not change the Federal-State
nature of the program. Statés will continue to have wide latitude in
developing benefit formulas. Most pregent formulas for computing
weekly benefits would be acceptable simply by extending them to a
higher maximum; only & very few States now require more than 2
weeks of work to qualify for benefits; and the average potenti
benefit of all 1964 beueficiavies was 24 weeks. States can experiment
with new approaches, hut the experimentation must still result in

benefits adequate to meet the program’s objectives.
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The financing of the program is strengthened by provision for
partial Federal financing of high-benefit costs and bt;'ythe increase in
the amount of waie:nsubyect to the tax.

A State with benefits meeting the standards which experiences
beuefit costs for a year in excess of 2 percent of all wages in covered
employment will be entitled to & 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 ia in part a result of
national policies and national forces. It also operates to minimize
interstate tax competition as a factor in shaping unemployment
insurance provisions, . ’ .

The wage base, set at the first $3,000 of 8 worker’s annual wages in
1939, would be increased to $6,600 for calendar years 1967 through
1970, and $6,600 thereafter (same as the House-passed change in the
OASDI wage base, except for delay in effective date to 1967 to permit
State action). "This wage base increase is long overdue. With the
$3,000 wage base, only about mmt of all covered wages are
taxable, and the proportion is steadily dea'easinﬁ; At the same time,
the increas wa%es oduce higher benefits. The resulting squeeze
at the State level to declining State reserves, to increasing em-
ployer tax rates—and increasing inequity 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 ;myroll, and to inadequate funds for program administration.

In 1939, the unemployment insurance wage base was reduced from
total wa%es 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 a.%reement again.

States are expected to accept the Federal wage base, but to adjust
their tax schedules so that, the increase in taxes paid by individual
em'Floy,ers would not be as mfreat, a8 the change in bagse might indicate.

his adjustment in schedules woyld be facilitated by repeal of the
ederal provisions governing the way in which State rates under
pooled fund laws may be reduced below 2.7 percent. Full credit for
reduced rates under an approved law would be given, 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 unemplgment
insurance. The noncovered fourth contained a groxima y 15
million jobs. About § million of them would be added by the proposed
extensions of the FUTA to employers regardless of size, to most
employees of nonprofit religious, charitable, and educational organiza-
tions, to agricultural workers on farms “m:ﬁ 300 man-days of hired
farm labor in & 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 an
their political subdivisions and instrumentalities.

The program is weakened also by State limitations on pazmente to
claimants who are in another State, and by increasingly harsh dis-
qualifications—such as a recently enacted one which re%uxres complete
wiping out of all benefit protection for anyone who has refused an
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offer of work at any timein the 12 to 15 months before he first claimed

benefits. These restrictions on protection would be curbed by new

gﬁut;rements which must be met for participation in the Fedaral-
program, . '

States would be prohibited from denying or reducing benefits -
because the claim was filed in, or the claimant resides in snother State
or Canada, To date, participation in the interstate benefit arrange-
ments has been voluntary. In the last several years, however, limita-
tions on payments to interstate claimants have Kegun 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 discrimination 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 agency approved for him. About half the States do not
pay unemployment insurance (o an individual taking full-time train-
ing. 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 employabili:r

The pr:sosal would also put limits on the consequences which could
be imposed as a result of & disqualifying act. Benefits could not be
reduced, or benefit rights cancelled, as a penalty for a disqualifying
act such as a refusal of work. The period of ualfication, 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-
O.I:t rteimoving his protection for unemployment due to the economic
gituation.

On the other hand, several provisions of the bill are aimed at
assuring that benefits are paid onlg' 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 encouragi g 8
reasonable degree of past attachment, another grovision of the bill
would require denial of benefits in a second benefit year to those who
have not worked since the beginning of a first benefit year,

In this category also is the bill's amendment to the Social Securit;
Act providing for tramt::f of State unemployment compensation s
and potential staff, in order to inorease 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 availabilitg' 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 resson. 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 recently
xﬁm'ied women, i’ﬁ&?t women, or clsimants receiving p&nsions‘.
any women work m , eéven during ancy; and man,
workers continue in the labor 7orco until long mﬂ esfy”ln oert.amy
situations, these workers may have particular difficulties in finding
work, but the test of benefit entitlement should be their willingness
and desire to work. Increasing the number of trained staff will also
Hallity, coiooting. taxes, and wil ‘ross 1 & sonemnlls Ceines
, collec 8, AN res 8 gen ten
sdminisiration. genemly b

Some of the criticisms of the program arise from misunderstanding
and lack of public understanding, 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

ublicly, and for a 2-year study of the program by a Special Advisory
gommmion, to be appointed 3 years from now. :

Both of these activities should lead to better public understanding
of the program, and to recommendations basedp on facts for dealing
with problem areas still remaining. '

With these changes, the Federal-State unemployment insurance
sm will be stronger and more adagbed to the present economy.
Currently, only about 40 percent of the unemployed are drawing
unemployment benefits, and they are receiving more nearly one-
third than one-half of their past wages. 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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1

who exhausted benefils ond

TanLe 2.~Number and pmantagc of bonm
duration of bmaﬂu Jor exRaisiees, 1068-08
All exhaustoes Exhaustees recelving benefits for—
more 15
Year . P:;cnnt 28 weoks or Loss than 15 weeks
(thmnmz) ln;%- Number | Percent | Num Parcent
] ciaries (thousands)]  ofall |(thousands)] ofall
oxhaustess
1088...cceacaennn 3,500 . | n? 1,108 a9 87
1980....ceveuninnn 1,788 -] a7 700 “® 208
1000......coeee... 1,000 2% n.4 083 4“4 o8
18], ceennecnennne 2,49 ) 8 1,108 4 338
198...ceeenanees L -} 3Le 761 'l 308
1063 ccneeannnn. 1,654 2 2.8 % 48 248
1984, neen 1. ;g b piN] 600 ® 49
1005 (Oscal year). 1, b7 ne s ] 7]

TABLE 3.—Slales prmdmg durat}ou of unemployment insurance prolection in excess

weeks—1864
Percent of claimants
Maximum eligible for-
Btate ?nnﬂo;l
Tormore | Maximum
duretion
District of Columbls...... N )
lgﬂv Mexico...... 3:? 275 .
Peansylvanis i...... ] ]
Utah. .. » 48 14
Wi 30 7 58
w 7} 0 ]

tP adopted a varishle duration provision with » maximum of 50 woeks, effective July 1, 1
lnm:imunlumlo-mdmum v1, 1004

87473 0—086——T7
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TALI4-Slau lemporary - exiension of benefit duralion, December
: andpcm& when exiensions were op{mku,t 1-65

State ! ow&mw %‘ e DoeheS et paid

Californis......... Insured unemployment rate @ t0 13 weeks.. )‘btwytolwmbc
6 percent or more h&mhm » . j
‘ hﬂmmbuml.

i
Conpectiout...... Insured unemp! Tate fa 6 percent | 5 t0 13 weeks..| February to October 1061,
or more in 8 of last 10 weeks.

Hawdl........... Total unemployment rate is 6 perosat or | 18 weeks...... Pmnmhlnmrbun
Idaho Inbired anetngioyiaent ote s § porcent. | 580 13 wesks mmrmmnm
""""""" or'm!n mumgﬁwmm -~ mturn et 1083,
than aversge of preceding 7 ’
Hlinols. ..........| Insured unemployment rate i 8 peroesat |.....do......... P to July 1
ols p mn:mﬁphymtuu iupmmt do. obmoglmn}hm.
North Carolina, &‘:&M ployment rate 8 weeks ”ﬂ.’"‘m"#mm
Opumtwmmhlolm 'Y m
Pennsylvanist.... Imuﬂm during 13-week period ex- | 9 ¢o 15 weeks..
l.um percent of t?vm monthly
Puerto Rico!..... Total unemployment reaches 2woeky...... September 1063 to preseat.t
lovels dnrﬁn::nthmhg ‘on an
mm.mﬂmumﬁmt
Vermont.......... unsmployment rate exceeds 7 | 13 weeks...... to June mx
peroant in each of 4 conseontive weeks, l(:a

mt
J-nm to lv 1964,

1 Tem| mmmmmmmmsmhnuum.mmmmmlm

Hin o hw dmun. pnuonl.orwﬁ)nlhmenu Extensions terminate as determined by Puerto

-
—
g
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TanLE 5.—Malching granis for azmlagﬁa_t&-&am polentially eligible for grants,

Number of States with cost
rate ! of—
Calendar year

Over 2 15t02
percent 1 percent ?

e
mmBowd
[ 3
>

1 Coet rate: Benefits paid as a percentage of total wages in covered employment.
? All States with cost rates over 2 percent would have been eligible (assuming benefit requirements were

met).
$ With benefit standards, some of thess States would also have been eligible if higher benefits raised costs
above 2 percent,

TABLE 6.—Matching granis for ezcess benefil costs—Potential impact of grants on
State financing

[Expressed as peroentages of total wages)
Excess cost financed by—
Actual benefit | Excess cost Net cost
cost (percent) | (A-2.0 percont) financed by
Federal gnnt Btate funds State funds
(3% ol B) (401B) |(2.0percent+D)
4) (B) ©) (D) (E)
2.00 0 F o 200
2.50 .50 0.33 0.17 2.17
3.00 1.00 .67 .88 2.33
3.50 1,50 1.00 50 2.50
4,00 2,00 1.33 .67 2.67

Urder the matching grants program proposed in 8. 1001 eligible States with cost rates in exocoss of 2.0
percent of total wages in covered employment wonld receive Federal grants for each calandar year {in which
such costs were experienced. The Federal grant would be equal to 3§ of such excess,

Col. C (above) shows the grant exgresae &8 & percentage of total wages, For example, a State with a
coat rate of 4.0 percent would be eligible for a ﬁmt oqual to 1,33 percent of wages, (Alasks experienced a
cost rats of 3.9 percent in 1958 and 4.5 percent In 1954,

The State would be required to finance the remaining ¥4 of the excess (col. D) plus all costs up to the 2.0
percent lovel. Thus, the 8tate 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 %ment a8 at present,

This & 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,



Federal Contribution

EARMABKING OF FEDERAL FUNDS UNDER Se 1991

Employer FUTA Tax

EMPLOYMENT SECURIT. ADMINISTRATION ACCOUNT

0.40% Retained for administrative
costs of employment security program

Excess Current balance
—_— about $150 miliion

0.15% Employer Tax

(Bqual to 0.15%
employer tax)* /
/—

N 4

FEDERAL ADJUSTMENT ACCOUNT

Por financing FUAB benefits
& Matching Grants to States
For Excess Costs

% The Bill suthorizes apprropriaotions equal to the 0.15% employer tax.
to defray 50 percent of program costs are actually transferred tc the Federal Adjustment Aecount.

CaaRT 7

o= Contribution rates reducec

esescscscs .  when fund balance reaches

* specified limit

Howaver, only thnae amounts needed

‘S OL DNILVIUH VIVd
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ESTIMATED FUTA INPLOYER TAX co:m,(a. 1961)
Texadle year 1967, collsctible during FY 1960

41,247 million

Additionsl
0,156 tax $340 millicn for FUAD &
Matching Grents progrems
Nev coverage
8?- hevornrnensanmmannnannanas
L]
Vags base
incroase
.
st A 1 $907 aillion for all
sdninistretive costs
and loan fund
(From 0.4% tax)
Current
lav
k|
4

SFUTA taxes for a given taxable (calendar) year ere dus on January 31 of the folloving year
CHART 8
TasrE 9.—Estimated Federal unemployment taz collections under S. 1991 and under
current provisions, fiscal years 1566-72
(Assumes average insured unemployment rate of 3.4 percent]

Propoesd under 8, 1001

Taxes col- | Current
. Taxable (calen- lected | lawi—esti. Estimated tax collections (millions)
dar) year during | mated col- Net tax
fiscal lactions Wage | rate (‘ -
year— | (millions) base cent) $ Currently | Newly

Total covered covered

L
1068 $318 $3, 000 0.40 $518 L 1)1 ) A
1967 632 3,000 4,58 02 [ 3
1968 544 5,600 .88 1,47 114 $103
1950 560 8, 600 .58 1,282 L1717 106
1070 572 5,600 85 1,323 1,216 107
wn 584 5,600 85 1,364 1,254 110
w2 508 6,600 ] 1,518 1,307 116

1 Net Foderal tax of 0.40 parcent on a $3,000 w base,
1 Under the proposal, net Federal tax is reduced from 0.55 percent to 0,50 percent when balance in Federal

ustment account totals $850,000,000, or 0.35 percent of taxable payroll, whichever is greater.
Represents taxes from proposed extension of co , offective Jan, 1, 1067 (small firms, nonprofit
m}anlutiom} cultural processing, large firms, OASI tion of employee),
Effective July 1, 1066,
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TaBre 10.—Estimated Federal unemployment tax collections and Federal general
revenue under S. 1891, fiscal years 196670

[Assumes average insured uncmployment rate of 8.4 percent. In millions)

Amount available for financing of—
Employment] FUAB and matching grants programs
Fiscal year agm!;yiltny gren
tive costs Employer Foderal
employer Total FUTAtaxat
FUTA taxat 0.15 peroent | revenue! st
0.40 percent) 0.15 percsnt
$518
832 ® $120 o $60 ® $60
907 680 M) M0
933 700 350 50
062 720 360 360

Under the bill, however, only the amoun uired to defray half the carrent benefit costs of the new
Federal programs would be transferred monthly to the Federal adjustment sccount, The remainder would
be held a ble for subsequent use.

. 0’6 i&ddmonal FUTA tax of 0.15 percent effective on wages beginning July 1, 1966, is first payable Jan. 81,

1 Represents estimated amounts of apptoaristiom authorized for this purpose in the proposed legislation,



PRESENT AN PROPRSEZ SREWFLOVMENT INSURANCE COVERAGE OF WAGE AND SALARY EMPLOYMENT

Sared en calasdar yeu 1984 ota

SRALL FiRMS o rRePOSED
NOAPIRFIT ORSANIZATIONS :::::‘“':l
LARSE FARMS AND SGRICSLTBAAL PROCESTIES st
s AN TGN O NPT aa
.......................... I
Soverage
6.7 mithes i3ty 3¢ 132! Severnment > Bt Propessd ®
19.3 wilties
-~ 1.5 aililes Demystic Sarvics
Yo 1.0 aRtiea  Small Fatms

\u wiltien  Raliresd Saempisymant Inserance
2.5 willies  Foderal Bividian Employment
1.7 amies  Armed Forzes

AN

*Excledes ck ] bers of religlons orders, stades! narses, istores, and siudests emplored in sciaels whern sarelied.
““txcledes small firms séded to coverage by Michigan, stheciive Jonuary 1. 1966,

Nessawsr Admlsistration
05rees of Smaloccaal Sueeaity
Sesaployunnt insuranss fervies

OCHART 11

1661 'S OL DNILVIEY VLvd

L8



U1 has lagged increasingly behind GASDI in the ceverage of wage and salary empleyment’

Percest of Jobs Covorsd

»r
3%

SASH Caverage

35 ---=85%

Etfect of
propesed
Bl coverage
extensisas
(h.&. 8282)

: R 1%
15 %

1940 1945 1950 1955 1960 1964

*Excludes civillan and ailitary wmploymest ia Foderal goverament . 1968
ocoenber

CHaART 12
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ye
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ye
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ye
ain
20 States Astematic extansion of coveram whore 2 D
UGNy ts enplayer and enpleymeat
b galivad {6 the Padura) Wnemsloypment Tax Act. e
o Mates m Aetemstic eatsasion of eovarare 1o suploper 2a vafined
in the Fosors! Wnanployasar Tan Act.

» Staten W Aslamstic outonsion of covarage o coployment as soflaead

I8 the Pegars! Semayioyaset Teu Ael.
* States 8o srevivion For sutematic ertension o¢ coverase te vither
smsieyer or wpinpasat,

1] 3010 aew covers ) of GBre merhers 3% say timy.

€ slaska. Bistrict of Colushie, Mowail, Panaeyivasia, ond Shedn lelant Mve o0 pravisies for seleuntic Sstansion of Covrage L0 Sugisrer oo delingd i Lhs FYTA but alreads cover suvh worbers,

2! ARt Law wawdes 1 or sore morkars 1o 30 works {sc ehorter period] or with sual! pasrell. Arvesas, Califernis, Wantane, Bow Mizice, Baw Yort, Srogen. shd Vyaming bove o0 provitise for
Sstemntie vrtensioe of coverant 1o Swsloywr sa dufined is the ¥R Bet alvesey cover awch wardars (in 10 wasky, sie. ). Maslion of that sefinitien waeld affect few aow firas,

" tor svsest agr labor or damsstic serviess (ot Virgiaiat.

s ion for Vinited to apmis ans
L1
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Bate: This chart dess aot (adicsis thess ¢UiLes whigd bave Sntontnd covivegs 10 Snpleyasat wel sefised 2s sech in the FNTA.
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TaBLe 14.—Distribution of States by minimum size of firms covered under Siate
unemployment snsurance laws, selecled dales, 198765

Numbar of States with specified site-of-firm coverage on—

Blse of firm cover:
(number of workers) }
Dec. 31, Dec. 31, | Dec. 81, | Dec. 31, Dec. 31, | Dec. 81,
1937 1948 1950 1985 1060 1085
Total. . eeeeeemaneee 51 51 51 51 51 5
BOTMOTe. . oo iinaccrocnan 181 L} 18 0 0 0
Jormore.... . __........... 1 0 0 0 0 0
BOrmore....ccueeeeenneanaen 0 2 2 0 0 0
BOrmore. ..coeneecaeavnannn 1 0 0 0 0 0
40rmMOTe. ...veemevmeane [ ] 7 7 119 L1 1427
Boemore ... ... 2 2 2 3 4 4
20rmore. ... oeeenaaaas 0 0 (1] 1 0 0
lormore. . ococeeeceiacaaannn 10 $17 817 18 20 '

1 In most Btates, ed number of workers must be employed for o stated a‘mrlod d 8 calendar
year (usually 20 weeks). In some Blates the size of an employer’s payroll is an alternative, additionsl, or

sole factor in establishing whether or not he is subject.
1 Includes Kansas: also employers with 25 workers in 1 week; and Kentucky: also employers with 4

workers in 3 quarters of ing year and $50 per.quarter for each worker.
3 Federal law amended in 1054 reducing minimum sige of firm subject to coverage from 8 or more to 4 or

more.
4 Includes West Virginia: also employers with 10 workers in 3 weeks.
§ Includes Minnesota: services for employers not subject to Federal unemployment tax and located out-
side the corporate Uimits of & city, village, or borough of 10,000 population are excluded; and New Mexico:
employers with $450 quarterly payroll, or 2 in 13 weeks,

TaBLE 15.—Employmen! in nonprofil organizations covered under old-age, survivors,
and disabilily insurance (0 ASDI), 1 by type of organiaation, March 1959

Type of nonprofit organization Employment} Percent
P distribution
Total employment. . - . cccor oo ccimananseemmesera s 1,645,000 100
801, 000 49
158000 1
, 000 6
£3, 000 8
00 :
153, 000 9

1 Bocial securlt?v COV! of nonprofit employment, which is available on an elective basis, includes some
90 to 905 percent of the employment eligible for coverage. The nm}grom organizations and employees eligible
for coverage under soctal security are approximately the same as those who would be covered by unemploy-

ment insurance under the current mﬁosal.
Source: Social SBecurity Admmmgm on, Department or Health, Education, and Welfare.
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TaBLE 16 -—Number of farms, hired farmworkers, and man—days of farm labor, for

all farms and farms using 800 man-days of hired farm labor, May 1 9es
United Southern North Other
Item Btates {12 States) contral reglonn
(12 States) | (24 States)
Nnﬂll)fr o 3,580, 1,097 425, 000 527, 000
................................. W » m lp ]
Farms using 8(() or more man-days of hired
tarmlabot X s 78, 000 41, 000 6, 000 $1, 000
Percent of allfarms._________________. 2 3 ® [}
mreg tarltlnwotkm in survey week, May 1963 ¢ 1. 807, 000 022, 000 22, 000 863,000
nallfarms. ... oo , 807,
On farms 300 or more man-lays of
hired farm labor .. ... . .. .eeee.. 758, 000 378,000 18, 000 570,000
Percent of all larmworm ............... 42 490 5 63
Man-days of farm labor used in 8 peak quarter
of 1062 sm millfons of days):
Onallfarms. ... eanainaa 11 L7] 12 50
On farms uslng:m or more man-days of
hired farm labors. . ... ... .. 75 )| 3 4
Percent of all man-deysused. ............ 67 64 .} 8t

1 Re{xesents all farms in United States, including those using no hired farm labor. The 1859 Census of
agriculture lndlcated that about one-half the farms used some hired farm labor during thet year.
3 ¥arms which used 300 or more man‘daysotmmmm labor during the peak quarter of 1962,

$ Less than 0.5 peroent.
« Excludes hired farmworkers employed by nonfarm operators such as labor contractors, processors, and

owners of specialized equipment,
Source: U.8. Department of Aﬁlculture , special tabulations from June 1963 Enumerative Survey pub-

lished in Hired Farm Workers, WH PC, Departinent of Labar.
Norte.~—8outhern States include Alabama Arkansas, Gwsla Kentucky, Louisjana, Mississippi, North

Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolinas, ’l‘ennm, ,fand
North Central States include Ilinois, Indiana, Iows, Kunsas, Mlchlgnn Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska,

North Dakota, Ohio, S8outh Dakota, and Wisconsn,
Other reglons include all States in New England, New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvanis, Maryland,

Delaware, West Virginia, and Florida in the East, and all States in the Rocky Mountain and Pacific Coast
regions (Alaska and Hawali not covered by survey)

TABLE 17,—Percentage of wages taxable under State Ul laws, 1938-64

{Amounts in billions]
Wages in covered employment
Calendar year -
Total Amount Percent
of total

$26.2 $28.7 198
2.1 2.4 198
2.4 830.1 ]
421 8.7 ”
548 0.7 91
6.1 8.0 80
0.1 60.6 88
68.6 88.5 88
734 6.7 87
8.6 730 84
9.1 .8 82
0.9 76.3 81
103.1 N ™
ns.7 90.3 76
127.8 0.7 7
10.2 "6 72
137.1 96.8 0
148.6 101.6 (-]
164.8 100. 8 67
173.6 112.8 ]
170.6 100.1 [
186.9 118.3 (7]
196.1 110.8 a1
199.0 110.4 60
212.68 125, 6 ]
“ 223.0 120.0 B8
1064, .. 289.2 138.3 57

1 Total wnges in covered employment subject to State contributions in all 8tates exce t
Michigan and Mew Ycrk, w se was In effect during all of 1938 and 193

base
Delaware, $3,000 beglnnlng Octoher 1939 and South Carolina, $3, beginning July 1930,



102 DATA RELATING TO 8. 1991

TasLe 18.—Tazable payrolls as percent of total payrolls and average annual earn~
ork State unemployment insurance law,

inge of workers covered by the New
selected indusiries, 1969-62

. Taxable gymlls &8 per- Average annual earnings
cent of total pa
Industry division, group and branch.
1050 | 1060 | 1961 | 1062 | 1959 1660 1061 1002

Allindustries.......coomrrecnacmanenan 58,3 | 57.0 | 55.8 | 54.5 | 85,153 | $5,325 | 85,483 | $5,080

Manufacturing.......occocoocremmecaccennann 56.5 | 54.9 | 53.6 | 520 5,426 | 5,018 65,707 6,028
Apparel and other finished fabric prod.

L1117 PRI 70.4 {60.7168.7][67.2| 4,087 4,174 4,202 4,49
Ordnance and acceasorfes_...___..._. 45.4 ] 64.7 | 4321308 7,007 7,227 7,466 8,108
Instruments: photographic and op-

tleal goods. .. iieaa. 48.2 | 40.8 | 45.6 | 43.6] 6,504 | 6,727 | 6,975 7,47
Other manufacturing. ... ....ceeceeee-.. 58.1|54.7|53.5]625]| 53801 8751 5,748 1 509
Tobacco manufactures.......... ... 40.1187.9(8.6|383 7884 | 7,978} 7,722| 8,008
Petroleum refining and related in-
AUSLEIES....enn e smeneennranan 35.3|34.9|8390|38.8] 8817| 9,156 9,7 0,750
Leather and leather produets........ 75817511745 740 3,636 | 3,711 ] 3,788 3,870
Nonmanufactutng. .. ceeeeeeneeereneceaeran 59.5|083]|57.1 8681 490 515 | 5303 | 6541
Agriculture, !oreat.l&y and :isheris........ 78.2]17.117.5]756] 3878] 3,082 4,113 4,219
Transportation and public utflitles...... 55.2[58.2|5L9|6L0] 5706 6167 6323 6614
Pipeline transportation.. ... ...__.... 88.8189.1)/401 357 8112( 7,000 8,207 8,536
Electric, and sanitery services....| 48.9 | 45.8 [ 44,0 | 422 ] 6,272 | 6,726 | 6,43 7,29
Wholesale and retail trade, ... 50.6|58.7]57.81887] 4,62 4,768] 4,864 5008
Wholesale trade. . ....._._..__.______ 47.4 | 46.6 1 45.8 1 44.5| 6,622 6,728 6,880 7,101
Retailtrade. .. .. . ... ool 70.5 1 60.5[68.7]67.56]| 3,663 8,785 3,88 8,004
General merchandise stores......| 70.1 { 60.1 1 0.0 | 62.91 3,319 3,413 3,455 3,589
Eating and places......} 83.6 | 82.7 | 8.3 [ 81.4| 2,067 | 8,093 | 8,188 3,228
Bervices. ..o.no o eceaceacnan 62.6)61.8(60.7 5.6 4404 4,612] 4,768 ] 4,908
Hotels and other lodging places..... 83.6|82.5(81.5}80.1| 3160 | 3,306 8380 | 3,481
Miscellaneous business services...... 82.7)51.5]61.0|80.4] 5,447 &5,643) 5804 | 5013
Motion pictures. ... ...coocoeieon. 53.9(65.8 (517502 507 8280 4872 8,841
Nonprofit membership organizations.| 55.8 | 54.4 | 52.7 | 51.6 | 4,876 | 5,046 | 3,277 5,408
Private households. .....ccccueeea-n 80.0 | 85.3 | 86.4 | 84.8 | 2,855 ( 8,060 | 3,004 3,154
Source: “Industrial Unemployment Insurance Cost Patterns in New York State, 1050-62,” New York

State Department of Labor, September 1963,

TaBLE 19.—Statulory provisions for aulomalic extension of State’s lazable wage
limit to the amount provided in Federal Unemployment Tax Act, 29 Siales,!

December 1965
State's wage Stale's wage
base for
mf#&:{zm cdmdallm
Alaska__ . _______________ 87,200 Nevada... ... ... .... $3, 800
Arizona____.____.__._._...__ , New Hampshire____._.__..... 3, 000
Arkansas. .. ... ... ... 3,000 New York_. .. 3, 000
Distriet of Columbia._.__..___ 3,000 North Dakota.__..conecn--.. 3,000
3¢ s £ TN 3,000| Oklahoma . _ ... . o ... 3, 000
COTGIA . oo 3,000] Pennsylvania. ... ___._... 3, 600
Illinois. . e 3, 000{ Puerto Rico. ... ______... 3, 000
Indiana. . .o . 3,000 Rhiode Island . .. _.__________ 3, 600
Kentucky._ ... 3,000 South Dakota.ooeooooroooous 3, 000
Maine. . covominmi e 3,000 | Tennessee. .- cenecmemmmeaeeu- 3,300
Maryland . ... ... 13000{Utah. - oo 4, 200
Minnesota. ... .. 4,800 Vermont.. .ococeeeeaanan 3, 600
Mississippi. o ccccmceee oo 3,000 West Virginda_._ ... 3, 600
Missouri. «mv oo 3,000 | Wisconsin.....occacecccacaa- 3, 600
Nebraska. . oo 3, 000

1 The 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 antomatic ex

tension provision is applicable only up to $3,600.
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DATA RELATING TO 8.
as shown

smsmnnas

Tax base $3,000 except

Tax
base

(Rates shown as percentagoes of taxable and total wages]

8,600 | January 1065.. ...
200 | January 1965_._...
g‘,wo Janusry 1963..___.

8,800 { April1065.........
8,300 | January 1063......

Btate

U.B. average. ...

TaBLE 20.—Average employer coniribution rates, by State, calendar years 1963-65
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Alaska. ...} §7,200 | January 1060......
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New York. ..o oeooiiof e eamaircccacccacaae]
North Carolina..........
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t Estimates of average rates based on tazable wages B'pmmmd by State employment securily agencies

estimates based on total wages prepared by Bureau of Employment Security.
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TasLx 22.-—Summary of transactions under title X II as of Nov. 10, 1966

' Total advanoss 8 a8

- i

Nov. 10, 1 1988

Amount Date

Total..... oo m— e aa e $233,785,000 |....... $70,054,004 | $162, 810,008
ABBEK o oo ememaan 000 | 1957 2] 7, 801, 708
e ————— s | o e
Pennsylvanis. ..o ———— 112,000,000 | 1950 37, 809, 000 74,131, 000

TasLe 23.—Summary of transactions? under 1968 TUC Act as of Nov. 10, 1965

Amoans Amount Amount
Btate made restored, still to be
avallable— a8 of restored
to be Nov, 10, 1088
restored

$443, 626, 395 | $308, 618, 561

9,434,1%7 9,484, 187

927,731 5085, 499
2,794,660 | 2,794,850
54,681,208 | 54,681,208
1,577, 465 1,577, 468
1,479,210 1,479, 219
21,327,282 | 21,327,282
12,426,666 | 12,428, 668
24,896,630 | 24,896, 630
e | ‘SRhm

908, 548 005, 548
45,356,740 | 24,785, 682
89, 140,241 | 89,140,241
80,063,425 | 63,943,126
5,735, 828 5,018, 000
9,441, 316 4,164,778

1 Not including additional expenditures incurred in the collection of Federal taxes in States where restora-
tion 13 accomplished by reduction in credit a%na the Federnl tax, such additional axgndltum are
deducted from current additional Federal taxes before crediting against remaining balance to be restored.

TaBLE 24.—FUTA laz rates for Slates with unrestored 1968 TUC andfor title X11
oulsianding advances, as of Dec. 1, 1986

1065 wages, payable Jan. 31, 1068 1066 wages, payable Jan. 31, 1067

State
Total | Besic | TUC | Title | Total | Basic | TUC | Title
XII X1
0.85 0.40 0.30 0.15 0.58 [LX 1} IR, 0.18
.40 ] O ® .83 40 &0 15
] 40 . U} I 0 40 B | [ IR
40 .40 8 () .85 40 .80 15
40 .40 U S B .0 L] 5 3 IO
. 40 I | [ A ] L] 0 |eaaaeeee

8&1_ 117? increase in net FUTA tax since Btate elected to take advantage of installment feature of Public Law
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Tanie 25.—FUTA tazx rates for Alaska, Michigan, and Pennsylvania (assuming
restoration of title XI1 and TUC funds iz not mads prior to Nov. 10 of tazable

yeor)

s;lé‘ Alasks Michigan Pennsylvanfs
Taxable year besic
FUTA | Title | TUC | Total | Title { TUC | Total | Title | TUC | Total
and XI1I -] X1 X1
TREUC
0.65 0.96 0.18 015 0.95 (0 1 0.68
.40 .86 8 .30 70 1 i 40
.40 .85 ! m .40 ! .40
.40 .85 16 0 .88 0161 10.30 .88
.40 .58 18 .30 .88 IS . I P .56
.40 .70 . 1.5 100 2. 1 )N IR 70
.40 851 48] 851 1.4 ........ .88
£ () R 40 1.00] 1.60 [coaeee.. )11 28 SRS R, 40
13! 1) T, 40 ) I 1.7 SR S I " JN PO 40
1972 ceeaaaennn 40 .90 IR JN P SR [ 2N (PO I 40
1973, e 40 105 {auaunaen ) I . 1 PRI I X 1 i ORI 40
1174 T, .40 12 foeeanaen | N 3] R I, [ I OO N .40
1975, e 40] 21.85 |-neu---- ) (- 7% PR B, " 2 DRSO PP, 40

ot‘Phui(l)J laldﬂlons%lp FUTA taxes for taxable year since State elected to take advantage of installment feature
¢ Law

3 Amount of taxes at this rate would be more than suffictent to restore remaining balance. Al excees
taxss would be credited to State acoount in the trust fund.

TaBLE 26.—State qualifying rqguremnts, December 1966, compared with proposed
al requirement

A, STATE QUALIFYING REQUIREMENTS WHICH APPEAR TO MEET ALL CONDITIONS
OF PROPOSED FEDERAL REQUIREMENT ! 28 BSTATES

Current minimum wage or employment qualification 3

Btate Less than 20 weeks of employment or | Equal to 20 weeks of employment or
equivalent (18 States) equivalent (9 Sta ;m

$500; 134 X high-quarter wages........
saoo 30 X weekly benefit amount.....
M20' X weekly benefit amount.....

3210‘ 80 X weekly benefit amount. .. .. $276; 134 X
........................................ 1 high-quarter wages.
88 X weekly benefit amount.. ...
3150 4 weeh andao ¥ weekly bepefit
amount.
$800......cocenneuannrecceacammaacccnn
$300; 30 X woekly benefit amount---.
s.m 30 X weekly benefit amount.....
......................................... $360; 134 X high-quarter wages.
$210.14; 14 weeks at $18.00 . ...
$285; 36 X wi ockly benefit amount. . ...
3255,17weakut$15 .................. $47; 13 X high-quarter
................................... . H il N
$528; 33 X weekly benefit amount. . ... woees
$258; 17 weeks at 816 ..................
$300; 30 to 274+ X weekly benefit
........................................ $500; 20 weeks at $15 average.
........................................ w 20 weeks at $20.
......................................... , 144 X high-quarter wages.

$360; 38 X weekly benefit amount. ...
3160' 80 X wvekly benefit amount. ...

See footnotes at end of table,
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TABLE 26.—S8late qualifying requirements, December 1965, commpared with pro-
posed Federal requiremeni—Continued

B. STATE QUALIFYING REQUIREMENTS WHICH EXCEED THE PROPOSED FEDERAL
REQUIREMENT,! 2 STATES

Btate Current minhnum wage or euiployment qualification §
Virginta®_ ... ... $690;, 48 X weekly bonefit amount
Wyomdng._ ... ....... .. 28 weoks with 24 hours and $18 in esch; 134 X high-quarter wages.

C. STATE QUALIFYING REQUIREMENTS W1:ICH APPEAR TO NEED 80ME AMEND.
MENT TO MEET ALL THE CONDITIONS OF PROPOSED FEDERAL REQUIREMENTS,!
22 BSTATES

1. Btates with qualifying requirement as a multiple of wha or hqw which be'cally meets proposed Fed-
eral regukemsmmant except that the inlaimum requ!rtaxmmp t i3 more th%n 5 times the Statewide avernge weekly
wage, :

ABBDAIMA. e ————— $468; 134 X high-quarter wagea,

Arksnusas. .. ..c.ocoeeniion. .- $480; 30 X ¥ benefit amount,

Idaho. .. ..o ... - §8572; 334 — 38+ X wages benefit amount.
North Caroling. ... .o cnenaes &; 14 X hﬁh-qumer wages,

North Dakota . .o eeracve e eaee : 40 X y benefit amount,.

Bouth Dakota. - ..o ..o enaeve s $600; 114 X high-quarter wages.

2. States witha flat dollar qualifying requirement which requires more than 5 times the Statowide average
wage; except in Callfornia these States also require more than 40 X the minimum wbe,¢ 9 States:

..................................... $720 Nebrasks.. ... ..ooceooioicirionneciocanmaraa. $800
Connectiout. ... ... ... eeiienne. 750 I‘yvew Hampshire.....c...cececrcecccanananenas %
L Tl erevan eeremeceasoresasascoananas
Maine (effective April 1068y ... .. . ....... 600 West Virginda. ..... .0 cciiieiiecr crceenen 700

Msswimaem .................................

3. Btates with a weeks-of-employment requiremeant so stated that it cowld result in denial of benefits to
individuals who meet the Federal requirements,s 3 Btates:

Florida . .o e e eaan 20 woeks at $20 average,
OPegON . et meeee s m——am——eme e ————— $700; 20 weeks at $20 average,
WISCODSIN oo ce e v e carma e ———————— 18 weeks at §16 average.

4. 8tates which require a distribution of earnings within the base pariod which could result in denial of
beneiits to individuals who meet the Federal requirements, 2 States:

Indana. ... . e $300; with $300 in last 2 quarters,
JIGITEAN TV o Y $343.75; 134 X hqw, with 8 X wbe in last 2 quarters.
5. Other:

Minnesota ¥....

e vt armeemanaamav oo a————— - ; 17 weelks at $26 (effective July 1966).
......................... - %; 19 weeks at m.(

1 The maximurn that may be raquired is: 20 weeks of e1 <». . ment at weakly wages of no more than 25

t of the statewlde average woakly wage (computed ai ‘e st once each year on aggregate wages during

t 4 oflast 5 completed calendar quarters); or, in States thwr (  high-quarter wages, total base-period wa%as

that are equal to 114 times high-quarter wages (hqw) or < « ot - weekly benefit amount (wba) and, at the
minimum weekly benefit lsvel, ropresent no more than o tin-., Jhe statewlde average weekly wage,

# Minimum base-period wages and, when required, nuraber of weeks of employment or wages totaling the
specified multiple of clafmant’s high-quarter wages or weekly benefit amount,

4 In sddition to basle requirement of more than 40 tiwnes wba, requires minimum qualifying wages of
more thao 5 times the statewide averags weekly wage.

¢ A flat dollar amount requires the same earnings of all workers; it permits some workars with high wage
rates to qualify with much less than 20 weeks of work or the equivalent, while it may raquire » longer perind
from the low wage workers.

# Claimant may have 20 weeks of work with earnings equal to 25 percent of the statewlde aversge weekly
H‘age bu% have g,ddmonal woeks at lower earnings wbich reduce his average wage for weeks worked below

6 requireivent.
wiedm addition, Oregon requires minimum base period earnings of $700 which is more than 5 times the state-

8 average wage,

It is anticipated that by the time the proposed Federal requirement becomes effactive, July 1, 1967,
average weekly weges [n the State will have Increased from $102.94 for 1064 to at least $104 for 1966, 80 that
$26 wlll net represent imore than 25% of the State average.

! The basic weeks-of-employment requirement would meet the (ﬁm Federal requirement, but the
$700 minimum requirement could result in denial of benefits to individuals who mest the Federal require-

ments.

$7-472 0—66—=8
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Maximam Weekly Benefit Amounts Are Relatively Much Lower
Than Earlier Levels
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TaBLY: 20.—Percentage of new snsured claimants eligible for Siate mazimum basic
weekly benefil amount, by Stale, selected years 198966

(In peroent]

g

Btate 1006 1

g
.é
-

REBR, | R
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®
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3
3 BRERIIE2RY SRRTIE2IRTABIRRIAB.BVRSIIINRALEETARIEE | &

®

SESTLRTIRINE LBTINSETTRATITES HEESETNERIRRASARIRL2ES | S
862‘:283&&88&5&3838:8883:‘-8382338888688338285835828883 3

ts peroen of weeks of total unsmployment co: ted at the maximvm week]
‘Em, Mi Rbode , and 518 in Colorado, Ha

beneut nmoun 16, or 816 in chigan, d, and U
Idaho, (‘ yoming) and thmlou understates by & small pamntaas
'"i‘ﬁ‘.u““““f: ‘“‘"""a&":.‘}:... %, 196
are en
3 Comparable m‘t: not available,

4 No provision for unemployment insurance under Federal-State program,

proportion of new in-
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TABLE 30.~~Increases in mazimum weekly benefit amount since Jan. 1, 1984

Maximum weskly benefit Maximum as percent of
amount ! average wookly wage 1 #
State and type of increass
Jan. 1, 1964 | Diecember 1965 | Jan. 1, 1964 | December 1065
$32 00 28 88.0 43.0
35.00 43 8.0 41.0
558.00 65 48.0 5.0
$48, 00~ 67.00 $50- 76 42.0-63.0 44.0-60.0
58. 00 1463 620 .0
38, 00~ 50,00 43~ 70 34.0-53.0 36. 0-680.0
36.00 40- 43 .0 36.0-39.0
30. 00~ 44.00 140 32.049.0 50.0
35.00 490 89.0 41.0
8.00 14y 420 50.0
88, 00~ 48.00 48 41.0-50.0 490.0
148,00 150 148,0 149.0
33, 00~ 60. 00 43- 73 28.0-51.0 84.0-88.0
38.00 4 47 89.0 :&o
40.00 45,00 41.0 0
38.00 40.00 43.0 43.0
87.50- 57.80 |  41.00- 61.00 33.0-51.0 35.0-81.0
40. 00 49.00 4.0 85.0
50.00 85,00 45.0 47.0
35.00 42.00 47.0 52.0
40.00 45.00 41.0 4.0
16.00 2. 00 83.0 8.0
38,00~ 48.00 | $47.00- 50.00 42.0-85.0 50.0-64.0
34.00 38.00 8.0 2.0
36.00 83.00 “o “.0
34.00 3.00 41.0 40.0
85,00 33,00 50.0 80.0
48,00 51,00 80.0 50.0
81.00 85,00 80.0 50.0
45.00 48,00 B2.5 82.8
46.00 49.00 50.0 5.0
43.00 46.00 50.0 80.0
37.00 40.00 80.0 £0.0
46.00 48,00 50.0 50.0
42.00 48.00 50.0 50.0
83.00 57.00 52.5 5.5
45.00 47.00 80.0 50.0

1 When 2 ﬂﬁum are given, the higher includes maxmum allowance for dependents; in Massachusetts,

maximum including dependents’ may not exceed clalmant’s y Wage,
1 Based on av. weekly coverod wage for year ending 6 months prior to indicated dsate,
$ Based on * le’’ maximum percentage adopted in Hawail (| percent), Iows (50 percent) and

Rhode Island (50 percent).
4 Effective January 1966 in Hawﬂlk‘:pﬂl 1066 in Maine, and July 1968 in Minnesota.

12 increnses enacted since Jan, 1, 1
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TasLE 31.—Mazimum weekly benefit amount, December 1965, and amounts répre-
gending 60 percent, 60 percent, and 66% percent of average weekly wage in covered
employment in 1964, by State

Maxiraum | Amount mfomaentlng fisd per-
Average weekly centages of average weekly wage ?
State weokly benefit
covered amount,
wage, 1004 | December 50 per 60 per- 6034 per-
1065 ¢ cent cent cent
$58.65 $38 44 $53 $50
165.54 4&5-70 83 100 110
104. 40 43 52 63 70
74.57 238 37 45 50
121, 82 68 61 3 81
102.42 151 1)} 61 a8
113.18 80~ 78 57 68 78
117,17 50 8 70 78
107. 58 355 54 &l 72
92, 54 3 48 50 62
86.80 35 41 52 58
04.57 163 47 87 63
%0, 58 148 45 84 60
116.84 927 &8 70 78
110.78 40- 43 85 68 4
97.43 249 49 58 65
97.17 149 49 &8 65
03.06 490 47 5 63
06.62 40 48 &8 o
86,67 143 ) 52 &8
97.70 48 49 ] 65
101. 47 50~ ! 51 61 (]
127.7 4-72 64 i 85
102. 47 51 63 (]
76.21 30 38 46 51
105 &4 45 &3 63 70
0°.0 H 46 56 62
0272 40 48 58 62
118. 87 41- 81 59 7 79
89.31 49 45 54 &
NeW JorBoy ..o o eeoecnemeemmemenmnnans 115.87 50 & 70 7
New Mexico. ... ... ... 05.17 33 48 57 63
New York..... ..o iieoiee 117.29 88 50 70 78
North Caroling.....oocooooeoaou... 80.27 42 40 48 8
North Dakota._ ... ... .. 01.28 146 48 8 61
[0 1 VN 118.60 2- 83 88 80 7
Oklahoma.. 95, 08 2 48 &8 64
Oregon.__...... 104 38 “ 8 63 70
Pennsylvania. 103.18 44 52 62 0
Puerto Rico... 52.88 2 26 32 38
Rhode Island. 92. 08 147~ 50 4 85 61
South Carolina.. 78,78 140 39 47 52
Bouth Dakota. ....voeeeneenemieannnes 88,72 3 43 51 57
TONNES90B.. . e oeeeceeeemecmmammmema 87.41 38 4“4 52 ]
POXBS . eeae e e emee e mmmenae e 96.29 37 48 58 64
Utah e e 96.97 148 48 58 85
Vermont. .cumueeemecaaacaccaaacanan 88. 69 145 “ 53 0
Virginda. . oot 80.43 30 48 54 80
Washington......__......._............ 112,04 42 56 68 75
West Virginia__.__ ... . e 104. 09 35 82 62 69
BSOS o e et e e e maaaeeae 108. 94 157 83 64 71
WYOMIDE. i 03,92 14 47 56 63

i When 2 figures are shown, the higher includes maximum sllowance for dependents; in Massachusetts
maximum including dependents’ allowances may not exceed claimaat’s weekg me.

1 In States noted, the maximum is recomputed annuslly (semiannually in Colorado and Wisconsin) based
on 8 specified ntage of the average weekly wage in covered employment (selected industries in Colo-
radg during the 1-year period ending 6 months prior to effective date of recomputed rate.

3 Excludes dependents’ allowances.
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CrART 32

EFFECTS OF PROPOSED UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE BENEFIT STANDARDS (8. 1091)
IN 13 BTATES ON PROPORTION OF CLAIMANTS ABLE TO RECEIVE HALF THEIR

WEEKLY WAGE

8. 1991 proposed that every eligible claimant be assured weekly compensation
equal to at least one-half of his weekly wage loss up to & maximum weekly benefit
amount equal to 50 percent of the statewide average weekly wege in covered
employment by July 1, 1967; the 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 steps of the
requirement on the proportion of all claimants, and of men and women claimants,
who would receive compensation equal to at least half their usual wages, com-
pared with the groportion 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 benefit
Meaximum weekly benefit | amount as & percent of
amount State _average weekly
Btate Wage
1981 July 1085 1961 July 1085
Percent
55 $65 81 53
40 45 50 50
50 55 43 L1
35 3 47 40
40 43 44

40 4“4 43 44
35 40 42 41
3535 43 48 141 9
142- 53 1342 53 141 LN ]
35 43 7 41
38 140- 43 k74 138
138~ 59 243- 70 136 338
180- 55 143~ 72 Ly 4 E ]

1 Includes fncreases passed by legislature as of July 1, 1965,
* Higher figure includes maximam allowance for dependents.
8 Excludes dependents’ allowances.

States are charted in order of the proportion the 1961 State maximum was
of the 1961 Statewide a,verafe wage, starting with the highest percentage. In
the charting, dependents’ allowamces were ignored, which tends 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 b= 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—would be able to receive half their

wages.

Xecelramatic 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
})oint below 50 percent of their own wages. Even at the final 663 percent level,
rom 14 to 27 percent of the men would still receive less than half their wages,
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Eifects of Propased U1 Bonefit Stamdards [ 5. 1991 |
Proportion of Claimants Able to Recoive Nalt Their Weekly Wage’

CALIFORNIA YERMONT

L

oo e

(-

Percent of claimants able to receive half \heir weekly wage:
« under maximum weekly benefit amount current in 1961
+ sdded under maximum raised to
~=50% of 1961 State average weekly covered wage
==66-2/3% of 1961 State average weekly covered wage
Percent still wnable to receive haii nnder proposed standarde
® Docad o0 wage ¢sto (10 slalasni surveys In 1081-02

fuly 5, 1988
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Effects of Propased M1 Benefit Standards [ S. 1991 ) i
Propertion of Claimants Able to Recoive Nalf Their Waskly Wage’

Yar more Men than Wc;amamddw-

CALIFORNIA VERMONT

Percent of claimants able to receive half their weskiy wage:

E:] + under saximum weekly benefit asount currwat ih 1861
« added under maximpe raised to

«=50% of 1961 State average weskly covered wage

-=88-2/3% of 1961 Jtate average weskly covered wage

r===-
Lo._J  Percent stil) unable to recelve half under propossd standards

® Basas ¥n woge doi0 frem glainant surveys in 180702

laly 8, 1809
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Effects of Proposed I Bomelit Standards [ S. 1991 ) o0
Propertion of Claimants Able te Receive Nalf Their Weekly Wage®

NEW YORK ~ GEORGIA

e |
1
s
-4

| R |

Percent of claimants able to receive half their weekly wage:
« Under maximum weekly benefit snount curreat in 1961
+ added under maximus raised to
«=50% of 196) State avarage weekly covered wage
==66-2/3% of 1081 $Statle average weekly coversd wage

Percent still unable to receive half wnder proposed standarde

® Sasad on wage dste frem sleinant survays In 1001-02
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Eftects of Propased U1 Bemefit Standards [S.199 | m
Praportion of Claimants Able to Receive Hail Their Weekly Wage'

Bar more Men than Wamamddya‘n--
NEW YORK GEORGIA

Percent of claisants able to receive half their ‘eekly wage:

«» under maximus weekly benefit smount current in (981

« 8dded under maximum raised to

~=50% of 1981 State average weskly covered wage
- ~=68-2/3% of 196) State average weekly covered wage

-y

Percent still unable to receive half under proposed standards

1
beeaa
® Saged 04 woge dota 170m clnlmast purvays (n 188102

bty 8, 1988
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Effects of Praposed VI [Bensfit Standards | . 1991 | o
Proportion of Claimants Able te Receive Nalf Their Weskly Wage’

PENNSYLVANIA OREGON LOUISIANA

*

Perceat of claimants able to receive half their weekly wage:

« under maxinum weekly dbenefit smount current in 196l

« added under maxiuum raised to

««50% of 1981 3tate average weekly covered wage

“ w=85-2/3% of 198) State averags weekly coversd wage
==
[-_-J Percont still unable to receive half under proposed standards

® Bancd on waga dote frem slaimsnt surveys in 1081-02

July §, 1488
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Etfects of Propesed W) Bonefit Standards ( S. 1991 ) o»
Proportion of Claimants Able to Receive Nalf Thair Weekly Wage'

Dar more Mo lhan Women would gain--

PENNSYLVANIA ORECON LGVISIANA

Percent of claimants cL'e to receive half thelr weskly wege:

snder maximue weekly benefit amcunt current in 1981

« #0ded under maxisum raised to

m

~=50% of 1961 State averags weekly covered wage

- «=08-2/9% of 196) State average weekly covered wage

{""1 Percent still unable to receive half under proposed standards
* Bosed an wge dots trem glainant surveys In 1961.02

July 6, 1988
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Effects of Propesed Ul Bensfil Stadards [ S. 1991 ) o
Propertion of Claimants Able to Receive Nalf Their Weekly Wape® ™

MARYLAND N0

Percent of claimants able to receive half their weekly wage:

. under maximum weekly benefit amount current in 196]
. added under maximun rvaleed to

==50% of 1961 3tate average weskly coversd wage

==08-2/3% of 196! State averags weekly covered wage

oy
H ) Parcent still unable to recelve half under proposed standards

® Sesed on vage date (eem sloimant survays s 1001-02
203506 on Daxinen snsluding depandents’ allewaners

Jety 8, 1008
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Effcets of Propased W1 Bemsfit Standards | 5. 1991 | on
Preportion of Clsimants Able to Receive Nalf Thair Weekly Wage' ™

HGar more Men than Women m«ld;ain--

MARYLAND

Percent of claimants adle to receive half their weekly wage:

under maximum weekly benefit amount current in 1981

added under maximum raised to

--50% of 1981 State average weekly covered wage
- ==86-2/3% of 198) State average weekly covered wage
=

I Percent still unable to receive half under proposed standards

® Gaons om voge €sta Trow alalmant survaye In 198182
Soagsed on sazleun exciuding dependenta’ ailesances

uly 8, t908
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Effects of Propesed VI Bensfit Standards ( S. 1991 ) m
Proportion of Claimants Able te Receive Nalf Their Weskly Wage’

ARIZONA INDIANA

Percent of claisants abie to receive half their weekly wage:

« under maximum weskiy benefit amount current in 196}

» 8dded under maxinum raised to

««50% of 196! State average weekly covered wage

B

-=66-2/3% of 196) State average weekly covered wage

===
{___J Percent stil] ynable to receive half under proposed standards

® Jsued o0 voge date from slsiannt surveys la 1801-02

July 9, 1908
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Effects of Propesed U1 Benefi! Standards [ S. 1991 | m
Propertion of Claimants Able te Ruceive Walf Their Weekly Wage’

Gar more Men than Women would gain--

ARIZONA INDIANA

Percent of claimants able to receive half their weekly wage:

under maxinum weekly benefit amount current in 186|

. added under maximym raised to

«=50% of 1981 State average weekly covered wage

m -=68-2/3% of 1961 State average weekly covu.sd wage
ooy :
L,_,,' ‘Percant still unable to reweive half undsr proposed standards

*Bgses on vage dots from glalmant sucveys In 1001-02

July 85,1088

57-472 0—66——9
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Effects of Proposed VI Benslit Standards [ S. 1991 | m
Propertion of Claimants Able te Receive Malf Their Weekly Vage

o e

ILLINOIS NICHIGAN

Percent of claimants able to receive haif their weekly wage:

. under maximum weekly benefit amount current in 196i

« added under maximsum raised to

«=50% of 1861 State average weekly covered wage

«-~86-2/3% of 198] State average weekly covered wage

BE

t ]
bevaed

Percent still unadble to receive half under proposed standards

* Saged 9 wage dots fres slefmant surveys in 1081-82
$%8ases on soxiaum exsinging dependonts’ aliowances

Jely 8, 1008
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Effects of Proposed Ul Bemefit Standards [ S. 1991 )
Propertion of Claimants Able te Ruceive Nalf Their Weekly Wage® *°

Qar more Men than Women would gain--

ILLINOIS NICHIGAN

Percent of claimante able to receive half their weekly wage:

» under maximum weekiy benefit amount current In 198!
« 8dded under maximum raised to

«=50% of 1961 State average weekly covered wage

==66-2/3% of 1961 State averuge weskly coversd wage

re==q
HE Percent still unable to receive half under priposed standards

® Beaed wm wage dnta frea glal

od on mexlaun exgluging do

Tuly §,1808
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TanLE 33.—Number and

DATA RELATING TO 8. 1091

ercent of claimants exhausting benefils, and average

=

actual benefil duration of exhaustces, by State, 1964
Claimants exhsust- Claimants exhaust-
ing benefits A 0 ing benefits A
actu actaa)
duration duration
State Percent of ex- Btate Percent | ofex-
Number | ofall | haustees Number | ofall | hauctees
benefl- | (weeks) benefl- | (weeks)
ciarfes ! ciarles !
Total, all pro- Minnesota......... 22,010 4.8 2.8
grams? __...._ 1,443,278 2.8 (O] 2.4 20.6
Total, State pro- 647 19.5 19.8
.......... 1,370,798 23.8 21.9 2.8 19.1
26,3 17.6
Alsbama. ... ......_ 30.7 2.2 4.4 20,3
Alaska.... ... .. 2.4 24.4 8.8 25.0
Arjzons. ... 3.5 10.4 A7 21.4
Arkansas. . 25.7 18.7 10.8 4.9
California.. 2.7 2.0 10.3 26.0
Colorado... 2.3 18.8 18,7 4.5
282 20.3 20, 4 21,8
20.6 21.0 18.2 24,9
829 2.9
25.0 26.9 17.8 2.0
36.2 16.2 15.8 30,0
28.5 14.6 43,6 12,0
18.1 26,0 2.6 10.9
869 27.0 15.8 32.3 10.4
27.2 19.4 || South Dakota. . ... 31.3 13.9
608 28.9 13.4 25.4 2.0
8 2.9 16,2 39.4 17.1
Kansas 8,068 2.8 20.1 25,8 10.8
Kentucky......... 16,939 25.1 20.6 2.1 26.0
Louistana..._...... 19,892 31.8 19.9 2.8 15.8
15.8 28.0 21,8 2.6
16,4 20.0 17.2 25.1
25.3 22.8 20,8
8 3 5 7

[
=~

®

[
~

8

1 Exhaustions for calondar year as percent of 1st pag;nents for 12-month period ending June 30 of that 1
t Includes claimants exhausting benefits under t

employees and ex-servicemen,
3 Comparable data not avallable,

une:

mployment compensation program for F

ers
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TaBLE 34.—Slatutory minimum and mazimum duration of unemployment insurance
benefits and average polential duralion, by Stale, 196

Statutory durstion Pearcent of claimants
(weoks) A cntitied to—
Btate goumt al
uration
Minimum | Maximum | (weeks) | Less thaa | 28 or more
18 woeks wosks

-
- ]
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Pennsylvanda ¢, ... ... 118
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8
[=]
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U—Unifor:, . wration,
1 Benofits are extended when unemployment in State reaches specified levels; ses table 4.

1 In States noted, duration is longer for claimants earning minimum qualifying wages.

¥ Less than 0.6 percent,
4 Changed from uniform duration of 30 weeks to variable duration of 18-30 weeks effective July 1, 1064.

& Increased maximum duration from 24 to 26 weeks effective July 1, 1064,



DATA RELATING TO S. 1691

Table 35

SUMUARY OF SELECTED DISQUALIFICATION PROVISIONS OP STATE UI LAWS, December 1965 1/
Annotated to qu'cne thoess that do not appear to aeet

Jroposed Yedersl stendard £ _
pec squaiifications

Basic dis ficationa for unemployment due to:
ﬂocdﬂ Refusal of Rerltal or

Yoluntary for suitable  Pre y dmmestic
leaving nisconduct vork 25 obligations
Alabaza D - 6-10 None None
¢, R
Alaske 193 - " )] ‘D
Arizona + * * Bone None
R R
Arkansas 8 8 8 4 /
L} v 1)
California D D 2-10 None #
W
Colarado D D D 2/ D
c, v c,V c, ¥
Connecticut - L L #2/ None
Delavare D ] p 2/ Kone
District of Columbia 4.9 k-9 k9 2/ None
R R R
Floride (&) (/) (&) one Noe
R
Georgla 5-9 51 3-9 D None
R, W R, ¥ R, ¥
Havaii 2.7 2.7 2.7 2/ #
Idaho D D D # #
Illnos /) /) ) #2/ 4
Indiana L] D D ¢ D
Iove D 4.9 D None None
c, R, W [+
Kansas L Lol L e/ D
Kentucky D 6-16 1-16 Sone D
1 | |
Louisiana D D D 2/ Noue
W v
Maine D D ] #2/ ]
§ %en rovorsy side of nam for arrotations.
/

nes Zontnntes aL and of tadble,



DATA RELATING TO B8.

1991

SUMMARY OF SELECTED DISQUALIFICATION PROVISIONS OF STATE UI LAWS, December 1965 i/
Annotated to indicate thoss that do not appear to meet

Psoposed Yederal standard /

Basic disqualifications

“Bpeclal dlsquaililcations
for unemployment due to:

129

Dlscharge  Refusai of Rarital or
Yoluntary for suivable Pregnancy damestic
leaving  misconduct vork 2/ cbligations
Iaryland (/) (/) (v) 2/ None
Massachusetts k10 4.10 * 2/ None
B
Michigang » ) # ] None
W, R W, R W, R
Minnesota 5/ 5-8 5-8 T D b 3/
R, W R, W c
Mesissippl D l.12 112 None D
Mistours D 1-8 D 2/ None
W w W
Montans - 2-9 L $2/ D
¢
Nebraska 37 3-7 D $2/ None
R, W R, W ¢
Nevadn 1-15 1-15 1-15 */ D
Hew Hampshire D p D 2/ None
New Jersey D - -» 2/ None
Kew Mexico 1.13 1-13 1-13 Kone None
R R R
New York D D D None D
North Cerolina L E] 512 412 #2/ Noue
R, W R, W R, W
North Dakota D D D D D
Ohio D D D F D
¢y
Oklahcma * * » 2/ D
v v
Oregon /) (&) (&) b D
Pennsylvania D D D # D
Puerto Rizo - L - Noos lons
B A iasite ruoe feroupnotaiive,

“au foslr-tr3 ol 3a-~¢ of lalls,
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SUMMARY OF SELECTED DISQUALIFICATION PROVISIONS OF STATR UI LAWS, Décesber 1965 y

Amoutedtoindicatetbouthutdonot to meet
Jroposed Federal standard
1 ons
Basic dis fications Loy due to:
s e or
Voluntary for suitable Pregnancy domestic
leaving wmisconduct  work 2j cbligations
Rhode Island D 3-10 '™ Nous
South Carolina * 6-23 * None None
R, ¥ | R
South Dakota k9 T-24 1-20 $2/ Noue
R, ¥ R, W R, W
Tennessee D D D Kone None
Toxas 1-26 1-26 1-13 Hone None
R, W R, ¥ R, W
Utah * 1-9 w $ #
v
Yearnont 2.9 612 - _2/ None
v W
Virginie D D D None None
Washington - - D #2/ Noae
Vest Virginia * * L or mre D
R R
Wisconsin D D3/ D 2/ D
c, v;/ c, W
Wyoming D ] D None None
c c c

See opposite pege Jor annotations,

y Onits disqualifications for labor diepute, fraudulent Kisrejresentation to
obtain benefits, special provisions in 22 States imposing heavier disquali-
fications applicable to discharges for dishonest or criminal acts or other
acts of aggrsvated misconduct; and special disqualifications applicable to
students and retirees.

_/ States footnoted have eligibility provisions that deny benefits during a
specified period before and after childbirth to individuals who are
unemployed during their pregnancy.

3/ Bensfit rights dased on any vork left are canceled; \f emplayer involved
ves claimant's cnly base-period emplayer, cancellation results in denisl
for at lewst the remainder of the benefit yeear.

b/ Disqualification provisions include postponement of banefits for both e
specified period and for duration of unemployment.

5/ Basic dlsqualifications shown become effective July 1, 1966.
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Summary of selected disqualification provisions of State

UI lavs, December 1965

Bxplanation of annotations

The first line of ‘entries for each State indicates the period
of the disquslification, as follows:

Tapge tt

"yt

ND"

n#u

means that the vrovision appears to meet all of the
requirements of sections 3304(a)(7) and (9).

means that the number of weeks of postponement of bene-
fits specified in State lav is equal to or less than the
maximum provided in section 3304(a)(7) but, because of
other factors (see C, R, or W below), provision does not
meet other parts of the Federal standard.

means disqualification for the duration of the individuals
unemployment.

neans that benefits are denied only until availability
is demonstrated.

Where a second line of entries 1s shown for a State, it indi-
cates factors (other than the period of disqualification) that
are not _consistent with Federal standerd, as followe:

ﬂc"

HR"

means cancellation of all wage credits with the employer
involved or of all wage credits earned prior to the iis-

qualifying act.

means that benefit rights or wage credits are reduced by
an amount usually equal to the period of disqualification
imposed.

means that the disquelification period does not run from
the veek in which the disqualifying act occurred, either
because

(a) disqualifications are imposed with resmect to sepa-
rations from other than last work (or for refusals
of work in other than the current veriod of unem-
ployment), or

(v) disqualification does not commence until a claim is
filed (and also, in same cases, it can be satisfied
only by veeks of unemvloynent in vhich additional
conditions are met).

O



