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1.0 INTRODUCTION AND CONCLUSIONS

1.1 Purpose

During the past 20 years it has been found that the duration of
benefits is not adequate during periods of "high" unemployment
and in many small areas during periods of "normal" unemployment.
In response to this problem, the Federal-State Extended Benefits
(EB) Program was enacted. This program permits eligible indivi-
duals to receive benefits equal to one-half of their entitlement
under the regular State unemployment insurance program up to a
maximum of 39 "weeks" during periods of specified high unemploy-
ment. The "triggering" mechanism used by the EB Program to deter-
mine when a State is experiencing high unemployment has been
criticized because it does not equitably define periods of high
unemployment among States, within States, and among individuals.
One alternative to a "triggering" mechanism is to permanently
increase the-duration of regular State unemployment insurance up
to a maximum of 39 "weeks". The purpose of this study is to
explore alternative formulas for providing additional duration

under the regular benefit program.

The study, entitled "An Analysis of Some of the Effects of Increas-
ing the Duration 6f Regular Unemployment Insurance Benefits" was
conducted to aid in the assessment of such a program. Alternative
formulas were applied to samples of actual claimant data from a
group of four States. The analysis sought to determine the impact
of each formula applied on program costs and on various ségments

of the claimant population.

The scope of the study was limited to the "weeks of work" States.
These 14 States are those which include the requirement of a mini-
mum number of weeks worked in the base period in determining eligi-
bility for benefits. These States were specified for use on the

basis of the availability of data on weeks of work in the base
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period. Although they comprise a minority of the States in the
nation, their use of a variety of duration and benefit formulas
makes them more representative with respect to methods for deter-

mining entitlement than their small number would suggest.

The States used in the study are Ohio, Florida, New York, and
Oregon. Ohio and Florida use a fraction of the weeks worked to
determine entitlement to benefits, Oregon uses a fraction of base
period wages, and New York provides uniform duration. Thus, these
States represent many of the common types of entitlement provi-
sions. They were selected (within the limits set by the practical
considerations of cost and data availability) to represent the
various means for setting benefit duration. Oregon is tested with
a high guarter wage benefit formula rather than an annual wage for-
mula since the high quarter wage formula is the predominant method

used in the country.

It should not be expected, however, that the results of testing
alternative formulas in these States could be "blown up" to
produce reliable estimates of the program's impact on a national
scale. Nor can results for one State be reliably compared with
or imposed upon another State. There are too many factors un-
controlled by the study design, making interstate comparisons
and national conclusions risky at best. This is not to .minimize
the importance of the results of the study; rather, it is a
cautionary word regarding the conclusions which are reasonable

to draw from such an analysis.

The results of the project will provide an indication of the
effects of applying various formulas for increasing unemployment
benefit duration beyond current maximums. The application of
alternative formulas to real claimant data to determine potential
and actual duration of benefits and the resultant costs will take
the study of increasing benefit duration a substantial step forward.
The type of analysis conducted in this project is a necessary step
in considering increasing duration--including the desirability of

such a program and the method chosen to carry it out.
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1.2 Outline of the Final Report

This report is divided into seven chapters. This chapter pro-
vides a basic introduction to the project and summarizes the
results of all phases of the analysis. Chapter 2 discusses the
program experience which has brought about suggestions for

raising the maximum duration under regular State programs. Chap-
ter 3 outlines the various State entitlement provisions which

must be considered in developing alternative formulas for increas-
ing benefit duration to this level. The four chapters following
(4 through 7) deal with the four States studied during the project.
Each chapter presents the State's current provisions; the alter-
native additional benefits formulas designed for the State; and
the results of applying the formulas (including the effect on
costs, duration, and exhaustions and the impact on various popu-
lation groups). Appendix A discusses statistical considerations
and includes valuable information on the relative accuracy of
estimates provided in this report. Finally, Appendix B contains

a bibliography of the major source material utilized by the

project.

1.3 Summary of Conclusions

We present in this section a summary of the results and conclu-
sions which are presented in Chapters 4, 5, 6, and 7 of this
report. While the reader is encouraged to take the time to
review that material, the results which are of greatest signi-

ficance are presented herein.

The analysis of the impact of increasing regular duration to 39
"weeks" of benefits was completed in the States of Ohio, Florida,
New York, and Oregon. This analysis included the determination

of both potential and actual costs of such a program and an analy-

sis of the impact in terms of average duration (both potential and
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actual), exhaustion rates, and changes in the makeup of the
characteristics of selected claimant groups. The analysis was
limited to claimants with benefit years beginning (BYB) in
1973, 1974, and 1975, with actual costs and exhaustions limited
to just 1975.

The formula to be tested for increasing regular benefits was to
require one and one-half times the base period employment needed
for 26 "weeks" of benefits in order to receive 39 "weeks" of
benefits. This formula could be applied to most States while
allowing them to maintain their existing formula. There are,
however, some instances where such a requirement would require

a State to increase its existing fraction in order that claimants

might be able to receive 39 "weeks" of benefits.

Of the States tested, two would require such a change. Florida,
which uses weeks of work to determine duration and a fraction
providing one week of benefits for two weeks of work (1/2), was
tested using a 3/4 fraction and a 1/1 fraction. Oregon, which
uses annual wages, was tested as a high quarter wage State since
that is the predominant formula used in the country. The frac-
tions tested for Oregon were chosen to be as close to the existing

program as possible.

1.3.1 Potential and Actual Cost Estimates

The results of this analysis include estimates of the potential
and actual costs to the State for the additional benefit duration
program. The potential cost estimate represents an upper bound
that a State could expect; however, it is the actual cost which

are most likely to reflect the costs in a particular State.

In reviewing the results two factors should be kept in mind.
First, the data represents results based upon claimants drawing
benefits with BYB's in periods of varying economic conditions, and

second, comparisons of these results against formal UI financial
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reports must consider the fact that the formal reports are for
benefits paid to claimants within a specified period, not for
benefits of claimants with a specified BYB. The cost estimates

for the formulas tested in the four States are shown in Figure 1.1.

In Figure 1.1, the current costs represent the cost estimate for
the existing program as determined from the claimant sample. For
those States requiring a change in the existing duration formula
the alternative cost estimates are shown for both a 26-week program
and a 39-week program. The percentage increase represents the
change from the current program. Each of the formulas tested, both

current and alternative, are summarized at the bottom of the chart.

1.3.2 Potential and Actual Duration Estimates

,The average duration of benefits was also estimated, expressing
duration in terms of total "weeks". The term "weeks" is in
reality the average of total dollars paid to a claimant divided

by the weekl§ benefit amount for each claimant sampled and, thus,
does not represent the total number of weeks in which the claimant
received benefits. These results are shown in Figure 1l.2. The

format and content of this chart are the same as Figure 1.1l.

1.3.3 Exhaustion Estimates

Exhaustion rates are indicative of the ability of a program to
provide adequate assistance to workers during periods of unemploy-
ment. Data collected in the study was utilized to determine the
number of beneficiaries who would exhaust under the existing and the
alternative benefit duration formulas. These results are pre-
sented in Figure 1.3. 1In reviewing the results the reader should
be mindful of the specific economic conditions of that period as
well as the specific alternative being tested. 1In all States
except Oregon, significant reductions in the exhaustion rates

can be seen. For Oregon, exhaustion rates increase; however,
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Figure 1.1

Summary of Estimated Increases in Potential and Actual Costs

Millions of Dollars

(Fercentage Increase)

Alternative One Alternative Two Alternative One Alternative Two
STATE CURRENT . . A .

26 Week Maximum Duration 39 Week Maximum Duration

Ohio~Potential (1973) 281.4 N/A N/A 391.5 (+39.1%) N/A

Ohio~Potential (1974) 613.7 N/A N/A 854.0 (+39.2%) N/A

Ohio-Potential (1975) 1111.0 N/A N/A 1558.9 (+40.3%) N/A
Florida-Potential (1973) 248.1 299.4 (+20.6%) 319.5 (+28.7%) 372.5 (+50.1%) 431.8 (+74.0%)
Florida-Potential (1974) 402.8 471.8 (+17.1%) 495.0 (+22.9%) 604.6 (+50.1%) 6R6.2 (+70.4%)
Florida-Potential (1975) 425.8 499.5 (+417.3%) 527.1 (+423.8%) 636.8 (+49.06%) 725.1 (+70.3%)
New York-Potential (1973) 1578.6 N/A N/A 2165.2 (+37.2%) 2291.5 (+445.2%)
New York-Potential (1974) 1678.7 N/A N/A 2313.7 (+37.8%) 2402.7 (+43.14%)
New York-Potential (1975) 1685.4 N/A N/A 2311.2 (437.1%) 2427.0 (+44.0%

Oregon-Potential (1973) N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Oregon-Potential (1974) 174.8 199.5 (+14.1%) 180.0 (+3.0%) 239.9 (37.3%) 212.9 (421.89%)
Oregon-Potential (1975) 249.3 299.5 (+20.1%) 261.5 (+4.9%) 321.7 (+29.1%) 279.4 (+ 7.2%)

Ohio-Actual (1975) 696.3 N/A N/A 825.7 (+1B.6%) N/A
Florida~Actual (1975) 312.7 357.7 (+14.4%) 371.5 (+18.8%) 409.6 (431.0%) A43.8 (441.9%)
New York-Actual (1975) 1148.4 N/A N/A 1370.1 (+19.3%) 1412.8 (+23.0%
Oregon-Actual (1975) 110.6 143.9 (+30.1%) 122.7 (+410.9%) 150.0 (+35.6%) 127.6 (+15.3%)

NOTE:

Ohio Current
Alternative One
Florida Current
Alternative One
Alternative Two
New York Current
Alternative One
Alternative Two
Oregon Current
Alternative One
Alternative Two

- 20 x Wha + 1 x Wha for each credit
20 x Wba + 1 x Wba for each credit

1/2 weeks of werk
3/4 weeks of work
1/1 wecks of work
uniform 26 weeks
uniform to 26 weeks,
1.3/1 weeks of work

1/1 weeks of work from 26 weeks

annuval wage, Wba - 1.25% annual wages, benefits -

1/2 BPW,
3/8 BPW,

1/20 HQW
1/26 HOW

1/3 base period wages

week in excess of 20 to a maximum.of 26 x Wba

week in excess of 20 to a maximum of 39 x Wha




Figure 1.2

Summary of Duration of Benefits

Weeks (Percentage lncrease)

Alternative One Alternative Two Alternative One Alternative Two
STATE CURRENT . . .

26 Week Maximum Duration 39 Week Maximum Duration

Ohio-Potential (1973) 25.7 N/A N/A 35.5 (+38.1%) N/A

Ohio-Potential (1974) 25.7 N/A N/A 35.3 (+37.4%) N/A

Ohio-Potential (1975) 25.7 N/A N/A 35.7 (+38.9%) N/A
Florida-Potential (1973) 19.2 23.7 {+23.4%) 25.4 (+32.3%) 28.9 (+50.1%) 33.9 (+76.6%)
Florida-Potential (1974) 20.4 24.4 {+19.6%) 25.6 (+25.5%) 30.7 (+50.4%) 35.1 (+72.1%)
Florida-Potential (1975) 20.4 24.1 (+18.1%) 25.5 (+25.0%) 30.5 (+49.5%) 34.8 (+70.6%)
New York-Potential (1973) 26.0 N/A N/A 35.4 (+36.2%) 37.4 (+43.8%)
tNew York-Potential (1974) 26.0 N/A N/A 35.6 {+36.9%) 37.4 (+43.8%)
New York-Potential (1975) 26.0 N/A N/A 35.3 (+35.8%) 37.3 (+43.5%)

Oregon-Potential (1973) N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Oreqon-Potential (1974) 25.6 23.9 (- 6.6%) 23.7 (- 7.4%) 28.5 (+11.3%) 27.8 (+17.3%)
Oregon-Potential (1975) 25.8 23.2 (-10.1%) 22.8 (-11.6%) 25.0 (- 3.1%) 24.4 (- 5.4%)

Ohio-Actual (1975) 16.3 N/A N/A 19.3 (+18.4%) N/A
Florida-Actual (1975) 15.1 17.4 (+15.2%) 18.1 (+19.9%) 19.8 (+31.1%) 21.5 (+42.49%)
New York-Actual (1975) 17.7 N/A N/A 21.1 (+19.2%) 21.8 (+23.2%)
Oreqgon-Actual (1975) 11.7 11.3 (- 3.4%) 11.3 (- 3.4%) 11.9 (+ 1.7%) 11.8 (+ 0.9%)

NOTE:

Ohio Current -
Alternative One -
Florida Current -
Alternative One -
Alternative Two -

New York Current -
Alternative One -~
Alternative Two -

Oregon Current -
Alternative One -
Alternative Two -

20 x Wba + 1 x Wha for each credit weck in excess of 20 to a maximum of 26 x Wha
20 x Wba + 1 x Wha for each credit week in excess of 20 to a maximum of 39 x Wba

1/2 weeks of work
3/4 weeks of work
1/1 weeks of work
uniform 26 weeks
uniform to 26 weeks,
1.3/1 wesks of work

1/1 weeks of work from 26 weeks

annual wage, Wha - 1.25% annual wages, bencfits - 1/3 base period wages

1/2 8pW,
3/8 BPW,

1/20 HQW
1/26 HQW




Figure 1.3

Summary of Exhaustions

Percentage of First Payments (Percentaye Increase)

Alternative One Alternative Two Alternative One Alternative Two
STATE CURRENT 3 .
26 Week Maximum Duration 39 Week Maximum Duration

Ohio-Actual (1975) 39.2 N/A N/A 29.3 (-25.3%) N/A
Florida-Actual (1975) 57.2 49.5 (-13.5%) 45.5 (-20.5%) 42.9 (-25.0%) 34.6 {-39.5%)
New York-Actual (1975) 43.7 N/A N/A 36.1 (-17.4%) 34.3 (~21.5%
Oregon-Actual (1975) 13.1 15.0 (+14.5%) 15.2 (+16.0%) 14.4 (+ 9.9%) 14.7 (+12.2%)
NOTE:

Ohio Current
Alternative One
Florida Current
Alternative One
Alternative Two
New York Current
Alternative One
Alternative Two
Oregon Current
Alternative One
Alternative Two

20 x Wba + 1 x Wha for each credit week in excess of 20
20 x Wba + 1 x Wba for each credit week in excess of 20

1/2 weeks of work
3/4 weeks of work
1/1 weeks of work
uniform 26 weeks
uniform to 26 weeks,
1.3/1 weeks of work

1/1 weeks of work from 26 weeks

to a maximum of 26 x vba
to a maximum of 39 x wba

annual wage, Wha - 1.25% annual wages, benefits - 1/3 base period wages

1/2 BPW,
3/8 BPW,

1/20 HOW
1/26 HQW




this is due entirely to the change from an annual wage formula
to a high quarter wage formula. When these results are compared
to the corresponding 26-week alternative, a modest reduction can

be seen.

1.3.4 Claimant Characteristic Analysis

Results are also broken down by claimant classification to

analyze such characteristics as Sex, Ethnic Group, Number of
Dependents, Age, Industry, Occupation, Education, Average Weekly
Wage, Base Period Wages, and Number of Employers. Data was not
available for each category for all States. These breakdowns are
provided for average duration, population profiles, and exhaustion

rates. Each type of analysis is discussed below.

Average Duration by Claimant Classification. The breakdowns for

average duration by claimant classification give somewhat mixed
results. This is a result of both the nature of the claimant
population and the character of the State provisions affecting

duration. For average duration, we see the following results:

In Ohio, the provisions for additional benefit duration generally
favor the less firmly attached claimants. Relative gains in po-
tential duration are seen for claimants in more stable industries,
those in the middle age brackets, and those in the higher wage
categories. For actual duration, however, relative gains are

seen for females, for claimants in some traditionally high turn-
over and seasonal industries, for those in the higher age brackets,

and for those in lower wage groups.

In Florida, little difference in potential duration is registered
for any classification comparing the 3/4 fraction with the current
1/2 fraction. 1In comparison to these two fractions, the appli-
cation of the 1/1 fraction appears to favor the less firmly
attached claimant. Relative gains are seen in potential duration

for females, nonwhites, claimants with more base period employers,
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and for those in lower wage groups. Lower wage earners, females,
and nonwhites all fare relatively better in terms of actual dura-

tion under both alternatives.

In New York, little difference is seen for potential or actual
duration for the Sex, Ethnic Group, or Number of Dependents
characteristics. Under the wage category relative gains were

seen in potential duration for the higher wage groups. Relative
gains are also seen for the extreme age groups. Both the lower
wage groups and the older age groups gain in terms of actual dura-
tion. The better educated‘groups gain in both potential and actual

duration.

In Oregon, the change from an annual wage formula to a high quar-
ter formula is favorable to the more firmly attached claimant.

This effect complicates the results of increasing the maximum
duration to 39 "weeks". Where potential duration differences

are relatively insignificant under the current program, they differ
greatly under the tested alternatives for most claimant character-
istics. Actual duration results favor higher wage earners and
those with more weeks of work. Males and the extreme age groups

fare relatively worse than their counterparts.

Population Profiles. The population profilées are provided to allow

comparisons of the classifications of claimants receiving various
levels of potential duration against the expected distribution of
claimants among classifications for the entire sample. Differ-
ences for specific claimant characteristics are indicative of the
impact of the formula being analyzed. Variations among States were
seen as an indication of the differences in the claimant popula-
tion and the effects of the one and one-half times requirement on

the existing State provisions.

In Ohio, large differences are observed for the wage classifica-
tions, with the 39-week program less favorable to the lower wage
groups. A similar effect is seen for claimants with more depen-
dents, younger claimants, and those who are in the more seasonal
industries.
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In Florida, the lower wage groups fare poorly under both the 3/4
and the 1/1 alternatives. Females gain relatively less potential
duration than males under the 3/4 alternative. Differences are
more pronounced under the 3/4 formula for claimants grouped by

the number of base period employers than under the 1/1 alternative.
No significant differences are observed in the ethnic classifica-

tion.

In New York, significant differences are seen for the wage charac-
teristics, with the higher wage earners faring better than other
claimants under both alternatives. Under the more personal
characteristics——includihg Sex, Age, Education, and Ethnic Classi-

fications~-no consistent significant differences are observed.

In Oregon, significant differences are seen for both the wage

and weeks of work characteristics, with the less firmly attached
claimant faring poorly under both alternatives. Under personal
characteristics, lower age claimants fare poorly under both alter-
natives. No significant differences are seen for the other charac-

teristics.

Exhaustion Rates by Claimant Group. Comparisons of exhaustion

rates between the current program and alternatives for increasing
benefit duration were completed for each of the characteristics

examined. Differences in exhaustion rates reflect both variations
in entitlement (where they exist) and variations in the claimants'

"need" for benefits in specific groups.

In Ohio, claimants in the lower wage groups gain relatively less
than their highexr wage group counterparis. Reductions in exhaus-
tion rates are greater for males than for females and greater for
claimants with dependents than for those without. Differences are

mixed for the industry classifications.

In Florida, minor differences are observed in exhaustions for the
personal characteristics, favoring males and whites. The number

of employers does not exhibit much influence. High wage earners
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gain moderately more than their lower wage group counterparts

under both alternatives.

In New York, minor variations are observed in the exhaustion rates
for personal characteristics, favoring males and whites slightly.
Higher wage groups, on the other hand, experience substantial re-
ductions in their exhaustion rates relative to those experienced
by the lower wage groups. Results are mixed for the Education,

Occupation, and Age characteristics.

In Oregon, exhaustion rates increase under both of the alternatives.
This results from the change from an annual wage formula to a high
quarter wage formula. While differences are not evident in the
wage classifications, the claimants with more weeks of work in the
base period fare significantly better than those with less. The
lower age groups and females also fare relatively better than

their counterparts, experiencing little change under the programs
tested. Other classifications experience increases in their

exhaustion rates.

Exhaustion Rates by Duration Level. Exhaustion tables displaying

the percentage of claimants who exhaust benefits at various dura-
tion levels under each alternative were prepared for each charac-
teristic examined. These results are presented to provide

additional information on exhaustions to the interested reader.

1.3.5 Comparisons Against the Current Extended Benefits Program

Because the program for providing additional regular benefits

is seen as one alternative to the existing "triggered" EB pro-
gram, it is logical to compare that program against those tested
by this study. While existing financial reports could be uti-
lized, they represent benefits paid to all claimants in a specific
year, not benefits paid to claimants whose benefit year started in
a specific year. Consequently, cost data and duration data were

calculated for the Extended Benefits program using the same BYB
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1975 claimant data presented earlier. The comparative results

are shown in Figures 1.4 through 1.7. 1In each of the figures,
cost and duration estimates are provided for the current program
in existence in the State, for the Extended Benefits program,

and for the alternative 39-week programs being evaluated for

this project. Percentage increases from the current program

are shown for the EB program and for the alternatives for increas-
ing regular duration. No consistent pattern can be seen in these
results. Differences among the programs with respect to cost and
duration are likely to be due to the underlying provisions and the

characteristics of the claimant population itself.




Figure 1.4
Comparisons of Cost Estimates
Potential Benefits-1975
Millions of Dollars (% increase)

State Current Extended Benefits Alternative One Alternative Two
Ohio 1111.0 1666.5 (+50.0%) 1558.9 (+40.3%) N/A

Florida 425.8 638.7 (+50.0%) 636.8 (+49.6%) 725.1 (+70.3%)
New York 1685.4 2528.1 (+50.0%) 2311.2 (+37.1%) 2427.0 {+44.0%)
Oregon 249.3 374.0 (+50.0%) 321.7 (+29.1%) 279.4 (+ 7.2%)

Figure 1.5
Comparisons of Cost Estimates
Actual Benefits-1975

Millions of Dollars (% increase)

State Current Extended Benefits Alternative One Alternative Two

Ohio 696.3 860.2 (+23.5%) 825.7 (+18.6%) N/A

Florida 312.7 409.6 (+31.0%) 409.6 (+31.0%) 443.8 (+41.9%)

New York 1148.4 1461.1 (+27.2%) 1370.1 (+19.3%) 1412.8 (+23.0%)

Oregon 110.6 125.0 (+13.0%) 150.0 (+35.6%) 127.6 (+15.3%)
Figure 1.6

Comparison of Duration Estimates
Potential Duration-1975

"Weeks" (% increase)

State Current Extended Benefits Alternative One Alternative Two

Ohio 25.7 38.5 (+50.0%) 35.7 (+38.9%) 33.9 (+76.6%)

Florida 20.4 30.6 (+50.0%) 30.5 (+49.5%) 34.8 (+70.6%)

New York 26.0 39.0 (450.0%) 35.3 (+35.8%) 37.3 (+43.5%)

Oregon 25.8 38.7 (+50.0%) 25.0 (- 3.1%) 24.4 (- 5.4%)
Figure 1.7

Comparison of Duration Estimates
Actual Duration-1975

"Weeks" (% increase)

State Current Extended Benefits Alterantive One Alternative Two
Ohio 16.3 20.3 (+24.5%) 19.3 (+18.8%) N/A

Florida 15.1 19.8 {+31.1%) 19.8 (+31.1%) 21.5 (+42.4%)
New York 17.7 22.5 (+27.1%) 21.1 (+19.2%) 21.8 (+23.2%)
Oregon 11.7 13.0 (+11.1%) 11.9 {(+ 1.7%) 11.8 (+ 0.9%)
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2.0 BACKGROUND

This study has been conducted to test the effects of increasing
the maximum benefit duration of benefits under regular State

UI programs to 39 "weeks". Suggestions for such a change have
grown out of dissatisfaction with the answer to long-duration
unemployment provided by the current Federal-State Extended
Benefits (EB) Program. Experience with EB has resulted in two
major criticisms of the program of triggered benefits. The

first concerns the speed of its response to cyclical changes in
unemployment, while the second questions the program's responsive-

ness to long-term unemployment at the local or industry level.

One approach suggested to correct these shortcomings is the

one tested here: the raising of State duration maximums to

39 "weeks" to make available at all times longer-duration
benefits to individuals with strong demonstrated attachment to
the labor force. 1In order to place this study in its proper
perspective it is useful to review the relevant program history.
Also of interest are some of the issues which are not directly

addressed by this study but form the study's background.

2.1 Historical Perspective

When the Unemployment Insurance program began in the 1930's,
duration maximums were limited due to actuarial considerations--
it was feared that State funds could not handle more than short-
term unemployment. Original maximums, therefore, generally did
not exceed the l6-week level. Experience under the program
showed that longer durations could be financed, and State maximums

were raised as labor pressed for longer duration.l Twenty-six

lwilliam Haber and Merrill G. Murray, Unemployment Insurance in

the American Economy, An Historical Review and Analysis.
(Homewood, Illinois: Richard D. Irwin, Inc., 1966), p.112.

In spite of the eleven years which have passed since its publi-
cation, this book remains the most complete documentation of
the history and objectives of the UI program and of the policy
issues which surround them.
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"weeks" gradually became the norm for regular duration maximums
across the country.

Recurring recessions in the postwar years have led to measures
to increase benefit duration beyond the 26-week "norm". Some
States have increased their duration maximums, and a variety of
programs have been enacted to provide longer-duration benefits

in all States during periods of high unemployment.

Currently, most States provide a maximum of 26 "weeks" of bene-
fits, and nine States have raised their maximums above this

level. These include:

. Alaska, (28); . New Mexico, (30);

. D.C., (34); . Pennsylvania, (30);

. TIowa, (39); . Utah, (36);

. Louisiana, (38); . Washington, (30); and
. Massachusetts, (30); . Wisconsin, (34).

Increased duration maximums represent one response to the problem
of longer-term unemployment. Another has been seen in the series
of ad hoc programs which were enacted to extend benefit duration

during the recessions beginning with 1958, and culminating in

the adoption in 1970 of the permanent Extended Benefits Program.

The Temporary Unemployment Compensation Act of 1958 was enacted

in response to the recession of that same year. This act provided
claimants who had exhausted regular benefits one additional week
of extended benefits for each two weeks of regular benefits. The
extended benefits were financed through no-interest loans from
the Federal Government to participating States. The loans were

to be repaid by the States through transfers from their accounts
in the Unemployment Trust Fund or through reduced tax credits
against the Federal Employment Tax charged to employers in_
participating States. Seventeen States took advantage of the
program, while five others enacted their own extended benefits

programs.




&

porary extended benefits program was enacted. The Temporary

Extended Unemployment Compensation Act of 1961 (TEUC) was
significantly different from the 1958 program in that the extended
benefits were paid entirely from the Federal Unemployment Trust
Fund. Under this act, claimants who had exhausted their regular
benefits were entitled to additional benefits equal to 50 percent
of their regular entitlement. A maximum was set at 13 "weeks"

of extended benefits, with an overall total maximum of 39 "weeks"

of regular and extended benefits.

At the time this program was enacted in 1961, six States had
their own extended benefits programs in effect, and nine juris-
dictions had regular benefit durations exceeding 26 "weeks".
Under TEUC, any benefits paid by the States of over 26 "weeks"--
under either the regular State program or a State extended bene-
fits program--were reimbursed by Federal funds and counted as

part of the extended benefits allowable under the Federal program.

One interesting feature of TEUC was its requirement that a study
be conducted by the Secretary of Labor concerning the people
claiming extended benefits. 1In 1965, Paul J. Mackin analyzed the
characteristics data included by the Bureau of Employment Security

in the survey'oh TEUC claimants. Mackin concluded that:

(TEUC) was essentially successful as an emergency program in
providing needed income for a large number of persons...
However, there were others whose inclusion in an extended
unemployment insurance program, even in recession time, seems
hard to justify. It would seem that a real weakness of TEUC
was that the amount of past employment needed to qualify did
not create a presumption of continuing labor force attachment
commensurate with inclusion under a program for the long-term
unemployed.2

Mackin's conclusion brings into focus one of the major concerns

in the consideration of longer-duration benefits--how to compensate

2Paul J. Mackin, Extended Unemployment Benefits. (Kalamazoo, Michi-

gan: W.E. Upjohn Institute for Employment Research, 1965) p. 25.
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employment a concrete attachment to the labor force.

During the sixties several proposals were made for the creation
of a permanent program of extended benefits, but none was enacted
until 1970, when the current program became law. One proposal
would have provided Federal Unemployment Adjustment Benefits (FUAB)
to long-term unemployed during periods of both high and low
unemployment. Two other interesting features of the plan include
its use of a long base period (156 weeks) for measuring labor
force attachment and the integral role assigned to training in
the program. [Entitlement to 13 weeks of FUAB required 104

(of the 156) weeks of employment in the base period. Satisfac-
tory participation in a training program was necessary to avoid
disqualification.] FUAB was proposed in 1963 and reflected a
concern with technological unemployment and a desire to eliminate
the need for emergency legislation such as that passed in the

recessions of 1958 and 1961.

State opposition to FUAB prompted the Interstate Conference of
Employment Security Agencies (ICESA) to propose a program in late
1963. The one they proposed would have required a Federal-State
(50/50) financing of benefits paid in excess of 26 weeks--whether
through a state regular UI program or State extended benefits
program. This program was to be an optional program in which
States could participate, similar to the extended benefit program
legislated in 1958. Federal shared financing would occur only
during times of State "recession periods". Payment of benefits
during these periods was to be based on the concept of a State
trigger. No provision was included in this program for a national
trigger to apply to high levels of national unemployment. The
Federal portion of the benefits paid was to be financed through an
increase in the Federal Unemployment Tax. At the time this bill
was being considered, eight States had extended benefits programs
and nine other jurisdictions were paying regular benefits for more

than a 26-week .period.




both reconsidered in 1965, but again no legislation was enacted.
In May 1966, a new bill was introduced on extended benefits. This
program included both national and State triggers. All States
were to be obligated to participate in the program for tax credit
purposes. Extended benefits were to be equal to one-half a
claimant's regular entitlement, up to a maximum of 13 "weeks" of
extended benefits and a maximum total of 39 "weeks" of regular and
extended benefits. Financing for these benefits would be gained
through an increase in the Federal Unemployment Tax. This bill

was not enacted into law.

In July 1969, another permanent extended benefits program was

introduced into Congress. This bill became the Extended Unemploy-

ment Compensation Act of 1970. Behind this program can be seen

the basic philosophy which had formed concerning extended benefits--
they were seen as a means of supporting claimants who exhausted

regular benefits during periods.of high unemployment. Extended

benefits are set at one-half of regular entitlement, up to 13
"weeks", with a overall maximum of 39 "weeks" of benefits. State
and national "triggers" were used to determine when benefits were
paid under the program. It is the operation of these triggers
which has caused the major dissatisfaction with the EB program.
The difficulties with the use of triggers to determine the timing

of long-term UI benefits are discussed in Section 2.2.

Another ad hoc program was legislated in the recession of 1970-
1971, when it was found that the EB program did not meet the
needs of a significant proportion of claimants. The Emergency

Unemployment Compensation Act of 1971 provided for up to an ad-

ditional 13 "weeks" of extended benefits, raising the overall
duration maximum to 52 "weeks" of benefits. This program was
also based on a set of national and State triggers. Like TEUC
before it, the legislation provided for the collection of char-
acteristics data on recipients under the program. 1In order to
determine whether recipients of "temporary compensation" (TC)

were similar or dissimilar to those of regular benefits, Murray
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the same type of people as those of regular benefits. Furthermore,
he concluded that:

Their high weekly benefit amounts and potential dura-

tion indicate that TC claimants generally were not

marginal workers. Since higher unemployment than the

national average is a distinguishing feature of the

TC States, the long-term unemployment of TC claimants

derived more from unfavorable economic conditions in

the TC States than from low employability.3
Murray's and Mackin's conclusions answer one major concern in
providing long-term duration benefits. That concern is that
long-duration benefits be limited to those who have a proven
firm attachment to the labor force. (This factor was tested in

four States for the program being considered by this study.)

The Emergency Unemployment Compensation Act of 1974 was enacted

to provide up to 13 additional "weeks" of benefits to exhaustees
(UI, UCX, and UCFE) during periods of high unemployment. Triggered
on the basis .of State and national unemployment rates, Federal
Supplemental Benefits (FSB) raised the overall maximum duration
to 52 "weeks". The program provided 50 percent of a claimant's
maximum entitlement up to the maximum. Effective in March 1975,
the maximum was increase to 26 "weeks", raising the overall maxi-
mum duration from all programs to 65 "weeks". Effective in 1976,
the triggering mechanism was revised to substitute reliance on
only State triggers. New provisions also included the assessment
of claimants' skills by State personnel and the requirement of

training for claimants in need of skill upgrading.

Figure 2.1 depicts the benefit duration provided under the
current UI programs discussed. Also shown are Special Unemploy-
ment Assistance (SUA) benefits created by the Emergency Jobs and

Unemployment Assistance Act of 1974. These are provided during

3Merrill G. Murray, The Duration of Unemployment Benefits.

(Kalamazoo, Michigan: W.E. Upjohn Institute for Employment
Research, 1974), p. 39. :
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peLioas 0L nign unemplioyment to workers who were not eligible

under other unemployment compensation programs.

Figure 2.1
State and Federal UI Programs4

State and Federal Ul programs now provide up o 65 weeks
of benefits for protected workers.

Weeks

0 26 38 52 65  Maximum duration
when 1UR® is:
7*'{?“:5&%:‘ * o 6% or more in State for most
R LA recent 13 weeks

5% or mose in State for most
recent 13 weeks

More than 4% in Nation or State
= under amended 1970 Llaw

Less than 4% in Nation or State
as under amended 1970 law

Programfor noncovered workers

Permanant programs Temporary programs {expire 3/31/77) *lnsused unemployment rste
Siate-financed regular Ul benefits gj‘ Federat Supplemental Benefits
{26-week maximum) 3 {13-week maximum}

Federal-S1ate Exiended Benefits D A ded Federal Suppl | Benefi
{13-week maximurmn; 50-50 shared financing) {13-week maximum)

Specisl Unermnployment Assisiance
{39 week maximum; 100% Federal genersl revenue}

Source: U.S. Departmem of Labor.

2.2 Problems of the Existing EB Program

The various programs providing long—duration benefits to UI
claimants present a rather complicated picture. The triggers
included in these programs-—desighed to ensure that benefits
begin with the recessionary need for them and cut off when this
need disappears--have not been satisfactory in operation. The
periodic revisions made to triggers for existing programs indi-~
cate dissatisfaction with them.

4Employment and Training Report of the President, 1976,
Chart 8, p. 39.




vume Ll tLlladil UL tile ex1Stlng triggers 1S directed at the

timing of the response to State and national needs during

periods of unemployment. This discussion centers around the
appropriateness of the particular level of the insured unemploy-
ment rate (IUR) used to trigger benefits on and off and the ill
effects of the 120 percent factor (employed by EB) during periods
of prolonged high unemployment. Under this latter provision
States with a sustained (but not rising) high rate of unemploy-
ment were ineligible to pay benefits unless the national trigger
was "on". This factor contributed to the need for additional
programs in recessions following the adoption of the EB program.
On seven occasions Congress has suspended the 120'percent pro-
vision. P.S. 94-566 permits States to adopt a different trigger-

ing mechanism.

It may be that such criticisms can be answered by permanently
eliminating the 120 percent factor and by fine-tuning the IUR
used to provide a more timely response to cyclical unemployment
change. Such revision of the existing Extended Benefits Program
would not, however, answer the major criticism of the responsive-
ness of the EB program. However well designed, any program based
upon State and national triggers cannot be responsive to the needs
of the long-term unemployed individual. The individual, industry,
or locality may suffer without long-duration benefits if the
general unemployment rate--at the State and national levels--is
insufficient to trigger extended benefits.

The best of triggers is bound to operate arbitrarily

and inequitably at times. Designed, as they are, to

make extended benefits responsive to recessional unem-

ployment, triggers do not operate to assist long-term

unemployed workers in pockets of persistent unemployment,

or to assist individual unemployed workers when they

experience long-term unemployment regardless of general
economic conditions.>

5Murray, op cit., p. 47. See Murray's analysis here for a
detailed account of the rather strange results of the triggers
in operation.
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dpuggestions nave peen made to talilor the triggers to local
areas; however, the problem lies in defining appropriate areas

so that the truly affected workers receive benefits.

The Unemployment Insurance Committee of the Interstate Conference
of Employment Security Agencies (ICESA) summarized some of the

major problems with triggered benefits:

The 'trigger' system of paying extended benefits...

does not provide protection during non-triggered

periods to local areas or individuals experiencing long-
duration unemployment for various reasons unrelated to
general recessions--loss of a major industry, for example,
and natural disaster. ...The built-in uncertainties of
the trigger mechanism result in uncertainty as to work-
load and cost for the administrator, and uncertainty as
to income for a specified period for the community, the
employer, and the claimant, unless the claimant enters
the program at the beginning of the extended compensation
period. Unless he does, his extended benefits may be cut
off after one week, or two, or five, or six because there
has been an 'off' trigger. The claimant and the public
generally are not readily satisfied by the technical
explanation of the trig%Fr content and why extended bene-
fits have been cut off.

The basic shortcomings of triggered programs have led to proposals
that the current Extended Benefits Program be replaced by an
increase in the maximum duration of regular benefits to 39 "weeks",.
Most such suggestions include the provision that benefits beyond
the 26-week level be restricted to individuals who have demon-
strated relatively more attachment to the labor force. Proponents of
such a program feel that it would effectively respond to the pro-
blem of long-duration unemployment on an individual basis by pro-
viding the unemployed worker with the support he needs during both
recessionary and non-recessionary periods. Paying long-duration
benefits in this manner would, it is pointed out, correct the

major deficiency of the current program by dealing with small

6Interstate Conference of Employment Security Agencies, Report of
the Unemployment Insurance Committee, (August 21-23, 1974)
pp. 26-28. '




[SN 2 v wusmploylient automatically and in a manner consistent

with the principle of tying benefit duration to labor force attach-
ment.

2.3 The Program Tested

The issue of providing long-duration unemployment benefits is a
complex one. Many types of issues must be considered in designing
the approach chosen to provide long-term benefits on a regular
basis. Some of these are rather fundamental to the program:

Where should UI leave off and other income support programs take
over? At what point does the link between an employer and his
employee's spell of unemployment become so tenuous as to make
financing from employer taxes inappropriate? Should the base period
used to measure labor force attachment be lengthened? Others concern
the design of a long-duration benefits program: Should training or
relocation counseling reguirements be incorporated for the reci-
pients of long-duration benefits? Should a method of income test-
ing such as measuring family income be incorporated? Should costs

be split between the Federal and State levels of government?

All of these considerations are of interest as background here but
are held in abeyance for the analysis performed here. For purposes
of this study, everything will be held constant except the duration
maximum and the duration fraction. Changes in other provisions,

such as gualification requirements and weekly benefit amounts other
than those required to make possible a maximum duration of 39 "weeks"

are not considered.

It is ackowledged that a 52-week period may not be sufficient

to test the work history of the unemployed worker, particularly
for purposes of providing long-duration benefits. The 52-week
base period was specified for use in this study, however. The
duration fractions applied here are, therefore, all of sufficient
size to provide a minimum of 39 "weeks" of benefits for 52 weeks

of work in the base period.
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of benefits using a 52-week base period is the raising of the
duration maximum. Ohio is among these States. In Ohio the
duration formula meets and exceeds the requirement of suffici-
ency. In some States--like Florida--the State's current formu-
la is not sufficient to provide 39 "weeks" of benefits. Here
the State's current duration fraction had to be changed to in-
crease the duration of regular benefits to 39 "weeks". The
alternatives selected for these States were chosen to test one
fraction which just meets the sufficiency requirement and one

which exceeds this minimum.

The other parameters established for the study include the use

of labor force attachment as a basis for determining the duration
of benefits. This meant establishing guidelines for the base
period employment--as measured by weeks of work or wages--required
to receive 39 "weeks" of benefits. The guideline established by

the Unemployment Insurance Service for the study was that the base
period employment required to receive 39 "weeks" of benefits should
be 1.5 times that required to receive 26 "weeks" of benefits. The
formulas tested for the four States were chosen to supply benefit
duration in proportion to base period employment in accordance

with the "1.5 times rule".

The program tested by this project represents a very simple ap-
proach to the provision of long-duration benefits; that is, to
raise the maximum duration of regular benefits to 39 "weeks" and
change the duration fraction (where necessary) to allow for 39
"weeks" of benefits. Formulas are designed to provide benefit
durations in proportion to the claimants' labor force attachment
using the general guideline provided by the "1.5 times rule".
Using this approach, States' existing duration formulas become
the basis for the long-duration program, with only the necessary
changes being made to current entitlement provisions. The follow-
ing chapter considers the provisions currently in use and their

adaptability to a 39-week program of regular benefits.

2-11







The method for increasing benefit duration tested by this pro-
ject makes use of current State provisions and imposes a stand-

ardized formula to increase the maximum duration of benefits to

39 "weeks". 1In order to design a program for testing alternatives
which apply this approach, it was necessary to review the various
methods used to determine the current level of benefits and to
understand the relationship of the various provisions which deter-
mine entitlement. This chapter presents a general discussion of
the key provisions of State UI laws which affect the duration

of benefits and which must be considered in developing alternatives
for testing. This discussion will center around, but will not be

limited to, the "weeks of work" States specified for study.

In examining the duration provisions in the various State laws, it
is clear that, in most States, the "duration formula" does not
stand alone in determining the number of weeks in which a claimant
draws benefits. Rather, there is a relationship among the duration
fraction, the qualifying requirements, and the benefit formula
(i.e., the formula used to calculate weekly benefit amount). The
major provisions which determine entitlement are discussed in the

paragraphs which follow.

3.1 Duration Formulas

The potential duration is set in all State laws under either a
uniform duration formula or a variable duration formula. The
latter may determine benefits on the basis of earnings in the

base period or on the basis of the weeks of employment therein.

Uniform duration is the type most in keeping with the insurance

principle of unemployment insurance. As Haber and Murray state:

Those favoring variable duration of benefits argue that this
method is inherent in the insurance ‘'principle.' 1In reality,
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types of insurance and variable duration is incompatible with

the insurance 'principle.' 1In most types of insurance one is

insured for the full amount from the first payment of premiums;

the amount of insurance does not vary with the length of time

that contributions are paid.
The trend has been away from uniform duration, however, and only
nine States now have uniform benefit duration. Under this type of
formula, any claimant who meets the basic qualifying requirements
is entitled to a fixed duration of benefits--usually 26 "weeks"--
regardless of the amount of base period employment in excess of

the minimum required.

Qualification requirements and benefit formulas can take any form
and have no effect on the duration of benefits. Thus, regular
benefit duration could be legislatively increased to 39 "weeks"
in uniform duration States, with each State maintaining its
specific qualification requirements and benefits. If a less
costly alternative were chosen, however, the formula used would
have to change from a uniform duration function to a variable

duration formula of one form or another.

A chart depicting uniform duration is presented in Figure 3.1.
Three "weeks of work" States have uniform duration of benefits:

Hawaii, New York, and Vermont.

Figure 3.1

Uniform Duration

Q.R.

L L | /] i

Weeks of Work

Weeks of Benefits

lHaber and Murray, ibid., pp. 203-204.
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Variable duration determined on the basis of base period wages is

guite popular among the States. Where the weekly benefit amount
is based on high quarter wages (as it is in thirty-nine States),
this method of duration is usually used. (Thirty of the thirty-
nine high quarter wage formula States use this type of variable

duration formula.) Here, there is a complex interaction among

the duration fraction, the gualifying requirement, and the benefit
formula. Three "weeks of work" States use a fraction of base
period wages to determine duration: Oregon, Washington, and Wyo-
ming. Of these, Washington and Wyoming are high quarter wage

States. (Oregon uses a percentage of annual wages.)

s In States using this combination of provisions, the duration frac-
tion must be at least 3/8, and preferably higher, to permit 39

"weeks" of benefits for even a portion of claimants. The table

in Figure 3.2 shows the duration of benefits possible under

varying combinations of duration fractions of base period wages

and benefit fractions of high quarter wages.

The figures for the 3/8 base period wage fraction were calculated
in a manner similar to that used in Figure 3.2.2 The duration
levels using this fraction are as follows:

With a duration fraction and a ratio of BPW/HQW (M) of:
of 3/8 and a high quarter

fraction of: La 1% 2 3 4
1/20 . . . . . . . . 9.4 11.2 15.0 22.5 30.0
1/23 . . . < . . .. 10.8 12.9 17.2 25.9 34.5
/24 . . . . . . . . 11.2 13.5 18.0 27.0 36.0
/25 . . . . . . . . 11.7 14.1 18.8 28.1 37.5
i/26 . . . . . . . . 12.2 14.6 19.5 29.2 39.0

It can be seen from Figure 3.2 that base period wages provide the

limiting factor for duration of benefits, but the formula for the

weekly benefit amount is vital too. Given the same earnings re-

cord and duration fraction, a smaller fraction of high quarter

. 2Remember, benefit duration under this type of formula is the result
of dividing the total entitlement by the weekly benefit amount. The
duration is determined by the base period wage fraction, the high
quarter fraction, and the ratio of base period to high guarter wages.
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rigure >5.<. Variable Duration of Benefits--Number of Weeks
Resulting from Specified Duration Fractions and
Amounts of Base Period Wages (Expressed as Multi-
ples of High Quarter Wages) Under Five High
Quarter Formulas.

Duration fraction and
high quarter fraction

Potential weeks of benefits for
claimants with BPW equal to speci-
fied multiples of HQW

1y 1% 2 3 4

Duration fraction of 1/4
and high quarter fraction
of:
1/20 . . . . . . .
/23 . . . . . . .
/24 . . . . . ..
1/25 . . . . . . .
1/26 . . . . .

Duration fraction of 1/3
and high quarter fraction
of:

1/20 . . . . .

1/23 . . . . . .
1/24 « . . . . .
1/25

1/26 . . . . . .
Duration fraction of 2/5
and high quarter fraction
of:

1/20 . . . . .

1/23 . . . . .

1/24 .

1/25 . . . . .

1/26 . . . . .
Duration fraction of 1/2
and high quarter fraction
of:

/20 . . . . . ..

1/23 . . . . ..

1/24 . . . . .

1/25 . . . . . . .

1/26 . . . . . . .

Continued on next page.

Col.A Col.B Col.C Col.D Col.E

6.3 7.5 10.0 15.¢ 20.0
7.2 8.6 11.5 17.3 23.0
7.5 9.0 12.0 18.0 24.0
7.8 9.4 12.5 18.8 25.0
8.1 9.8 13.0 19.5 26.0
8.3 10.0 13.3 20.0 26.7
9.6 11.5 15.3 23.0 30.7
10.0 12.0 16.0 24.0 32.0
10.4 12.5 16.7 25.0 33.3
10.8 13.0 17.3 26.0 34.7

10.0 12.0 16.0 24.0 32.0

11.5 13.8 18.4 27.6 36.8
12.0 14.4 19.2 28.8 38.4
12.5 15.0 20.0 30.0 *
13.0 15.6 20.8 31.2 *

12.5 15.0 20.0 30.0
14.4 17.3 23.0 34.5
15.0 18.0 24.0 36.0
15.6 18.8 25.0 37.5
l16.3 19.5 2€.0 39.0

* % * F *




Figure 3.2, Page 2. Variable Duration of Benefits

13 1% 2 3 4

Duration fraction of 3/5 Col.A Col.B Col.C Col.D Col.E
and high quarter fraction

of: 1720 . . . . . . . 15.0 18.0 24.0 36.0 *
1/23 . . . . . .. 17.2 20.7 27.6 * *
/24 . . . . . .. 18.0 21.6 28.8 * *
/25 . . . . . .. 18.8 22.5 30.0 * *
/25 . . . . . . . 19.5 23.4 31.2 * *

Duration fraction of 2/3
and high quarter fraction

of: 1,00 ... . ... 16.7 20.0 26.7 * *
1/23 . . . . . . . 19.2 23.0 30.7 * *
1/24 . . . . . . . 20.0 24.0 32.0 * *
/25 . . . . . . . 20.8 25.0 33.3 * *
/26 . . . . . . . 21.7 26.0 34.6 * *

Duration fraction of 3/4

and high quarter fraction

of: 41,50 .. .. ... 18.8 22.5 30.0 * *
1/23 . . . .« . < . 21.6 25.9 34.5 * *
/24 . . . . . . . 22.5 27.0 36.0 * *
1/25 . . . . . . . 23.4 28.1 37.5 * *
1/26 . . . . . . . 24 .4 29.3 39.0 * *

Duration fraction of 4/5

and high quarter fraction

°f: 150 .. ... .. 20.0 24.0 32.0 x *
1/23 . . . . . . . 23.0 27.6 36.8 * *
1/24 . . . . . . . 24.0 28.8 38.4 * *
1/25 . . . « . . . 25.0 30.0 * * *
1/26 . . . . . . . 26.0 31.2 * * *

More than 39 weeks.

Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Unemployment Insurance
Legislative Policy - Recommendations for State
Legislation, BES No. U-212, (Washington: U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1962), Table 10,
pp. A-23 through A-24.




wages used to determine benefit amount (e.g., 1/26 rather than
1/20) will result in longer duration of benefits (but a smaller

weekly benefit amount).

Of course, claimants with even distribution of wages receive the
maximum duration of benefits possible for claimants of equal high
quarter wages, for their base period wages are four times their
high quarter wages. (See Column E of Figure 3.2.) The smallest
fraction for determining weekly benefit amount consistent with the
desire to provide one-half of weekly full-time earnings is 1/26
of high quarter wages. Even under these circumstances conducive
to longer benefit duration, a duration fraction of 1/3 of base
period wages will provide a maximum of 34.7 "weeks" of benefits.
(Washington uses this fraction of base period earnings to deter-
mine duration but combines this with a benefit formula of 1/25 of
the high quarter wage. 1In this State, the maximum duration pos-

sible is 33.3 "weeks".)

Claimants with a very high concentration of wages in the high
quarter receive even shorter durations. (See Columns A - D of
Figure 3.2.) For those in this category who barely qualify for
benefits, base period wages are so low that their potential
duration levels can be quite low indeed, and nowhere near the

maximum provided by the law.

In States combining a duration fraction based on base period

wages and a benefit formula based on annual wages, a similar re-

lationship exists among the three major provisions determining
benefits. With both the duration and benefit amount dependent
on the level of base period earnings, the majority of claimants

are eligible for the maximum benefit duration; however, low-wage

claimants (those just meeting the qualifying wage requirement)
can never qualify for the maximum duration of benefits--in spite

of the fact that they may substantially exceed the weeks re-

quired by the State to qualify for benefits. Oregon has this

combination of provisions.




A legislated minimum weekly benefit amount acts to shorten the
duration of benefits in States using a fraction of base period
wages to determine the total entitlement. This particularly af-
fects the lowest-wage claimants eligible in a State using an an-
nual wage formula for the weekly benefit amount. Figure 3.3
depicts the most common type of base period wage formula--that
combined with a high quarter wage benefit formula.

Figure 3.3
Variable Duration - Base Period Wages
n
hef Q.R.
b !
9 ]
o
Q 1 ‘
m| i Max.
4 |
° |
w |
2t
0
o |
= [
1 i ] —

BPW = Specific Multiple of HQW

Variable duration determined on the basis of weeks of employment

in the base period is based on a fraction of those weeks. With
a 52-week base period, this fraction must be at least 3/4 in

order for claimants to be entitled to a full 39 "weeks" of bene-
fits. States with lower fractions (i.e., Florida, Rhode Island,
and Minnesota) would have to change their duration fractions in

order to participate in the additional benefits program.

Figure 3.4 shows a graphic representation of this function. The
relationship between the duration fraction and the duration of
benefits is not complicated here by interaction with the benefit
formula as it is in those States basing duration on base period
wages. The "weeks" of duration are simply a fraction of the
weeks of work, with minimum duration determined by the minimum

qualifying weeks and the fraction applied.
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Figure 3.4

Variable Duration - Weeks of Work

Q.R.
!

Max.

Weeks of Benefits

!
|
|
1 I

Weeks of Work

] 1 !

A few high guarter wage States use a schedule to determine
duration of benefits. 1In Utah this schedule is based on the
ratio of base period wages to high quarter wages. Three States
use this method, with Utah the only "weeks of work" State doing

so. Again, there is interaction of the duration formula and
the benefit formula. This type of duration formula is illus-
trated in Figure 3.5.

Figure 3.5
Variable Duration - BPW/HQW Schedule
Q.R.

: Max .
I
|
i |
|
]
|
|

i
I | ] I

BPW/HQW

Weeks of Benefits

The Utah schedule does not suffer from the drawback of some, under
which those qualified for less than the maximum benefit amount
must have nearly full employment throughout the base period in
order to qualify for maximum weeks of benefits. In Utah's schedule

the maximum duration of benefits is attainable at each benefit
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level. A claimant's duration is determined by schedule for each
category based on the size of this ratio. As the ratio increases
(that is, as the amount of employment outside the high quarter

increases), the duration increases.

Although other alternatives do exist, these five types represent
those used in the vast majority of States (and all of the "weeks

of work" States). This is shown in Figure 3.6.

Figure 3.6

Distribution of Ddration Formulas

Types of Duration Formulas No. of States No. of W.0.W. States
Uniform Duration 9 3
Function of Weeks of Work 8 7
Function of Base Period Wages 30 3
Ratio of BPW/HQW 3 1
Other 2 0
52 14

3.2 Qualifying Employment and Wage Requirements

The purpose of a qualifying requirement--whether it is expressed
in terms of the length of employment or in terms of wages--is to
test the claimant's "attachment" to the labor force and limit the
payment of benefits to those who have substantial rather than
casual attachment to the labor force. This method of restricting
insured status is based on the assumption that attachment to the

labor force is demonstrated by substantial past employment.

An adequate understanding of the various types of qualifying re-
quirements is necessary, for qualifying requirements and their
relation to benefit duration must be analyzed when considering
alternative duration formulas. A change in the duration fraction
should be made only after careful consideration of the qualifying

requirements operative in the State.




A weeks of employment qualifying requirement provides the common

thread among the "weeks of work" States. For States using an av-
erage weekly wage formula for determining weekly benefits--nine

of the fourteen "weeks of work" States--a specified number of weeks
of employment is the most appropriate type of gualifying require-
ment. This type of requirement is equitable in that workers at all
wage levels must have the same length of employment to qualify for
benefits.

Beyond the minimum number of weeks of work in the base period, a
minimum level of employment in a week must be set. It is here
that the State laws vary widely. Some States set hours as the
secondary requirement, some wages, and some average wages—-and
among these, various methods exist for calculating the employment

and earnings variables.

Several States with weekly benefit amounts determined as a func-
tion of wages use a weeks of employment qualifying requirement to
reinforce a requirement of a minimum amount of qualifying wages.
(This refers, of course, to the five "weeks of work" States using
high quarter wage and annual wage benefit formulas.) This is

done because a flat amount of qualifying wages is inequitable
among income groups. Low-wage claimants must work a substantial
number of weeks to earn a certain amount of wages, while high-wage

claimants need work only a relatively short time.

Several States using an average weekly wage benefit formula pro-
vide an alternative to the minimum weeks of employment in the form
of a flat qualifying wage. This is done to avoid disqualifying
claimants with substantial earnings which are not spread over a
prolonged period of employment. (New Jersey and Rhode Island have

such provisions.)

A qualifying requirement expressed as a multiple of high quarter

wages or of the weekly benefit amount is common among States with




a high quarter benefit formula. (Among "weeks of work" States,
only Hawaii uses a multiple of WBA, and only combined with a weeks
of work requirement. None of the fourteen "weeks of work" States
uses a multiple of HQW to determine eligibility.) These two types
of requirements are not at all unalike in their purpose. For ex-
ample, a qualifying provision of base period wages equal to 1%
times the claimant's high quarter wages requires employment approx-
imately equal to 1% times the high quarter employment. A multiple
of 30 times the weekly benefit amount combined with a high quarter

fraction of 1/20 has the same result.

In considering alternatives for increasing the duration of unem-
ployment benefits, the qualifying requirements used by the States
cannot be ignored. Even if this provision is not directly in-
volved in the revisions made to increase benefits, the qualifying
requirements in force will have to be considered, along with the
benefit formula and the duration formula, when making changes to

increase duration of regular benefits.

3.3 Benefit Formulas

The provisions for weekly benefit amounts contained in early unem-
ployment insurance laws were based largely on the full-time weekly
wages. The attempt was made to provide claimants with a certain
fraction of full-time weekly wages. Unfortunately, the use of
weekly wages was a difficult method for computing benefits, requir-
ing the use of weekly reports of wages and hours. Because of the
administrative difficulties involved, several alternative methods
were developed. The high quarter formula was developed based on
the proposition that wages in the high guarter would adequately
represent full-time employment wages. The annual wage formula is
simple administratively; however, this alternative measure is less
closely related to the actual wages in the weeks worked. An average
weekly wage formula is generally used only by States on a wage re-
quest reporting basis, reducing the administrative difficulties
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lmpousea Dy earllier requirements. Each of these technigues is

discussed in detail below.

The high quarter wage formula is based on the calendar quarter to

simplify reporting requirements. Basing benefits on the high
quarter represents an attempt to use a period in which full or
nearly full employment is reflected by using an average weekly
wage equal to 1/13 and--for a State seeking to pay 1/2 of the
average weekly wage--a fraction of 1/26 (1/2 of 1/13) of high

quarter wages.

Since it is unlikely that employment is constant even in the high
quarter, States commonly use fractions larger than 1/26, and some
as large as 1/20. This fraction provides at least 1/2 of the
average weekly wage to those employed for 10 or more weeks. This
method of determining the benefit amount tends to favor those who
have more than 10 weeks of employment, allowing them to obtain a
higher benefit ratio. That is, their weekly benefits actually re-
present a higher percentage of their average weekly wage. This

is shown in Figure 3.7. (The higher weekly benefit amount may,

to some extent, serve to shorten duration where this is deter-

mined on the basis of wages.)

Figure 3.7
High Quarter Wage Formula for Benefit Amount

Claimant's Weeks of Benefit-Wage Ratio (WBA as a Percentage
Employment in High of AWW in the High Quarter) under High
Quarter Quarter Fraction:
1/20 1/23 1/24 1/26
10 50 43 42 38
12 60 : 52 50 46
13 65 57 54 50

To counteract this effect, some States use a weighted schedule

which specifies a different fraction of high quarter wages for each




level of earnings. This method has the effect of providing a
larger benefit amount in relation to earnings for the low-wage
claimant. States using a weighted formula generally recognize
that more of a lower-wage claimant's wages go for non-deferable
expenses than do those of higher-wage claimants. An annual wage
benefit formula determines the weekly benefit amount solely on
the basis of base period earnings. Assuming uniform earnings
throughout the year, full employment, and a weekly benefit amount
equal to 1/2 the average weekly wage, this type of formula would
generate a benefit amount of 1/2 times 1/52 (or .0096) times base
period wages. However, most workers do not have 52 weeks of work
in a year, especially those claimants with low base period wages.
Therefore, a percentage greater than .96 percent is used to deter-
mine the benefit amount. Oregon, for example, uses 1/2 of 1/40

or 1.25 percent, which assumes 40 weeks of work.

If the benefit formula and the duration formula both vary with

the amount of annual earnings (as they do in Oregon), claimants
just eligible for benefits can never qualify for the maximum
duration. When it is combined with a fraction of the weeks of
employment or a uniform duration formula (where duration is
unaffected by the weekly benefit amount), this type of benefit
formula does not have this effect. It is questionable whether

the maximum duration of benefits should be reserved for those with
very high base period wages, an effect which would be accentuated
by increasing that maximum to 39 "weeks". It is, therefore, likely
that States which use this combination of duration and benefit pro-
visions will have to revise their entitlement provisions in order

to provide an acceptable 39-week program.

The average weekly wage formula bases weekly benefits on the wages

earned in the weeks worked in the base period. In many cases,
such formulas eliminate weeks of inconsequential work and earnings

so that the average weekly wage figure more closely approximates




Lie cidimant's normal weekly wage. How closely the formula approx-
imates the normal weekly wage depends upon the definition of weeks
of work, the method of computing the average weekly wage, and (of
course) the percentage of average weekly wages used to determine
the weekly benefit amount. The accuracy of this approximation will,
in turn, determine how accuratéely a State can provide the desired
benefit-wage ratio.

Among the methods used to compute the average weekly wage are the
following: 1) the average weekly wage in the base period is cal-
culated excluding those weeks in which wages paid were less than a
specified amount; 2) the average weekly wage is based only on

wages paid by the last employer; 3) the average weekly wage is
based on wages paid in the last quarter; 4) a specific number

of weeks in which wages were the highest is used; or 5) the average
weekly wage with each employer is calculated and a "per-employer
determination" is used in which the weekly benefit amount and

duration are based on each base period employer.

Considering the many variations in the States' combinations of
provisions, the complexity of increasing regular benefits to 39
"weeks" may be considerable. Again, the best approach appears
to be the one which establishes minimum standards and promotes
established program goals, while allowing the States the discre-
tion of tailoring their specific programs according to their
needs and objectives--so long as they meet the criteria estab-

lished as minimums for the program.

Figures 3.8, 3.9, and 3.10 present three charts which illustrate
the major provisions of the States. These charts, which were pub-

lished in the Employment and Training Report of the President in

1976, may aid the reader in understanding the variety of provisions

used to determine benefit entitlement under the U.I. program.

W
I
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Figure 3.8

Maximum Benefit Duration

CHART 11

Under most State laws, the maximum duration
of benefits is 26 weeks.

Alasks

-Hawaii

Sourca: U.S. Department of Labor.

Maximum number of weeks of benefit
durstion as of January 1976

. 28 weeks and over {10 States)
[] 26 weeks tai stanen

20 weeks (1 State)

Figure 3.9
Maximum Weekly Benefit Amounts

CHART 10

Maximum weekly benefit amounts (MWBA) vary from State to State.

Puerto Rico

Hawaii
1 Limited to & sum squivalent to 50 of the ge weekly wage
by administrative order, despite 8 procedure calling for 60 percent.

Seurce: U.S. Dapartment of Labor.

MWBA payable July 7, 1975,
as a percent of statewide average
weekly wage

D Under 50 percent (9 States)
50 10 59 percent {25 States)
60 to 64 percent {7 States)

- 65 10 67 percent (11 States)




Figure 3.10

Qualifying Requirements

CHART 9

States use a variety of employment and earnings
requirements to determine eligibility for UL

Qualifying requirements
a of January 1876

Minimum number of weeks of
E= enployment (14 Siates)

Earnings 1o1aling 3 muliiple of
high-quarter wage or weekly
benefit amount (29 Siates)

Flat minimum amount of
earnings sliocated 10 Two Ofr more
calendsr quariers {6 Swes)

Fiat minimum smount of
earnings (3 Staves)

Havaii

Source: U.S. Depertiment of Labor,

The specific provisions of the "weeks of work" States were
considered in determihing the alternative program approaches to
be evaluated. These are discussed for each State evaluated in
the Chapters which follow.
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4.0 OHIO

4.1 Current Provisions

The State of Ohio uses a variable duration formula based upon the
number of weeks of employment in the base year. A minimum of 20
times the weekly benefit amount is provided for claimants having
the minimum 20 credit weeks of employment. A minimum of $20 in
wages is required for each week. The duration fraction is equiv-
alent to a 1/1 fraction, entitling the claimant to one times the
weekly benefit amount for each credit week above 20, up to the
maximum of 26 times the weekly benefit amount. For convenience
and consistency among States, this will be referred to as a for-
mula providing one "week" of benefits for one week of work, with
duration ranging from 20 to 26 "weeks" of benefits. Ohio's current

fraction is graphed in Figure 4.1.

Figure 4.1

Ohio - Current Provisions

524 ’
lM}nimum Qualifying Weeks = 20
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U
2:% 20 — — - —= £ 4 - - — = - — Minimum Duration = 20
2y ° ]
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2ZE 13, |

T T T T 1
13 20 26 39 52
Weeks of Work (Credit Weeks)
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Benefits are set at 50 percent of the average weekly wage, with
the average weekly wage calculated by dividing the total weeks
paid in all weeks in which the claimant was paid at least $20 by
the number of weeks in which he was paid at least $20. The mini- -
mum weekly benefit amount is, thus, $10. The maximum is set at
$95. Ohio provides dependents' allowances of from $1 to $55 which
are based upon the claimant's average weekly wage and dependency
class. The minimum and maximum weekly benefit amounts with de-
pendents' allowances are, therefore, $10-$16 and $95-$150, re-
spectively. Generally, dependents' allowances are available only
to those claimants eligible for more than the maximum weekly bene-

fit amount.

Prior to 1974, Ohio used a formula equivalant to a 1/2 fraction for
benefit duration, requiring 2 credit weeks for each addition of

one times the weekly benefit amount to the minimum of 20 times the
weekly benefit amount. In analyzing the 1973 and 1974 data, the
1/1 fraction was applied rather than the provisions in effect at
the time. This was done in order to provide consistent data for
analysis. The weekly benefit amounts used in calculating costs
reflect the provisions current in the year under consideration. The
potential cost figures for the three years are calculated using
different dependents' allowances, however, this does not signifi-
cantly affect the analysis since percentage cost increases are

compared for the three years.

4.2 Additional Benefits Program

Ohio's duration fraction is sufficient to provide 39 "weeks" of
benefits without raising the duration fraction. The additional
regular benefits program tested in the State of Ohio would, there-
fore, involve a simple raising of the maximum entitlement to 39
times the weekly benefit amount--39 "weeks" of benefits. The cur-
rent minimum qualifying weeks and the minimum duration would remain
the same. The program would involve no change in the duration or
benefit formulas. Figure 4.2 depicts the 39-week program and shows

the current program for purposes of comparison.
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Figure 4.2 .
Ohio - Additional Regular Benefits Program
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The State's duration fraction is more than sufficient to provide
39 "weeks" of benefits for 52 weeks of work. Also, the employ-
ment requirement for 39 "weeks" of benefits is 1.5 times that for
26 "weeks" of benefits. 1In Ohio it is possible to satisfy these
criteria without an adjustment in the duration formula; therefore,
the program would not require any drastic changes in the State's
benefit provisions if Ohio should choose to increase its maximum

duration to 39 "weeks".

The expansion of the State's regular unemployment insurance

program to 39 "weeks" will, naturally, increase program costs.

The extent of the cost impact must be measured, along with the
gains in duration experienced by claimants and the reduction in

the rate of benefit exhaustions. By determining the additional
cost of the program and the gains derived from it, some firm ground

may be established for a determination of its worth.




In addition, the program must be tested to determine its impact
on various claimant groups. This is accomplished by comparing
the treatment of different classifications of claimants under
the current 26-week program and under the program being tested.
A determination must be made concerning the manner in which each
program impacts a given group; that is, whether either treats
one group differently from anothér and whether any group would
gain or lose appreciably through adoption or nonadoption of the
new program. The use of claimant group analysis is not intended
to imply that the various groups must be treated precisely equally
under the program; rather, it is intended to determine that they
are not treated in a manner which is inconsistent with program

objectives.

4.3 Testing the Additional Benefits Program

In order to analyze the program impact of the additional benefits
alternative for the State of Ohio, we requested actual claimant
data for benéfit years beginning (BYB) in 1973, 1974, and 1975. We
obtained a data tape which contained records for approximately
5,000 claimants for each year--approximately a 1 percent sample
for 1975, a 1.5 percent sample for 1974} and a 3 percent sample
for 1973. Due to cost limitations, we drew off a smaller sample
for each year--2,445 for 1973; 2,444 for 1974; and 2,393 for
1974. The data was analyzed to determine the impact of the pro-
gram on the total population and on the various groups repre-
sented within the sample. The effects of the program were anal-
yzed with respect to cost, duration, and exhaustion rates. For
the most part, the sample utilized was sufficient to provide re-
sults with adequate precision. For a further discussion of sam-

ple size and precision, see Appendix A.

The population characteristics and the classifications analyzed

for Ohio include:

. Base Period Wages: $5000 or Less, $5001-$9999,
$10000 or More

. Average Weekly Wages: $100 or Less, $101-$200,
$201-$300, Over $300
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. DEX: mMmaie, remaile

. Ethnic Group: White, Other

. Dependents: None, One or More

. Age: 24 and Under, 25-34, 35-44, 45-54, 55-64,
65 and Over

. Industry (SIC): Mining, Contract Construction,
Manufacturing, Transportation, Communications and
Utilities, Wholesale Trade, Retail Trade, Financial,
Services, Other

. Education: No High School, Some High School, Complete
High School, Some College, Complete College

The provisions of the current program and the alternative program
were applied to each claimant in the sample in order to calculate
the average potential and average actual duration, the potential
and actual cost, and the exhaustion rate under the two programs.
Crosstabulations were run in order to analyze the data from the
standpoint of the various claimant groups. This analysis sought
to determine the makeup (according to the eight population char-
acteristics) of groups receiving certain levels of duration and
of groups exhausting benefits at certain levels under each pro-

gram.

4.4 Results - All Claimants

This section presents the results of the analysis conducted on

the total sample population. The impact of raising the duration
maximum from 26 to 39 "weeks" was assessed in terms of cost, dura-
tion, and exhaustions. The paragraphs following discuss these

effects.
4.4.1 Cost

For the cost analysis section of the study, program costs were
calculated for the sample claimants using the 26-week maximum and
using the 39-week maximum. Potential costs were measured for all

three years, while actual costs were measured for BYB 1975 only.

For comparison, costs were calculated with and without Federal shar-

ing of costs in line with the current financing of the Extended

Benefits program.
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1uS LUSLS  WiLuUUL rfeuUsidl Suaring’ reriect the total potential
or actual cost of the program, while those "with Federal sharing"
indicate the cost to the State with a 50-50 sharing of costs for
benefits beyond 26 "weeks" of duration.

The State estimated costs were derived from the sample figures

by extrapolating from the costs obtained for the sample. The
cost of the current program was derived from that for the sample
using the ratio of first payments in Ohio in the year being stu-
died to the number in the sample. ‘(The number of first payments
was obtained from Ohio's ES-213 report.) The cost of the ad-
ditional benefits program was then estimated using the percentage
cost increase obtained for the sample. In reviewing the actual
cost figures, it must be remembered that they are based on a
single year: BYB 1975. One year's data may be viewed as indica-
tive of costs as they would occur in similar years, but not as a
definitive measure of program cost. The high unemployment situa-
tion of that year must be considered in reviewing the actual cost

results.

Figure 4.3 presents the potential cost data for the 26- and 39-week
programs for the sample population. Potential costs are indicated
for each of the three years, with and without Federal sharing of
the additional cost of the 39-week program. Figure 4.4 shows the
State estimated potential costs for the three years, derived from
the sample data as indicated above. As shown in the two tables,
the program with the 39-week maximum increases the potential cost
about 39 or 40 percent over that of the current program. This is

true for all three years.

Potential costs, it must be remembered, represent an upper limit
which is not likely to be reached in practice. Actual costs were,
therefore, calculated for Ohio using the sample data for BYB 1975.
The figures were calculated and extrapolated to the State level
using the ES-213 reported first payments for 1975 (in the same man-
ner as that used for the potential costs). Figure 4.5 presents

the summary of actual costs for the sample and for the State. The

increase in actual costs estimated for Ohio would be 18.6 percent

4-6




-— g5—— - -

Potential Cost Summary for Sample Population .
Under Alternative Programs, Ohio: 1973, 1974, 1975

(In Dollars and Percentage of Cost of Current Program)

Potential Cost, 1973

Increase w/o Federal
Sharing

Increase w/ 50-50
Federal Sharing
Potential Cost, 1974

Increase w/o_Federal
Sharing

Increase w/ 50-50
Federal Sharing
Potential Cost, 1975

Increase w/o Federal
Sharing

Increase w/ 50-50
Federal Sharing

Duration PFraction: 1/1

26-Week Program

39-Week Program

$4,083,948

$4,914,197

$4,901,845

$5,681,820

$1,597,872
(39.1%)

$ 798,936
(19.6%)
$6,838,211

$1,924,014
(39.2%)

$ 962,007
(19.6%)
$6,878,255

$1,976,410
(40.3%)

$ 988,205
(20.2%)
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State Estimated Potential Cost Increase
for Additional Regular Benefits: 1973, 1974, 1975
(In Dollars and Percentage of Cost of Current Program)

Duration Fraction: 1/1

26-Week Program 39-Week Program

Potential Cost, 1973: $ 281,433,145 $ 391,545,747
Increase w/o Federal - $ 110,112,602
Sharing (39.1%)
Increase w/ 50-50 - $ 55,056,301
Federal Sharing (19.6%)
Potential Cost, 1974: $ 613,743,578 $ 854,037,412
Increase w/o0 Federal - $ 240,293,834
Sharing (39.2%)
Increase w/ 50-50 - $ 120,146,917
Federal Sharing (19.6%)
Potential Cost, 1975: $1,110,969,473 $1,558,909,213
Increase w/o Federal - $ 447,939,740
Sharing (40.3%)
Increase w/ 50-50 - $ 223,969,870
Federal Sharing (20.2%)




Figure 4.5

Summary of Increase in Actual Costs for the Sample Population
and Estimated for the State under an Additional Regular Benefits Program, Ohio: 1975

(In Dollars and Percentage of Cost of Current Program)

Sample
26~-Week 39-Week
Program Program
Total Actual Benefit Cost $ 3,072,238 $ 3,643,191
Increase in Actual Cost - | $ 570,953
without Federal Sharing : : (18.6%)
Increase in Actual Cost - S 285,477

with 50~50 Federal Sharing ( 9.3%)

State

26-Week
Program

$696,301,623

39-Week
Program

$§825,704,1

$129,402,5
(18.6%

$ 64,701,2
( 9.3%



gram under which the Federal Government assumes 50 percent of the
cost increase, Ohio's realized cost increase would be only 9.3
percent ($64,701,286 for BYB 1975).

Figure 4.6 shows the relationship between potential and actual
costs for Ohio in 1975.

Figure 4.6

Actual Versus Potential Cost
Ohio: 1975

26-Week Program 39-Week Program

Total Actual Benefit Cost $ 696,301,623 $ 825,704,196
Total Potential Benefit Cost $1,110,969,473 $1,558,909,213
Actual Cost as a Percentage 62.7% 53.0%

of Potential Cost

It can be seen that the actual costs of the program are considerably
less than the potential costs. For the current, 26-week program,
actual cost is 62.7 percent of potential cost; for the 39-week pro-

gram, the percentage is only 53.0 percent.

4.4.2 Average Duration

Figure 4.7 summarizes the average duration data for all claimants
for 1975. Potential and actual duration figures are presented for
the current 26-week program and for the extended alternative 39-

week program.




rigure 4./

Average Duration of Benefits
Under Regular and Additional Benefits Programs

Ohio: 1975

26-Week Program 39-Week Program

Average Potential Duration 25.7 35.7
Percentage Increase Over Current - 38.9%
Average Actual Duration 16.3 19.3
Percentage Increase Over Current - 18.4%
Actual Duration as a Percentage 63.4% 54.1%

of Potential Duration

According to the sample data, increasing the maximum duration from
26 to 39 "weeks" increases average potential duration by 38.9 per-
cent. The increase in terms of actual duration is only 18.4 per-
cent. Under the current program, average actual duration is 63.4
percent of potential duration, while under the alternative program,
the percentage is only 54.1. The upper limit set by the potential

figure is not nearly reached in either case.

Potential duration figures were calculated for 1973 and 1974 as
well. Average potential duration for the current program is 25.7
"weeks" for both 1973 and 1974. The average potential duration
calculated for the 39-week program is 35.5 "weeks" for 1973 and
35.3 "weeks" for 1974. The percentage incfease in average poten-
tial duration resulting from raising the maximum duration to 39
"weeks" is, thus, 38.1 percent for 1973 and 37.4 percent for 1974.

These results are similar to those obtained using the 1975 data.

4.4.3 Exhaustions

Raising the maximum duration from 26 to 39 "weeks" will certainly
affect the exhaustion rate. Reducing the rate at which claimants
exhaust benefits before becoming reemployed is one of the primary
objectives of all proposals for increased benefit duration. Main-

taining a fraction of workers' weekly wage loss in periods of
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“esmpodsy auvuliultaly unempioyment 1s, arter all, an important
program goal. Exhaustion rates were compared for the 26~ and 39-
week programs using sample claimant data for BYB 1975. The
exhaustion rate (i.e., exhaustions as a percentage of first pay-
ments) was 39.2 percent for the current program and 29.3 percent
for the additional benefits program. This represents a 25.3 per-
cent reduction in the exhaustion rate for the alternative benefits

program.

Raising the maximum duration to 39 "weeks" will result in a sub-
stantial reduction in exhaustions. It would not, however, reduce
them to the 15 to 20 percent level usually considered the pro-
gram goal. (Again, it must be kept in mind that the 1975 data
reflects the high unemployment conditions and the labor market
of that year. Exhaustion rates would most likely to lower in
periods of lower unemployment, bringing the 39-week program
closer to the goal.)

4.5 Results - Claimant Groups

In addition to the overall effects of the program (discussed in
the preceding section), the study examined the impact of the 39-
week program on the various groups which make up the population
of claimants in Ohio. Once again, the characteristics analyzed
for this State include Sex, Ethnic Group, Dependents, Age, Indus-
try, Average Weekly Wage, Base Period Wages, and Education.

In this portion of the analysis the study sought to determine if
the program tested treats different claimant groups in a manner
which is consistent with the principles of the UI program. The
results of applying the two duration maximums to the sample data
yielded no surprises. The additional regular benefits program
tested supplied the groups which are generally regarded as firmly
attached to the labor force with more "weeks" of potential dura-

tion than those groups less firmly attached.
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duration and exhaustion of benefits. The results of the analy-

sis conducted are discussed in the following paragraphs.

4.5.1 Average Duration

Figures 4.8.1 through 4.8.8 show the average duration of benefits
for claimants of various classifications under the regular pro-

gram and for the 39-week program. Average potential duration is
shown for all three years, while average actual duration was ob-

tained for BYB 1975 only. The tables are self-explanatory.

The basic result of the examination of average duration is not
unexpected:
° Those claimants with the firmest attachment to the labor
force receive the highest duration of benefits under
both the 26-week and the 39-week program.
This is the expected result considering that duration is a func-
tion of weeks of work, and the basic program is not changed by the

raising of the maximum duration level.

Among the characteristics examined, Sex and Ethnic Group appear

to have the least impact on average duration. Females experience
a slightly smaller percentage increase in average potential dura-
tion than do males in 1973 and 1975, but a marginally higher in-
crease in 1974. Looking at average actual duration (in 1975),
females actually have a larger percentage increase in their aver-
age actual duration as a result of the raising of the maximum

(22 percent compared to the males' 17 percent); however, this dif-
ference reflects the males' tendency to become reemployed faster

rather than the workings of the 39-week program.

The difference in the gains made by whites and those made by others
with the 39-week maximum are even closer. Again, the group gen-
erally regarded as less attached to the labor force gains rela-
tively more when actual duration fiqgures are considered, reflect-

ing the relative ease of reemployment of the more substantially
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Prégram and Under Additional Benefits Program

Figure 4.8.1 OHIO: By Year
Claimant CURRENT PROGRAM* 39-WEEK PROGRAM*
Characteristic:

Wage Average Average Average Average

ges Potential Actual Potential Actual

Classification: Duration Duration Duration Duration
1973:

$5000 and under 25.0 31.3

$5001 - 9999 25.9 36.9

$10000 and over 26.0 d 38.4

Total Sample 25.7 35.5
1974:

$5000 and under 24.7 30.3

$5001 - 9999 25.8 36.7

$10000 and over 26.0 38.4

Total Sample 25.7 35.3
1975:

$5000 and under 25.1 16.8 31.6 19.1

$5001 -~ 9999 25.8 17.2 36.8 20.9

$10000 and over 26.0 14.7 38.4 17.6

Total Sample 25.7 16.3 35.7 19.4

* 1/1 fraction used in either program; 26-week maximum for current program.

Figure 4.8.2 OHIO: By Year
Claimant CURRENT PROGRAM* 39-WEEK PROGRAM*
Characteristic:

Average - Average Average Average Average

Weekly Wage Potential Actual Potential Actual
Classification: Duration Duration Duration Duration
1973:

$100 or less 25.4 33.3

$101~200 25.7 35.9

$201-300 25.8 36.0

Over $300 25.8 36.3

Total Sample 25.7 36.5
1974:

$100 or less 25.2 33.2

$101-200 25.6 35.3

$201~300 25.7 36.3

Over $300 25.7 35.8

Total Sample 25.7 35.3
1975:

$100 or less 25.4 16.2 33.8 19.1

$101-200 25.6 17.3 35.8 20.9

$201-300 25.7 15.4 36.6 18.4

Dver $300 25.8 14.6 36.1 16.3

Total Sample 25.7 16.3 35.7 19.4

* 1/1 fraction used in either program; 26-week maximum for current program.
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Average Potential and Actual Duration Under Current
Program and Under Additional Benefits Program
Figure 4.8.3 OHIO: By Year
Claimant CURRENT PROGRAM* 39-WEEK PROGRAM*
Characteristic: =
sex Average Average Average Average
Potential Actual Potential Actual
Classification: Duration Duration Duration Duration
1973:
Male 25.7 35.6
Female 25.6 35.1
Total Sample 25.7 35.5
1974:
. Male 25.6 35.4
Female 25.5 35.3
Total Sample 25.6 35.3
s
1973:
Male 25.7 15.9 36.0 18.6
Female 25.6 17.2 35.1 21.0
Total Sample 25.7 16.3 35.7 19.4
* 1/1 fraction useéd in either program; 26-week maximum for current program.
Figure 4.8.4 OHIO: By Year
Claimant CURRENT PROGRAM* 39-WEZK PROGRARM*
Characteristic:
. Average Average - Average Average
Ethnic Group Potential Actual Potential Actual
Classification: Duration Duration Duration Duration
1973:
White 25.7 35.8
Other 25.4 33.8
Total Sample 25.7 35.5
1974:
White 25.6 35.4
Other 25.5 35.2
Total Sample 25.7 35.3
.
1975:
White 25.7 16.2 35.7 19.2
»
Other 25.7 17.5 35.7 21.1
Total Sample 25.7 16.3 35.7 19.4
* 1/1 fraction used in either program; 26-week maximum for current program.
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Average Potential and Actual Duration Under Current
Program and Under Additional Benefits Program

Figure 4.8.5 OHIO: By Year
Claimant CURRENT PROGRAM* 39-WEEK PROGRAM*
Characteristic:
Average Average Average kverage

Dependents Potential Actual Potential Actual
Classification: Duration Duration Duration Duration
1973:

None 25.6 34.9

1 or more 25.7 - 36.1

Total Sample 25.7 35.5
1974:

None 25.5 34.9

1 or more 25.6 35.8

Total Sample 25.6 35.3
1975:

None 25.6 16.9 35.1 20.3

1 or more 25.8 15.6 36.4 18.3

Total Sample 25,7 16.3 35.7 19.4

* 1/1 fraction used in either program; 26-week maximum for current program.

Figure 4.8.6 OHIO: By Year
Claimant CURRENT PROGRAM* 39-WEEK PROGRAM*
Characteristic:
Age Average Average Average Average
9 Potential Actual Potential Actual
Classification: Duration Duration Duration Duration
1973:
24 and under 25.6 35.0
35 ~ 34 25.7 35.9
35 - 44 25.6 35.6
45 ~ 54 25.8 35.8
55 - 64 25.6 34.9
65 and over 25.4 35.3
Total Sample 25.7 35.5
1974:
24 and under 25.5 34.7
25 - 34 25.6 35.4
35 - 44 25.5 35.5
45 - 54 25.7 36.3
55 - 64 25.5 35.4
65 and over 26.0 35.9
Total Sample 25.6 35.3
1973:
24 and under 25.5 16.6 35.0 19.3
25 - 34 25.7 16.1 35.9 19.1
35 - 44 25.7 16.0 36.1 19.3
45 - 54 25.7 16.1 36.3 19.3
55 -~ 64 25.7 16.6 35.9 20.2
65 and over 25.5 19.4 34.7 24.9
Total Sample 25.7 16.3 35.7 19.4

* 1/1 fraction used in either program; 26-week maximum for current program.
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Average Potential and Actual Duration Under Current
Program and Under Additional Benefits Program

Figure 4.8.7

OHIO: 1973

Claimant CURRENT PROGRAM* 39-WEEK PROGRAMY
Characteristic:

Industry (SIC) Potential Sactost Potential iy
Classification: Duration Duration Duration Duration
Mining 25.8 36.8
Contract Construct. 25.6 34.7
Manufacturing 25.7 36.1
Transportation 25.8 36.3
Communications 25.7 37.2

and

Utilities
Wholesale Trade 26.0 36.8
Retail Trade 25.3 34.1
Financial 25.6 35.4
Services 25.2 33.6
Other 25.6 34.9
Total Sample 25.7 35.5

*

Figure 4.8.7

OHIO:

1/1 fraction used in either program; 26-week maximum for current program.

1974

Claimant CURRENT PROGRAMY* 39-WEEK PROGRAM*
Characteristic:

Industry (SIC) Potential et Povent jal Saetun)
Classification: Duration Duration Duration Duration
Mining 25.4 34.3
Contract Constr. 25.5 34.5
Manufacturing 25.7 36.0
Transportation 25.7 36.3
Comunications ¢
Wholesale Trade 25.5 35.0
Retail Trade 25.6 35.2
Financial 25;7 34.5
Services 25.2 33.8
Other 23.8 28.0
Total Sample 25.6 35.3

* 1/1 fraction used in either program; 26-week maximum for current program.




Average Potential and Actual Duration Under Current
Program and Under Additional Benefits Program

Figure 4.8.7

OHIO: 1975

Claimant CURKENT PROGRAM* 39-WEEK PROGRAM*
Characteristic:

Ingustry (s10) | pyiRds actost Potent ial Tactoal
Classification: Duration Duration Duration buration
Mining 25.4 16.5 35.3 17.8
Contract Constr. 25.5 17.0 34.7 18.9
Manufacturing 25.7 15.5 36.1 18.5
Transportation 25.6 15.8 35.5 18.0
Com@:?iiigi:ns £ 25.8 18.3 36.2 21.3
Wholesale Trade 25,7 16.4 36.3 20.3
Retail Trade 25.6 17.3 35.5 21.0
Financial 25.9 17.7 36.6 21.5
Services 25.6 18.9 34.8 23.4
Other 25.5 15.3 35.1 18.4
Total Sample 25.7 16.3 35.7 19.4

* 1/1 fraction used in either program;

Figure 4.8.8

OHIO:

26-week maximum for current program.

By Year

Claimant CURRENT PROGRAM¥* 39-WEEK PROGRAM*
Characteristic:
Education Average Average Average Average
Potential Actual Potential Actual

Classification: Duration Duration Duration Duration
1973:

No High School 25.5 34.9

Some High School 25.6 35.1

Complete H.S. 25.7 36.0

Some College 25.8 36.1

Complete College 25.0 32.7

Total Sample 25.7 35.5
1974:

No High School 25.5 34.9

Some High School 25.5 35.1

Complete H.S. 25.6 35.6

Some College 25.5 35.3

Complete College 25.9 35.1

Total Sample 25.6 35.3
1975:

No High School 25.7 16.4 36.1 19.3

Some High School 25.5 35.0

Complete H.S. 25.7 . 35.9 .

Some College 25.7 35.8

Complete College 25.8 36.3

Total Sample 25.7 35.7

* 1/1 fraction used

** Date Missing

in either program; 26-week maximum for current program.
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as well, with those having no dependents receiving less in poten-

tial duration, but more in terms of actual duration.

The classifications under Industry (SIC) and Age show similar reac-

tions to increasing regular benefits to 39 "weeks". The youngest
and oldest claimants have lower gains in potential duration but

the oldest group experiences a greater increase in terms of actual
duration. This is understandable, since those 24 and under and
those 65 and older are generally less attached claimants, due to
temporary or part-time work and, in the case of the young, newly-
started careers. 1In this case, the younger group has a lower than
average increase in actual duration, probably resulting from the
fact that they are willing and able to pick up at least part-time
work. In the Industry classifications, those associated with
seasonality or higher personnel turnover (e.g., contract construc-
tion, services, and retail trade) receive relatively less poten-
tial duration than other industries, but the differences are not
consistently;large for any group over the three years. Again, the
results with respect to actual duration differ as the tendency to
become reemployed or to pick up part-time work affects the dura-
tion figures. 1In all of these examples, the differences cited are

less than dramatic.

The characteristics examined which are most directly related to
weeks of work and attachment are the wage variables, Base Period
Wages and Average Weekly Wages. These characteristics naturally
have a greater impact on duration. For example, looking at aver-
age duration figures for the various Average Weekly Wage classifi-
cations, those claimants in the lowest wage classification receive
33.1 percent more in terms of potential duration, while those
claimants earning over $300 per week receive 40.0 percent more
under the additional benefits program. The gains in terms of
actual duration are only 17.9 percent for the low wage group and

11.6 percent for the high wage group. These results are more
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related to weeks of work. 1In this case too the difference be-
tween the higher and lower group in average potential duration
turns to a negative difference when average actual duration is
considered. The lowest wage group actually has a higher actual
duration under the current and under the additional benefits
program, and the difference widens under the 39-week program
(from 11.0 percent higher to 17.2 percent higher average actual
duration for the low wage group under the additional program).
This is due to the greater ease with which those more firmly
attached to the labor force become reemployed, which becomes more
obvious under the longer-duration program. (Again this effect is
seen more strongly here than for the less meaningful character-
istics.) The general findings resulting from an examination of the
average duration figures can be stated at this point.
° Those characteristics with the strongest relationship to

the weeks of work variable exhibit the strongest impact

on benefit duration, with the more firmly attached groups
receiving proportionately more "weeks" of potential duration.

® The actual duration results show the greater speed with which
the more firmly attached groups return to work. This effect
is also shown most vividly for those characteristics directly
related to the claimants' weeks of work.

The current program in Ohio, with its minimum duration of 20

"weeks" will not show the great percentage increases in duration

that a State with a lower minimum will experience from adding

13 "weeks" to the maximum duration. Similarly, the retention of

the State's current duration fraction will result in a less notice-

able increase in average potential duration than is seen in a State

where the basic fraction must be increased. This must be remembered

in examining the results for the various States.




4.5.2 Population Profile

Figures 4.9.1 through 4.9.8 show the percentage breakdown by popu-
lation classification of recipients of different ranges of poten-
tial duration under the 39-week program. The first column indicates
the breakdown of the total sample population. The first row for
each year shows the raw numbers upon which the percentage figures
are based, in order to indicate the number of people in question.
By comparing the makeup of the sample population with that of the
group of claimants receiving the maximum benefit duration (for
example) the treatment of different classifications of claimants
can be determined. For example, looking at the characteristic
Base Period Wages, claimants earning $10,000 or more made up
30.5 percent of the sample population for 1975. They represented
a disproportionately low percentage of those receiving the lowest
range of potential duration, 26 or fewer "weeks", i.e., only
4.5 percent. They made up a disproportionately large segment of
those eligible for the maximum .39 "weeks": 41.8 percent. (These
findings are consistent for all three years examined.) Examining
the various other characteristics reveals the effect of increasing
duration to 39 "weeks" under a fraction of the weeks worked for-
mula. (The results are mixed in some cases, particularly where
small numbers of claimants are involved, but the major finding
still holds.) 1In general it can be seen that:
o The extension of regular benefits to 39 "weeks" on the
basis of the claimant's weeks of work favors those groups
generally regarded as firmly attached to the labor force.
The characteristics most strongly associated with the concept of
attachment show this relationship (i.e., the wage characteristics).
The others--Ethnic Group, Sex, Industry, Number of Dependents, and
Age--~show less significant results. This is not a surprising
result where duration of benefits is determined on the grounds
of employment experience. It can also be seen, then, that:
° Increasing benefits to 39 "weeks" on the basis of base period

employment does not favor or discriminate against a claimant
on the basis of personal characteristics.
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Population Profile of the Recipients of Each Level of
Potential Duration Under an Additional Benefits Program
Compared with that of the Total Sample Population

Figure 4.9.1

OHIO: By -Year

Claimant 35-Week Program - Percentage Makeuvp of
Characteristic: IFercentacg Recipients of Potential Duration of:
of
Wages Sample 26 Weeks 27-38 39
Classification: Fopulation or Less Weeks Weeks
1973: All Claim-
ants Sampled - No. 2445 299 614 1532
(100% of Column)
$2000 or less 4.0 23.4 0.0 0.0
$2001 - 4000 18.3 45.2 33.4 7.3
$4001 - 6000 19.4 19.4 22.5 18.2
$6001 - 8000 19.9 10.7 17.4 22.5
$8001 - 9999 15.8 0.0 12.4 19.9
s$Over $10000 22.7 0.0 10.4 31.9
1974: A1l Claim-
arts Sampled - No. 2444 354 533 1557
{100% of Column)
$2000 or lesgs 3.1 15.3 3.3 0.0
$2001 - 4000 16.7 50.8 28.9 4.7
$4001 - 6000 18.9 18.9 25.1 16.7
$6001 - 8000 19.2 9.6 18.2 21.8
$8001 - .9999 13.8 3.7 10.7 17.2
Over $10000 28.3 1.7 13.7 39.4
19757 AIIl Claim-
ants Sampled - No. 2393 286 438 1609
(100% of Celumn)
$2000 or less 4.6 19.2 7.8 1.1
$2001 - 4000 16.2 40.6 34.9 6.0
$4001 ~ 6000 18.1 20.6 23.7 15.8
$6001 - B0OO 17.0 11.9 17.7 17.7
$8001 - 9999 13.7 3.1 7.0 17.7
Over 510000 30.5 4.5 8.8 41.8
Figure 4.9.2 OHIO: By Year
Claimant 3%-Week Program -~ Percentage Makeup of
Characteristic: [Percentage Recipients of Potential Duration of:
Average of
weekly Wage Sample 26 Weeks 27-38 39
Classification: Populatior or Less Weeks Weeks
1973: A1l Claim-
ants Sampled - No. 2402 292 602 1508
{100t of Column)
$100 or less 18.2 33.2 24.3 12.9
$101 - 200 47.9 42.5 40.9 51.8
$201 - 300 24.1 18.2 24.3 25.1
$301 - 400 8.2 5.5 8.0 8.9
Over 5400 1.5 0.7 2.7 1.3
1974: All Claim-
ants Sampled - No. 2389 344 528 1526
(1008 of Column)
$100 or less 13.6 22.1 18.9 9.9
$101 - 200 48.3 50.9 46.5 48.3
$201 - 300 26.0 17.4 21.0 29.7
$301 - 400 10.0 7.0 11.7 10.2
Over $400 2.0 2.6 1.9 1.9
1975 AIT Claim-
ants Sampled - No. 2344 277 487 1580
(100% of Column)
$100 or less 17.7 26.4 28.1 12.9
$101 - 200 43.2 40.1 43.9 43.5
$201 - 300 27.9 21.3 19.5 31.7
$301 - 400 8.7 7.9 5.7 9.7
Over $400 2.5 4.3 2.7 2.2




Population Profile of the Recipients of Each Level of
Potential Duration Under an Additional Benefits Program
Compared with that of the Total Sample Population

Figure 4.9.3 OHIO: By Year
Claimant J 39-Week Program - Percentage Makeup of
Characteristic: Percentagd Recipients of Potential Duration of:

‘of
Sex Sample 26 Weeks 27-38 39
Classification: [Population or Less Weeks Weeks
1973: All Claim-
ants Sampleé - No. 2445 299 614 1532
{100% of Column)
Male 78.1 72.6 79.0 78.9
Female 21.9 27.4 21.0 21.1
1974: All Claim-
ants Sampled - No. 2444 354 533 1447
s (100% of Column)
Male 78.4 76.3 80.5 70.2
v Female 21.6 23.7 10.5 21.8
1975: All Claim-
ants Sampled - No. 2393 286 498 1609
(100% of Column)
Male 69.2 65.7 63.1 71.7
Female 30.8 34.3 36.9 28.3

Figure 4.9.4 OHIO: By Year
Claimant 4 39-Week Program - Percentage Makeup of
Characteristic: Fercentagd Recipients of Potential Duration of:

: of
Ethnic Group Semple 26 Weeks 27-38 39
Classification: [Population or Less Weeks Weeks
1973: A1l Claim-
ants Sampled - No. 2445 299 614 1532

(1008 of Column)

White 85.9 76.3 83.1 89.0
Other 14.1 23.7 16.9 11.0

1974: All Claim-
ants Sampled - No. 2444 354 533 15587
(100% of Column)

White 88.8 88.4 88.6 89.0

Other 11.2 11.6 11.4 11.0

1975: All Claim-
ants Sampled - No. 2393 286 498 1609
| (100% of Column)

White 92.1 92.3 90.6 92.6

Other 7.9 7.7 9.4 7.4




Population Profile of the Recipients of Each Level of
Potential Duration Under an Additional Benefits Program
Compared with that of the Total Sample Population

Figure 4.9.5 OHIO: By Year
Claimant 39-Week Program - Percentage Mzkeup of
Characteristic: [Percentagqg Recipients of Potential Duration of:

of
Age Sample 26 Weeks 27-38 39
Classification: Population or Less Weeks Weeks
1973: All Claim-
ants Sampled - No. 2445 299 614 1532
(100t of Column)
—
25 or less 27.9 32.4 29.0 26.6
26 ~ 35 25.1 21.7 23.8 26.3
36 - 45 20.1 18.4 20.8 20.2
46 - 55 16.7 13.0 18.2 16.8
56 ~ €5 9.5 13.4 8.0 9.3
Over 65 0.6 1.0 0.2 0.7

1974: All Claim-

ants Sampled - No. 2444 354 533 1557

(1008 of Column)
25 or less 31.8 37.9 35.1 29.2
26 - 35 28.4 28.2 26.5 29.0
36 -~ 45 18.8 17.2 18.4 19.3
46 - 55 12.6 8.2 12.2 13.8
56 - 65 7.6 7.9 6.9 7.8
over 65 0.9 0.6 0.9 0.9

1975: AIl Claim-

ants Sampled - No. 2393 286 498 1609

(100% of Column)
25 or less 29.5 35.0 36.1 26.4
26 - 35 29.2 29.4 24.5 30.6
36 ~ 45 18.0 13.3 20.3 18.1
46 - 55 14.1 12.9 10.2 15.5
56 ~ 65 8.5 8.0 8.2 8.6
Over 65 0.8 1.4 0.6 6.7

Figure 4.9.6 OHIO: By Year
Claimant 39-Week Program -~ Percentage Makeup of
Characteristic: [Percentage Recipients of Potential Duration of:

of
Dependents Sample 26 Weeks 27-38 39
Classification: Population or Less Weeks Weeks
1973: All Claim- -
ants Sampled - No. 2445 299 €14 1532

(100% of Column)

None 49.2 60.2 53.4 45.3

1l or more 50.8 39.8 46.6 54.7

1974: All Claim-
ants Sampled - No. 2444 354 533 1557
(1008 of Column)

None 50.7 58.5 55.2 47.4

‘ | 1l or more 49.3 41.5 44.8 52.6

1975: All Claim-
ants Sampled - No. 2393 286 498 1609
| (100% of Column)

None 54.5 63.6 €62.9 50.3

1 or more 45.5 36.4 37.1 49.7




Population Profile of the Recipients of Each Level of
Potential Duration Under an Additional Benefits Program
Compared with that of the Total Sample Population
Figure 4.9.7 OHIO: 1973
A Claimant 39~week Procram - 