
State Vnemployment Inssmame Legition, 1957” 

L AWS affecting the State unem- 
ployment insurance programs 
were enacted during 1957 in 42 

jurisdictions. As in other recent 
years, the amendments tended to 
raise the maximum benefit amounts 
and the qualifying requirements for 
benefits. A few States increased bene- 
fits by liberalizing the benefit form- 
ula and the disqualification provi- 
sions.1 

No major change was made in the 
provisions for financing benefit pay- 
ments. A new legislative develop- 
ment related to financing was oc- 
casioned, however, by the distribu- 
tion of credits to the State accounts 
in the unemployment trust fund, as 
provided in the Employment Security 
Administrative Financing Act of 1954. 
Twenty-three States amended their 
laws to permit the use of these 
credits for administrative purposes; 
a few enacted appropriation bills 
making such funds available for 
specific purposes-principally the ac- 
quisition of office buildings. 

The legislatures of 46 States tin- 
eluding the Territories of Alaska and 
Hawaii) and Congress for the Dis- 
trict of Columbia considered approx- 
imately 800 bills dealing with unem. 
ployment insurance; about 180 be- 
came law. The Kentucky, Mississippi, 
and Virginia legislatures did not meet 
in regular session in 1957, and the 
session in Louisiana was limited to 
budget and fiscal matters. 

Coverage 
The 1957 amendments affecting un- 

employment insurance coverage had 
a different focus, generally, from 
those adopted in 1955. In the earlier 
year the emphasis had been on pro- 
visions lowering the size-of-firm re- 
strictions and thus bringing the State 
law into conformity with amend- 
ments to the Federal law; in 1957 it 
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and Legislation, Unemployment Insurance 
Service, Bureau of Employment Security, 
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1 For a summary of the State unemploy- 
ment insurance laws, as amended in 1957, 
see Significant Provisions of State Un- 
emplo?rment Insurance Laws, October 1, 
1957 (Bureau of Employment Security, De- 
partment of Labor). 
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was on extending coverage to State 
and local government employees. 
Four States were successful in hav- 
ing legislation for this purpose 
adopted in 1957, and one State took 
similar action in 1956. Twenty-eight 
States now cover, or permit the elec- 
tion of coverage of, some State and 
local government employment. In 
eight of these States, coverage is 
mandatory for substantially all State 
government employees. 

A few other extensions of coverage 
were enacted-to agricultural work- 
ers in Hawaii, among others. Provi- 
sions restricting coverage were 
adopted in several States, but it is 
estimated that the changes will affect 
few workers adversely. 

Extension to State and municipal 
government employment. -Amend- 
ments in Minnesota, New Hampshire, 
and Oregon extend coverage on a 
mandatory basis to services per- 
formed for the State and its instru- 
mentalities, with specified excep- 
tions,2 and permit the election of 
coverage for services performed for 
political subdivisions and their in- 
strumentalities. The benefits paid in 
the three States are on a reimburs- 
able basis; that is, each agency will 
refund to the employment security 
department the amount paid out in 
benefits to its employees who become 
entitled to them. 

The Vermont law was amended to 
permit election of coverage for serv. 
ices performed for political subdivi- 
sions of the State and their instru- 

2 Minnesota excludes the services of 
elected officials and nonclassified employ- 
ees appointed for a definite term, and 
New Hampshire excludes employment in 
other than the classified service, as well 
as services performed by seasonal or 
temporary employees, as defined. Oregon 
excludes services performed by the fol- 
lowing: (1) elected or appointed public 
officials, (2) officials paid on a fee or per 
diem basis, (3) members of faculties of 
State and public schools, colleges, and 
universities, (4) persons employed in em- 
ergency work, such as fire fighting, flood 
work, snow removal, or other disaster 
relief work. and (5) persons employed on 
a part-time or irregular basis as physi- 
cians, dentists, student nurses, and other 
professional specialists in institutions or 
attached to departments of the govern- 
ment. 

mentalities (but not for employment 
by the State). 

During the 1956 legislative session 
Michigan had extended coverage to 
State employment on a mandatory 
basis and permitted the election of 
coverage for services for its political 
subdivisions and instrumentalities, 
with benefits on a reimbursable basis. 
The Michigan law was further 
amended in 1957 to exclude from 
such coverage services performed by 
persons hired by the State or any 
of its agencies for temporary work 
of less than 8 months’ duration. 

Extension to agricultural workers 
in Hawaii.-In 1957 Hawaii became 
the first jurisdiction in the United 
States to extend the protection of 
unemployment insurance to agricul- 
tural workers. The new program is 
separate from that established by the 
Territory’s employment security law, 
but both are administered by the 
same agency-the Bureau of Em- 
ployment Security. 

Because of the law’s restrictive 
definitions of “agricultural employer” 
and “agricultural employee,” only 
some of the workers in agriculture 
are covered. The employer is defined 
as one who (a) is subject to the em- 
ployment security law and (b) em- 
ploys 20 or more persons in agricul- 
tural employment on each of 24 days 
in 4 successive calendar quarters. The 
agricultural employee is defined as 
a worker regularly employed by the 
same agricultural employer during 
the 12 consecutive calendar months 
preceding the filing of a claim for 
benefits. To be considered regularly 
employed, he must have worked in 
agricultural employment for the same 
employer for some part of a day in 
each of 30 or more weeks during 12 
consecutive months. 

The weekly benefit amount and the 
number of weeks for which an elig- 
ible person may draw benefits are 
the same as those provided in the 
employment security law. An individ- 
ual who has, however, worked in both 
industrial and agricultural employ- 
ment and who is entitled to qualify 
for benefits under the employment 
security law will be eligible to re- 
ceive under the new law an amount 
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equal to the difference between the 
benefit amount based on the aggre- 
gate of his industrial and agricul- 
tural wages and the benefit amount 
based solely on industrial wages. 

Agricultural employers pay a l- 
percent contribution on the wages of 
a worker in agricultural employment 
for some portion of a day on at least 
24 days in a calendar quarter. One- 
tenth of the contribution is set aside 
for administration of the program. 
As an alternative to contributions, 
however, an agricultural employer 
may elect to reimburse the Bureau 
of Employment Security for benefits 
paid to his former workers under the 
new law and pay, in addition, $4,~ of 
1 percent of his agricultural payroll 
for administration. 

Other extensions.-Idaho broadened 
its coverage to include service per- 
formed in the employ of irrigation 
and soil conservation districts. Ver- 
mont employers may now elect cov- 
erage for their workers in excluded 
employment. There are now only 
three States-Alabama, Massachu- 
setts, and New York-that do not 
permit such election. 

Maine amended its definition of 
agricultural labor by narrowing the 
exclusions, so that some services for- 
merly exempt under the employment 
security law are now covered. Oregon 
no longer exempts the “brining of 
cherries.” 

Restrictions .-Eight States enacted 
amendments restricting coverage. 
Iowa, which had covered employers 
with four or more employees in 15 
weeks, now covers those with four 
or more employees in 20 weeks. 
Minnesota exempts from coverage 
truckers having fewer than four em- 
ployees who haul livestock from 
towns of less than 10,000 population 
into towns with a population of 10,000 
or more if livestock makes up no 
more than 50 percent (by weight) 
of their business.3 As a result, about 
600 workers previously covered have 
lost the protection of unemployment 
insurance. 

Alaska excludes from the definition 
of “employment” services performed 

SEmployers with four or more employ- 
ees in 20 weeks in communities of less 
than 10,000 population and employers with 
one or more workers in 20 weeks in larger 
communities are covered by the Minnesota 
law. 

by nurses, technicians, and other pro- 
fessional employees of nonprofit hos- 
pitals, as well as the services of news- 
boys engaged in selling or distributing 
newspapers on the street or from 
house to house. In California, serv- 
ices performed as a golf caddy are 
now excluded. Before the amend- 
ment, such services were excluded 
only if the individual was not em- 
ployed by a golf club or association. 
Amending legislation also excludes 
services performed by a free-lance 
jockey or exercise boy who is regu- 
larly licensed by the California Horse 
Racing Board, as well as services 
performed in the employ of a candi- 
date for public office or a political 
committee, if the services are per- 
formed in connection with an elec- 
tion campaign. 

Nevada, Tennessee, and Washing- 
ton amended their laws to exclude 
services performed in specified oc- 
cupations by individuals paid on a 
commission basis. North Carolina, 
which had excluded domestic service 
in a private home, broadened its 
definition to exclude also domestic 
services performed for a local college 
club or local chapter of a college 
fraternity or sorority. 

BeneJits 
Recommendations made by the De- 

partment of Labor to the States for 
legislative consideration pointed out 
the need for further review of the 
State unemployment insurance laws 
in relation to changes in the wage 
levels and to the goals suggested in 
the 1957 Economic Report of the 
President. These goals include in- 
creasing weekly benefits and maxi- 
mum duration. 

Carrying out the recommendation 
that benefits for the great majority 
of covered workers equal at least 
half their regular earnings would 
mean that the maximum weekly ben- 
efit must be set at half-preferably 
three-fifths to two-thirds-of the av- 
erage wage of all covered workers in 
the State. 

Maximum weekly benefit amount. 
-Twenty-one States amended their 
laws to raise the maximum basic 
weekly benefit amount. The increases 
varied from $2 to $4 in 10 States and 
from $5 to $10 in another 10 States. 
The Wyoming Legislature adopted a 
flexible maximum expressed as 55 

percent of the average weekly wage 
in the State; this provision has re- 
sulted in a current increase of $11 
in the maximum weekly benefit 
amount. In Utah the operation of 
the flexible maximum, adopted in 
1955 and expressed as 50 percent of 
the State average weekly wage, in- 
creased the maximum from $35 to $37. 

Before the 1957 legislative sessions, 
only three States had maximum basic 
weekly benefit amounts higher than 
$35; New York and Wisconsin had 
$36 maximums, and the maximum 
in Alaska for resident claimants was 
$45. (Workers who leave Alaska and 
file claims under the interstate bene- 
fit-payment plan may receive no more 
than $25.) During 1957, five States 
raised their maximum weekly benefit 
to $40 or more; in California the in- 
crease was from $33 to $40; in Con- 
necticut and Oregon, from $35 to 
$40; in Idaho, from $30 to $40; and 
in Wyoming, from $30 to $41. Thus, 
in these five States and Alaska, which 
cover approximately one-eighth of all 
workers protected by the Federal- 
State unemployment insurance sys- 
tem, it is possible for some claimants 
to receive a basic benefit of $40 or 
more. 

The maximum weekly benefit for 
claimants without dependents now 
ranges from $25 in Louisiana to $41 
in Wyoming and to $45 for individ- 
uals who file claims and receive bene- 
fits in Alaska. The range was from 
$24 to $36 (and to $45 in Alaska) at 
the close of the 1955 legislative year. 
The maximum weekly benefit, includ- 
ing dependents’ allowances, varies 
from $30 in the District of Columbia 
to $70 in Alaska, with no limit spe- 
cified for Massachusetts. 

Forty-one States, with 88 percent 
of the workers in covered employ- 
ment, now pay maximum basic week- 
ly benefits of $30 or more, compared 
with 32 States and 70 percent of 
the covered workers in 1955. Nineteen 
States, with almost 50 percent of all 
covered workers, now have a basic 
maximum of $35 or more, compared 
with 10 States and about 30 percent 
of the covered workers at the close 
of the 1955 sessions. Table 1 shows the 
maximum weekly benefit amounts, 
with and without dependents’ allow- 
ances, by the number of States and 
the percentage of covered workers in 
those States. 
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Table l.-Number of States with 
specified maximum weekly benefit 
amounts and percent of covered 
workers 

Maximum 
weekly 

Without With 
dependents’ maximum 
~1lOW~IlClB dependents’ 

allowances 

Total ________ 161/-J11~27.0 
$25 ______________ -~~- 1.4 
26-28e.eemm-mee.. i 10.3 i i 
30-eee-e--m-..mee 12 21.5 1 0.6 

3234-e-e-v-e-.-. 10 17.5 0 35e-e---e--e-e-e- 8 20.3 1 ii.2 
36-39-.-~~-~~.-.- 5 16.6 

4o~~~~-.-.-.~---- 4 12.1 

Lt 6.5 

More than $40..- 2 .3 7 lk3 
Not specified---. 0 0 1 3.9 

Even with the higher maximum 
weekly benefits enacted during the 
1957 legislative sessions, there are 
still only seven States where the 
maximum weekly benefit (excluding 
dependents’ allowances) is 50 per- 
cent or more of the Statewide aver- 
age weekly wage in covered employ- 
ment. Fewer than 5 percent of the 
Nation’s covered workers are in these 
seven States. In 13 States, with 30 
percent of the covered workers, a 
claimant earning the average weekly 
wage in the State would receive less 
than 40 percent of his wages; in 31 
States he could receive from 40 per- 
cent to 49 percent. 

Dependents’ allowances.-No State 
added dependents’ allowances during 
the 1957 legislative sessions, but sev- 
eral of the 11 States providing such 
allowances amended their laws. Con- 
necticut and Massachusetts raised 
the allowance for each dependent 
from $3 to $4. The maximum al- 
lowance for claimants with depend- 
ents under the Connecticut law is 
half the basic weekly benefit amount; 
with the increase in the maximum 
basic benefit to $40 the maximum 
augmented benefit amount is now 
$60. The augmented benefit amount 
in Massachusetts may not be greater 
than the average weekly wage of the 
claimant. 

Illinois increased the maximum 
augmented weekly benefit amount 
from $40 to $45. Claimants whose 
weekly benefit amount exceeds $30 
are eligible for what is in effect a 
dependents’ allowance, if they have 
the required high-quarter earnings 

as well as the specified number of 
dependents (l-4). Claimants with 
high-quarter earnings of $1,117.51 or 
more and with four or more chil- 
dren can receive the maximum aug- 
mented weekly benefit amount of $45. 

Michigan extended its benefit 
schedule to provide a $1 increase for 
claimants with dependents; the maxi- 
mum weekly benefit for claimants 
with the maximum number of de- 
pendents is now $55. The maximum 
augmented weekly benefit amount is 
higher in three States as a result of 
the increase in the maximum basic 
benefit amount-in Maryland from 
$38.00 to $43.00, in Nevada from 
$50.00 to $57.50, and in Wyoming 
from $36.00 to $47.00. 

Minimum weekly benefit amount.- 
In 10 of the 21 jurisdictions that 
increased the maximum basic weekly 
benefit amount and in one other 
State, the minimum weekly benefit 
was raised by amounts ranging from 
$1.00 to $7.50. The minimums pay- 
able under the State laws now vary 
from $3.00 to $17.00. Twenty-two 
States have a minimum weekly bene- 
fit amount of $10.00, and eight have 
a higher minimum. 

Benefits for partial unemployment. 
The amount of earnings disregarded 
in computing the weekly benefit for 
partial unemployment was increased 
in five States. Alaska and Texas both 
changed from a uniform dollar 
amount to the greater of a specified 
dollar amount and a fraction of the 
individual’s weekly benefit amount; 
in Alaska the change was from $10 
to either $10 or one-half the weekly 
benefit, whichever is greater, and in 
Texas it was from $3 to the greater 
of $5 or one-fourth the weekly bene- 
fit. Thus for claimants eligible to 
receive the maximum weekly benefit 
amount, $22.50 will be disregarded 
in Alaska and $7 in Texas. The earn- 
ings allowance was increased in the 
other three States-from $2 to $7 in 
Illinois, from $2 to $8 in Kansas, and 
from $5 to $7 in Maryland. 

Formula for determining the week- 
ly benefit amount.-In the 1957 leg- 
islative sessions, no State changed 
the type of formula used for deter- 
mining the weekly benefit amount. 
Eight of the States that compute the 
weekly benefit amount as a fraction 
of high-quarter wages made an ad- 

justment, however, in the fraction 
used. In four of these States (Flor- 
ida, Idaho, South Dakota, and Ten- 
nessee), where the weighted sched- 
ules give a greater proportion of high- 
quarter wages to lower-paid workers 
than to those earning higher wages, 
the adjustment resulted from the in- 
crease in the minimum weekly bene- 
fit amount and the deletion of the 
lower wage brackets. South Dakota 
also extended its schedule upward 
to provide a higher maximum week- 
ly benefit, computed as J& of high- 
quarter wages; a fraction of $$3 was 
formerly used. 

Maryland changed its schedule, un- 
der which benefits had been equal to 
$& of high-quarter wages, to one pro- 
viding for benefits equal to M4 of 
high-quarter wages. For the same 
high-quarter earnings, individuals can 
qualify for weekly benefit amounts 
ranging from $1 to $3 higher than 
under the previous schedule. 

Montana liberalized its weighted 
schedule, under which benefits had 
been equal to 35s of high-quarter 
earnings for workers with low wages 
and +& for those with high earnings, 
to provide benefits equal to Ms- 
Ma of high-quarter earnings. The 
high-quarter earnings requirement 
was thereby lowered for benefits at 
all except the two lowest benefit 
levels. In raising the maximum week- 
ly benefit, California extended its 
weighted schedule of 1/1&& in order 
to compute the new weekly benefit 
amounts as a lower fraction of high- 
quarter wages. To qualify for the 
new maximum weekly benefit of $40, 
an individual must have high-quarter 
wages equal to at least 28 times the 
weekly benefit. Wyoming changed 
from a weighted schedule of s/21- 
&, of high-quarter wages to a uni- 
form fraction of &,, thereby reduc- 
ing benefits for individuals at the 
lower benefit levels. 

In Wisconsin, where benefits are 
computed as a fraction of an indi- 
vidual’s average weekly wage, the 
proportion of the average weekly 
wage compensated by the lowest 
weekly benefit was reduced from 69 
percent to 63 percent when the min- 
imum weekly benefit was raised. 

All the States that compute the 
weekly benefit as a percentage of 
annual earnings use a schedule 
weighted in favor of the lower-paid 
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workers. Three of these States 
(Maine, Minnesota, and North Caro- 
lina) adjusted their schedules so that 
the new maximum weekly benefit 
amounts are still available to all 
claimants who would have qualified 
for the former maximums. Benefits 
were increased by $l-$3 at all wage 
levels under the adjusted Maine sche- 
dule. Minnesota similarly increased 
benefits for claimants at all wage 
brackets except the four lowest. 
North Carolina liberalized benefits at 
most benefit levels. 

Duration of benefits.-The most 
significant liberalization of duration 
provisions during the 1957 legislative 
sessions was Maryland’s change from 
a 26.week variable-duration period 
to a 26.week uniform period. Two 
States increased their uniform-dura- 
tion periods-Maine from 23 to 26 
weeks, and Montana from 20 to 22 
weeks. Three States with variable 
duration increased the maximum; the 
change was from 20 to 26 weeks in 
Colorado, from 24 to 26 weeks in 
Missouri, and from 22 to 26 weeks 
in Oklahoma. 

More than 25 percent of all work- 
ers in covered employment are in 
the eight States that now have a 
uniform-duration period of 26 weeks 
or more for all eligible claimants; 
an additional 50 percent are in the 
23 States that provide a variable- 
duration period of 26 weeks or more 
(table 2). Thus, for ‘75 percent of 
the workers in covered employment 
the maximum potential duration is 
26 weeks or more. 

Qualifying requirements. - The 
qualifying requirements found in all 

Table ‘L.-Number of States with 
specified maximum duration of 
benefits,&by type of duration pro- 
vision and percent of covered 
workers 

! I 
Uniform Variable 
duration duration 

Maximum 
number 
of weeks Fe;rn; Percent of Num- Percent of 

covered ber of covered 
States workers States workers 

_---- 

Total--.- 15 32.0 36 68.0 
-~ __~ 

16.......---- ..__..__ . ..__..... 
B 

1.8 
18.~...~..... .--.-.i..--.-.i:9. 2.2 
20......-.. 6 7.1 
22----....... 2 1.9 
24...---.---. .9 i 

1.0 
5.7 

2fi...--.--... : 18.3 22 48.1 
26% . . . . .._._ .._-...- --.-.... -. 
30~-.-..- 1 1 8.0 . . . .._ ‘- . . . . ..- “:! 

State laws are intended to limit the 
payment of benefits to those workers 
who are genuinely in the covered 
labor force. A worker must have 
earned at least a specified amount 
of wages or have worked in at least 
a minimum number of weeks, or 
both, within his base period to be 
entitled to benefits. 

Fourteen States changed their qual. 
ifying requirements in the 1957 leg. 
islative sessions. Primarily the effect 
of these changes is to increase qual- 
ifying wages for some or all beneflt 
amounts to reflect rising wage levels. 
In five States (Colorado, Idaho, North 
Carolina, Tennessee, and Wisconsin) 
the higher minimum qualifying wages 
resulted when the minimum weekly 
benefit amount was raised. 

Alaska, Illinois, and Nebraska 
raised the qualifying requirement for 
the minimum weekly benefit amount 
without changing the benefit. South 
Dakota changed from a requirement 
of 1% times high-quarter wages to 
one of $600 in the base period, with 
wages in 2 quarters and at least $250 
in 1 quarter. As a result the amount 
needed to qualify for the minimum 
benefit was raised by $375. Plorida 
changed the qualifying requirement 
from approximately 19-30 times the 
weekly benefit amount to 11/a times 
high-quarter wages, with a minimum 
of $200 in the base period. Except 
at the lower benefit levels, this 
change results in a higher require- 
ment. 

Three States increased the qualify. 
ing requirement at all benefit levels. 
Maryland changed from a require- 
ment of 30 times the weekly benefit 
amount to 36 times; since it also 
raised the minimum weekly benefit 
amount from $6 to $10, the result is 
an increase of $180 in the amount 
needed to qualify for the minimum 
weekly benefit. 

Missouri, which had required 
wages in 2 quarters, now requires 
1% times high-quarter wages and 
$200 in the high quarter. Missouri 
also enacted, effective October 1. 
1959, a qualifying requirement ex- 
pressed in terms of “weeks of em- 
ployment.” After that date, the 
worker must have earned at least 
$15 in each of at least 17 weeks in 
the base period to qualify for bene- 
fits. Wyoming changed from a re- 
quirement of 26 times the weekly 

benefit amount, with $200 in the 
high quarter, to 1% times high-quar- 
ter wages and $250 in the high quar- 
ter; $115 more is now required to 
qualify for the minimum weekly 
benefit amount, which was not 
changed during 1957. 

Step-down provisions-a device for 
relaxing the normal qualifying re- 
quirement by allowing an individual 
to receive a lower weekly benefit- 
were adopted or amended in three 
States. To soften the effect of its 
increased qualifying requirement, 
Maryland adopted a provision per- 
mitting an individual to receive a 
benefit $1 lower than his computed 
weekly benefit if his base-period 
wages do not qualify him for the 
higher weekly benefit but are suEl- 
cient for the lower amount. Montana 
substituted for its step-down provi- 
sion (limited to $3 less than the 
computed weekly benefit) an un- 
limited step-down provision that al- 
lows an individual who is ineligible 
under the normal qualifying require- 
ment for his computed benefit to 
receive any lower weekly benefit for 
which his base-period wages are suffi- 
cient. This change, in effect, invali- 
dates Montana’s normal qualifying 
requirement of base-period wages 
equal to 1% times high-quarter 
wages. Tennessee, in contrast, dis- 
carded its unlimited step-down pro- 
vision by adding a requirement of 
base-period wages equal to at least 
1% times high-quarter wages, thereby 
reducing substantially the number of 
permissible step-downs. 

The following tabulation shows the 
minimum base-period wages required 
for minimum benefits under the var- 
ious formulas, distributed by the 
number of States in each group and 
the percentage of workers in covered 
employment. 

Qualifying amount 
Number 

StOaftes 

Total-.. _______ _...._ 51 

Lessthan$lSO---.-...---- 
$150, less than $200 ________ 
200, less than $250-e- __._.. 
250, less then $300. ___.____ 
300, less than $400.-- _...__ 
400,lessthsn $500.---..... 
500, less than $600.. __..... 
600-........-....-..--..... 
700......-.-........---.... 
SOOT. -. . . . . -. . . - 

Percent of 
covered 
workers 

100.0 -- 
Z 

20.4 
11.2 
34.0 
3.4 

1::: 

12 
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Eligibility and DisqualiJications 
Availability for work.-During 1957 

only five States made significant 
changes in their eligibility require- 
ments other than those concerning 
qualifying earnings. Alaska amended 
the availability-for-work provision to 
hold that noncommercial fishing and 
hunting, necessary for the survival 
of a claimant and his dependents dur- 
ing an uninterrupted period of un- 
employment after the filing of a 
compensable claim, will not affect 
the worker’s eligibility for benefits if 
no suitable work has been offered. 
Maine added a provision that the 
eligibility of a claimant who becomes 
ill or disabled after filing a claim 
and registering for work is not af- 
fected if no suitable work is offered 
after the illness or disability begins. 

In Maryland the clause stipulating 
“active search for work” was 
amended to exempt persons aged 65 
or over who have been temporarily 
furloughed from work and are sub- 
ject to recall. A Missouri amend- 
ment requires that the claimant be 
earnestly, as well as actively, seeking 
work. Under a new Illinois provision, 
an individual will be considered un- 
available for work when his prin- 
cipal occupation is that of a student 
attending or on vacation from a pub- 
lic or private school. 

Disqualifications.-Only about a 
third of the States amended their 
disqualification provisions in 1957. 
Though most of the amendments lib- 
eralized these provisions, several 
States made them more severe. 

The three major causes for dis- 
qualification are voluntary leaving, 
discharge for misconduct, and refusal 
of suitable work. Changes in seven 
States liberalized disqualifications for 
these reasons and in five made them 
more severe. One State made dis- 
qualifications less severe in some 
respects and more severe in others. 

Voluntary leaving.-Four States re- 
duced the period of disqualification 
for voluntarily leaving work. The 
most significant reduction occurred 
in Colorado, which changed its vari- 
able disqualifying periods from l-20 
weeks, with a corresponding reduc- 
tion in maximum benefits, to l-10 
weeks, with a like reduction in maxi- 
mum benefits. Wyoming formerly 
imposed disqualification for the dur- 

ation of the unemployment and until 
the claimant had been reemployed 
for a week; it now limits the dis- 
qualification to 3 weeks following the 
week of the disqualifying act. Mary- 
land replaced the provision disquali- 
fying the claimant for the duration 
of the unemployment and until he 
had earned 10 times his weekly bene- 
fit amount with one disqualifying 
him for variable periods of l-9 weeks. 
Montana reduced the maximum per- 
iod by 1 week and removed the limi- 
tation that good cause for leaving 
must be attributable to the employ- 
ment. 

The period of disqualification was 
lengthened or postponed in three 
States. Indiana had imposed a 6 
weeks’ disqualification (including the 
week of the disqualifying act), with 
a corresponding reduction in total 
benefits. The new legislation imposes 
instead disqualification for the dura- 
tion of the unemployment and until 
the claimant earns 10 times his 
weekly benefit amount in covered 
employment, California raised the 
minimum period of disqualification 
from variable periods of 2-5 weeks 
to a fixed period of 5 weeks. Texas 
now requires the period to begin with 
the week following the filing of the 
claim instead of the week in which 
the claim is made and thus post- 
pones by 1 week the satisfying of a 
disqualification. 

Other aspects of the disqualilica- 
tion for voluntary leaving were 
changed in five States. Vermont re- 
pealed the provision requiring reduc- 
tion of total benefits by an amount 
corresponding to the length of the 
disqualification: in another change, 
the disqualification now applies only 
when the worker voluntarily leaves 
the last employer instead of any 
employer. In Missouri, quitting a 
temporary job to return to a regular 
employer is no longer disqualifying. 
Maine now exempts from disqualifi- 
cation an individual whose separa- 
tion is caused by illness or disability, 
who takes reasonable precautions to 
protect his employment status, and 
who requests reemployment in the 
same job upon recovery. Earnings 
necessary to satisfy a disqualification 
were confined to earnings in covered 
employment in New Hampshire and 
to covered employment or employ- 
ment subject to the Federal Insur- 

ance Contributions Act in Illinois. 
Discharge for misconduct. - Five 

States made the same changes in the 
periods of disqualification imposed 
for misconduct that they made in 
those for voluntary leaving. Colorado 
and Wyoming reduced the period of 
disqualification, and California, Indi- 
ana, and Texas lengthened or post- 
poned it. Montana reduced the max- 
imum period of disqualification by 5 
weeks, making the variable period 
the same as for voluntary leaving- 
that is, l-4 weeks. 

Other types of changes were made 
in five States. Oregon repealed the 
provision reducing total benefits by 
4-8 weeks, and Maryland repealed 
the provision canceling wage credits 
for a claimant discharged for com- 
mitting a dishonest or criminal act. 
Missouri added suspension from work 
as a cause for disqualii%ation. Illinois 
and Vermont made the same changes 
in their provisions for disqualifica- 
tion for discharge because of mis- 
conduct as they made in their dis- 
qualification for voluntary leaving. 

Refusal of suitable work.-The per- 
iod of disqualification for refusal of 
suitable work was reduced in four 
States. Maryland substituted a vari- 
able period of l-10 weeks immediate- 
ly following the week of refusal for 
the former provision requiring dis- 
qualification for the duration of the 
unemployment and until the claim- 
ant had earned 10 times his weekly 
benefit amount. Colorado, Montana, 
and Wyoming made the same reduc- 
tions and Indiana the same increase 
in the disqualifying period as they 
made in the period of disqualifica- 
tion for voluntary leaving. 

Both Oregon and Vermont repealed 
provisions for reducing total benefits. 
Oregon had formerly reduced them 
by 4-8 weeks, and Vermont by the 
number of weeks of the disqualifica- 
tion. 

Penalties for improper payment.- 
Provisions imposing penalties for 
fraudulent misrepresentation or non- 
disclosure to obtain benefits were 
amended in only six States. Wiscon- 
sin increased minimum and maxi- 
mum criminal penalties. Alaska, 
Maryland, South Carolina, and Wyo- 
ming tightened their administrative 
penalties. Maryland and Nevada ex- 
tended their penalties for fraudulent 
misrepresentation or nondisclosure to 
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apply to acts committed under the 
laws of any other State. 

Other disqualifications. - Four 
States added or amended special dis- 
qualification provisions connected 
with marital or family obligations or 
pregnancy. Montana repealed its 
provision disqualifying a woman for 
leaving work because of a change 
in residence made so that she may 
continue to be with her husband 
and children. Vermont changed the 
disqualification period for pregnancy 
from the duration of the unemploy- 
ment due to pregnancy to 8 weeks 
before and 4 weeks after childbirth. 
Missouri added a disqualification for 
pregnancy, which will apply for 3 
months before and 4 weeks after 
childbirth. North Dakota, which had 
imposed disqualification for preg- 
nancy for 12 weeks before and 4 
weeks after childbirth, increased the 
period to 4 months before the anti- 
cipated date of birth and until the 
claimant has earnings totaling 10 
times her weekly benefit amount. In 
addition, North Dakota now imposes 
a similar disqualification for leaving 
work because of marital obligations, 
to begin with the date of leaving. 
Formerly, disqualification continued 
until the claimant showed evidence 
of availability other than registration 
for work. 

Maryland repealed a disqualifica- 
tion of l-10 weeks for failure to 
make an active search for work. 

Alaska and Montana changed their 
provisions concerning labor disputes; 
no disqualification will apply when 
the dispute is caused by an employ. 
er’s failure to conform to the laws 
pertaining to hours, wages, or other 
conditions of work. Disqualification 
provisions for receipt of certain in- 
come were made more liberal in three 
States and more restrictive in three 
others. In one State such provisions 
were made more liberal in some re- 
spects and more restrictive in others. 

Financing and Experience 
Rating 

Twenty-seven States amended their 
financing and experience-rating pro. 
visions. Most of the modifications 
are minor and will have a negligible 
effect on contribution rates, but in 
nine States the changes in contribu- 
tion rates and requirements under 
existing experience-rating formulas 
are significant. 

Lower rates were added by Cali- 
fornia to its least favorable schedule 
of contribution rates and by Maine 
to all schedules. Wyoming provided 
lower contribution rates by substitu- 
ting four new schedules for two ex- 
isting schedules. Connecticut added 
a new schedule, which becomes the 
second most favorable of six. Oregon 
raised the minimum rate and in- 
creased contribution rates for spe- 
cified experience ratios above the 
minimum rate in all schedules; it 

also deleted its 3.0.percent rate from 
all schedules. Michigan lowered the 
minimum rate in its most favorable 
schedule, added an intermediate sche. 
dule, and increased rates for most 
reserve ratios in the least favorable 
schedule. 

Florida substituted a single sche- 
dule of adjustable rates for three 
schedules of specified rates and added 
two rates above the standard rate 
(2.7 percent). Each eligible employ. 
er’s rate is now obtained by round- 
ing, to the nearest one-tenth of 1 
percent, the sum of his benefit ratio 
and two Statewide factors. These 
factors are based on (a) benefits not 
charged to any employer’s account 
and (b) benefits charged to each em. 
ployer’s account in excess of 2.9 per- 
cent of his taxable payroll. The rate 
assigned depends further on whether 
the balance in the State unemploy- 
ment compensation fund is above or 
below specified levels. 

North Carolina added a schedule 
of 10 rates above the standard for 
employers with negative reserve ac- 
count balances in terms of specified 
“minus” reserve ratios. Missouri mod- 
ified, for a specified number of years, 
the provision assigning rates above 
the standard rate to employers with 
negative reserve account balances. 

More stringent fund balance re- 
quirements for specified rate sche- 
dules were adopted in two States and 

(Continued on page 25) 
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Table 4.- Old-age, survivors, and disability insurance: Monthly benefits in current-payment status at the end of th; 
month, by type of benefit and by month, October 19560ctober 1957, and monthly benefits awarded, October 1957 

[In thousands; data corrected to Nov. 25,19571 

Itern 

Total Old-age Wife’s or Child’s ’ Widow’s or 
husband’s widower’s Mother’s Parent’s Disability 8 

“CT kmt “b”,- k- “;y- bunt “$y- Amount N$y- Amount “b”,’ Amount “;y- Amount 

October ______ -- _______ 8,701.5.$460.942 4,941.4$312,834 1,315.5 544,251 1,337.4 $49,930 780.0 $38,407 301.2 $14,202 
November _____________ 9,035.4 477,404 5,064.2 319,516 1.410.8 47,507 1,340.5 50,168 891.7 44,616 301.5 14,244 

;6.; $1,319 -._-____ __..___- 
1,353 ___---__ __--___- 

December ____._______. 9,128.l 482,593 5,112.4 322,537 1.433.5 48,326 1,341.0 50,324 913.1 45,780 

1957 

301.2 14,262, 26.gi 1,365 ,-m----e _.-_-__- 

February ._._____ _ _.___ 

April ____ I _____________ 9;927.9! 
May __________________ 10,175.7 
June ____________--_____ 10.342.1 
July.-.-------._.--.--- 10,567.4 
August _______.________ 10,678.Z 
September--.--- ____ __- 10,791.5 
0c;tober. _____ ________ 110,924.31 

49,315 1,351.7 
50,517 1,360.2 
52,513 1,371.4 
55,453 1,392.6 
57,519 1,411.7 
58,749 1,427.4 
59,640 1,440.l 
60,309 1,448.2 
60,986 1,459.2 
61,764 1,475.4 

5i;397 
51,935 
52,794 
53,572 
54,283 
54,862 
55,281 
55,846 
56,601 

1.032.9 52,406 318.6 15,470 
1,043.8 53,025 320.2 15,585 
1,055.O 53,657 329.5 15,613 
1,068.3 54,414 322.5 15,733 

19.3 1,052 8.4 476 .4 22 15.7 ‘1,284 Awarded, October 1957.-i 210.9( 12,2531 102.01 7.0401 37.11 1,2761 28.01 1,1031 

1 For an explanation of the treatment of dual entitlements, see the Bulletin 3 Monthly benefits to disabled workers aged 5&64. 
for April 1957 

P 
29, table 4, footnote 1. 4 Monthly amount before reduction for a workmen’s compensation beneEt 

2 Beginning anuary 1957 includes benefits payable to disabled persons aged 
18 or over whose disability began before age 18 and who are dependent children 

or another Federal benefit for disability, other than compensation payable by 
the Veterans Administration for a service-connected disability. 

of a deceased or retired worker. 

Table 5.-Old-age, survivors, and disability insurance: Number and average monthly amount of disability insurance 
benefits 1 in current-payment status, by indication of o#s~t, 2 and of completely o-&et disability insurance benefits 
in force, at the end of the month, July-October 1957 

[Cwrected to Dec. 2,1957] 

Number 

Total 

Average 

%z% 
payable 

Benefits in current-payment status Benefits 
in force with 

complete 
Without offset With partial offset offset 

Average 

Fi%i% 
Average Average .4verage Average 

Number monthly Number monthly monthly monthly 
amount amount amount Number amount 

2% payable payable %:; 
before 
offset 

-- 

1957 

July.-- _____- --- - 
August. ___ __--- - 
September _______ 
October _________ 

90,888 $i4.05 $80.41 9,681 
109,937 72.12 

5;;.;6” 

81:35 
E~5”~~ 

103:569 
80.46 15,381 F: i,’ $2 Liti 

120,141 72.24 80.44 16,572 
E: i%l 

76.60 
131,134 72.24 81.32 113,058 80.40 18,076 76.63 

1 Payable to disabled workers aged 50-61. other than compensation payable by the Veterans Administration for a service 
1 A disability insurance benefit payable 10 a disabled worker who iS rew!Ving 

a workmen’s compensation benefit or anctber Federal beneflt for disabibty- 
connected disability-is reduced by the amount of such benefit. 

UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE 
(Continued from page 13) 

less stringent requirements in three 
States. Wyoming raised the require- 
ment for the most favorable scm- 
dule; under a new provision, no ‘e- 
duced rates will be allowed if he 
fund balance falls below a giren 
level. Montana raised the mininum 
fund balance required for any re- 
duced rates. Florida deleted i&Pro- 

vision for suspension of reduced 
rates. Oregon lowered the fund re- 
quirements for each schedule of re- 
duced rates, and Michigan lowered 
the requirement at which the least 
favorable schedule becomes effective. 

Michigan also made substantial 
changes in its provisions relating to 
negative balances of employers’ ac- 
counts and maintenance of the 
fund’s solvency account; in effect 

these changes relax the requirements 
for emergency contributions to the 
solvency account and for transfers 
from the solvency account to indi- 
vidual employers’ accounts. 

Kansas, Montana, and Wyoming 
now permit employers to make vol- 
untary contributions to their exper- 
ience-rating accounts under specified 
conditions. 

Michigan amended its qualifying 
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Table 6.-Employment security: Selected data on nonfarm placements and unemployment insurance claims and 
benefits, by State, October 1957 1 - 

I 
- 
I Compensated unemployment 

Weeks of unemploy- 
ment covered by 
continued claims 

Initial claims 2 

Region and State 
Nonfarm 

PlW+ 
ments 

All types of unemployment 3 -T Total unemployment 

Total Women Total Women Weeks 
COLD- 

pensated 

- 

.- 

-- 

Benefits 
paid 4 

Total _________________ 540,274 192,989 401,408 5,651,556 2,123,652 4.692,656 1131,831,561 1,020,143 4.269.394 

Region I: 
Connecticut _____________ 
Maine ___________________ 
Massachusetts ._____ -_-_ 
New Hampshire- _______ 
Rhode Island ___________ 
Vermont ________ ________ 

Region II: 
New Ji33ey .____________ 
New York----..--_--_-- 
Puerto Rico.--....----- 
Virgin Islands- .__.__ -___ 

Region III: 
Delaware..--..----.----- 
District of Columbia-.-- 
Maryland ____________ -_- 
North Carolina __________ 
PennSylVania ___________ 
Virginia ________________ 
West Virginia ___________ 

Region IV: 
Alabama ______ _________ 
Florida-. __.. -_- _______ 
Qeorgia----~-~~~~~--~~~~ 
Mississippi.... ..___ --.__ 
South Carolina..- . ..__ 
Tennessee _________._____ 

Region V: 
Kentucky- ______________ 
Michigan- ______________ 
Ohio ..__________________ 

Region VI: 
Illinois ______._.__._. 
Indiana ___. ____. .__. _ _ _. 
Minnesota... _______.___ 
Wisconsin-... .______ -___ 

Region VII: 
Iowa..--------.-..------ 
Kansas ____ _____________ 
Missouri _.______________ 
Nebraska _______________ 
North Dakota ______ ____ 
South Dakota ____ _ ______ 

Region VIII: 
Arkansas . .._ ___________ 
Louisiana- ____________ 
Oklahoma.-- ____________ 
Texas....--------------- 

Region IX: 
Colorado- ____________ -_- 
Montana _____________ -_. 
New Mexico ___________ - 
Utah.... ._______________ 
Wyoming _______________ 

Region X: 
Arizona ______.._________ 
California _______..______ 
Hawaii- .____._ _______ __ 
Nevada .___.._______.__. 

Region XI: 
Alaska------- __________ 
Idaho.------ ___________ 
Oregon ____._ -_-_._- _____ 
Washington _____________ 

8,712 
2,138 

17,845 
1,358 
1,596 
1,029 

25,997 12,043 113,999 55,913 
9,114 3,677 44,704 25,100 

62,239 26,766 235,711 
5,077 

115,907 
2,616 22,198 12,424 

14,019 7,711 
2,295 

53,927 27,460 
1,011 11,767 6,067 

93,812 2,961,224 20,394 88,690 32.47 
39,540 

23,670 
921,906 8,596 21.88 

202,151 
32,508 

5,480,283 
10,310 

43,946 156,906 30.69 
18,288 379,569 

50,891 
3,976 15,049 22.67 

48,615 1,290,931 
4,876 

10,568 43,247 28.05 
10,270 

12,232 
246,847 2,233 9,618 24.72 2,602 

11,901 51,807 22,428 321,555 
81,539 183,777 80,512 
6,969 

673,495 
535 158 

168 
5,439 

0 0 6 

152,468 311,083 9,758,466 
290,277 675,701 

67,627 
16,857,295 125,152 

1,724 916 22,144 199 
0 2 38 (6) 

685 
4,056 
6,899 

14,506 
22,303 
6,861 
2,387 

1,833 721 12,047 3,460 14,403 
3,354 1,032 20,891 7,918 17,649 

16,837 5,768 72,192 
26,056 

24,436 76,031 
12,679 121,067 

119,327 
59,411 115,854 

39,802 648,427 
9,921 

236,879 564,958 
3,883 47,338 

9,291 
17,981 37,885 

1,159 55,027 10,579 41,138 

427,832 3,131 13,204 30.83 2,664 
465,616 3,837 17,236 26.55 

2,303,336 
4,594 

16,528 70,581 31.14 
2,285,278 

16,119 
25,186 107,154 20.10 

15.779,838 
28,252 

122,817 515,571 29.18 
860,690 

141,750 
8,236 36,211 23.12 

935,305 
10,101 

8,943 36,975 23.59 12,045 

9,087 
18,951 

kx3”; 
7:100 
9,171 

18,421 3,702 
16,695 

99,914 
6,140 

18,892 6,590 
108,048 
119,741 

8,447 2,464 
11,184 4,436 

47,725 

17,548 5,573 
63,187 

143,121 

27,267 71,335 1,524,386 15,508 68,199 21.67 
53,089 80,674 1,800,696 

22,458 
17,538 

48,423 
74,724 22.90 

97,006 2,249,948 
22,890 

21,088 90,248 23.74 
19,433 36,335 719,247 

26,035 
7,899 32,365 20.75 

28,829 50,770 1,080,216 
10,484 

11,037 46,946 21.70 
53,904 118,579 2,716,222 

13,965 
25,778 112,360 23.47 31,611 

3,783 18.19 
13,215 68,262 
25,389 55,611 

123,901 
512,983 
254,340 

93,557 2,241,962 
390,724 

20,338 88,035 24.53 
13,859,580 

27,227 
84,940 377,238 36.05 

204,484 6,337,459 
101,522 

44,453 194,401 31.69 57,266 

20,805 52,636 18,514 244,533 101,645 188.919 
10,115 23,972 7,023 110,081 39,341 96,!Mw 
10,244 12,426 2,929 55,197 19,343 45,197 
10,029 15,729 4,065 81,948 30,482 65,291 

8,342 5,299 1,752 23,439 11,452 18,890 
7,998 6,742 1,839 28,516 9,798 23,899 
7,656 34,404 12,689 127,179 56,014 93,890 
5,619 2,611 1.124 11,122 6,455 10,203 
2,527 545 110 1,514 746 1,242 
2,156 682 219 2,299 1,189 1,952 

5,307.052 
2,658,455 
y;~,“,f; 

I , 

459,241 
657,672 

2,114,175 
261,360 
28,369 
41,409 

6,926 9,167 3,031 38,304 13,484 23,971 
1,793 

485,191 
9,943 9,319 39,545 10,850 31,815 682,839 

12,662 8,545 2,305 42,768 17,338 32,095 778,278 
48,163 26,327 6,328 115,726 40,573 107,200 2,479,912 

8,062 4,237 1,038 13,985 6,170 11.658 
2,705 3,930 887 14,193 4,011 16,238 
4,097 3,872 437 ll.lOE 2,054 7,394 
3,678 2,879 725 9,562 4,125 7,220 
1,884 679 213 2,410 916 1,982 

360,065 
457,313 

2,534 10,825 

185,516 
3,530 16,238 
1,607 

203,421 
6,696 

1,570 
57,572 

6,557 
431 1,545 

4,921 5,891 1,341 22,640 6,964 15,338 401,638 
38,221 130,252 39,431 451,503 166,885 366,865 10,879,706 

977 2,365 1,129 11,776 6,095 9,746 236,231 
1,782 3,164 714 11,03E 2,623 10,006 379,210 

589 2,897 356 9,04C 
3,533 3,668 765 11,37E 
4,639 23,709 4,473 92,298 
7,190 32,306 7,079 135,693 

1,616 9,055 
4,150 7,832 

321,228 
238,013 

25,378 72,919 2,417,135 
40,509 103,810 3,030.675 

- 

Average 
weekly 

lumber 01 
bene- 

ficiaries 

Weeks 
COIlI- 

pensated 

- 

-- 

-- 

Average 
weekly 

payment 

insured 
ImeIIlp10y- 

ment 3 

$29.20 

I 

_- 
‘1,236,898 

270,446 32.50 
499,878 31.35 

899 24.26 
2 19.00 

69,423 
147,758 

_____._-_-- 

41,069 170,067 29.46 53,797 
20,928 89,434 28.21 26,497 
9,825 42,431 26.54 12,350 

14,194 59,455 31.70 17,863 

4,107 
5,195 

16,954 

20,411 
22,636 
80,330 

2,218 9,736 
270 1,013 
424 1,665 

25.43 5,179 
27.91 6,114 
24.45 27,722 
26.20 2,625 
24.07 475 
22.75 539 

5,211 22,105 20.71 
7,916 28,208 

8,744 
22.53 

6,977 29,976 
8,654 

24.89 
23,304 101,345 

9,569 
23.52 27,746 

31.65 3,241 
28.02 4,039 
25.95 2,411 
29.20 
30.27 

2,241 
697 

3,334 
79,753 

14,484 
340,634 

2,119 8,145 
2,175 9,411 

26.70 5,103 
30.66 103,171 
26.55 (‘1 
39.70 2,666 

1,968 8,476 35.73 
1,703 7,252 31.02 

14,852 67,153 33.80 
22,567 97,932 29.75 

“‘2 671 
24793 
31,246 

- 

I 

_- 

- 

1 Includes data for the Federal employees’ unemployment insurance program, 5 Excludes Alaska and Hawaii. 
administered by the States %s agents of the Federal Qovernment. 6 Less than 1. 

1 Total excludes transitional claims. 7 Data not available. .- . . . 
J ‘I‘otal, part-tow, ana partm. 
4 Not adjusted for voided benefit checks and transfers under interstate tom- %JUKC Department of Lab@, Bureau of Employment Security, and affiliated 

bined-wage plan. 
State agencies. 

requirement for reduced rates to per- 4 years were required. Florida, in %consin authorized the distribu- 
mit newly covered employers to qual- contrast, repealed a 1955 provision tion of a portion of the fund’s an- 
ify when they have been liable for allowing employers with less than 3 nual interest earnings to individual 
contributions for 2 years; formerly years’ experience to get reduced rates. emPlYer accounts having positive 
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Table 7.-Public assistance in the United States, by month, October 1956-October 1957 1 

[Except for general assistance, includes vendor payments for medical care and cases receiving only such payments] 
I I I 1 I I I I I I I I 

Aid to dependent 
children 

Aid to General 
as,$s?xe Total 

) 

Aid Aid 

yEn%d Total 1 Old-age 
assistance Recipients the blind and 

Families 

I “I 

to;$Y ‘“-““” 

Total 3 Children abled 

Number of recipients I Percentage change from previous month 

October--. 
November-. 
December- _ 

1957 

January _ _ _ 
February.-. 
March-.-. 
April.. _____ 
Mav-- _ _ _. 
Junk. _ _ _ _ _ _ 
JUlY- ______. 
August..-. 
September.. 
October.--. 

I I - , - - - - - - - - - - - - - , 
- _ _ _ - _ _. _ -. _ _ - 

.- _____________ 
_- _____ _____ -_ 
_- _-_-_-___-___ 
_ _ _ _ _ _. - _. _ - _ - 

2,512,565 605,925 2.226.560 1,697,530 106,820 265,208 
2,512,459 608,661 2,238,994 1.706.869 107,193 267,639 
2,514,468 616,226 2,270,657 1,731,751 107,483 269,191 

2,512,411 
2,509,493 
2,509,098 
2,508,104 
2,506,394 
2,503,823 
2,500,712 
2,498,152' 
2.493,890 
2,495,735 

623,342 
629,847 
636,713 
642,611 
646,224 
647,208 
644,102 
644,953 

:x5: >- 

2,2Q8 896 
2,325,867 
2,351,251 
2,376,082 
2,392,527 
2,398,693 
2,391,192 
2,398,768 
2,413,863 
2,433,460 

1,753,536 
1,775,169 
1,794,489 
1,814,287 
1,826,673 
1,831,925 
pm;,;;; 

1:845:570 
1,861,756 

- 

107,531 271,216 
107,456 273,465 
107,639 276,133 
107,974 279,148 
108,142 281,865 
108,441 283,901 
108,667 285,545 
108,611 285,928 
108,433 255.709 
108,450 287.373 

- 

-- 
282,000 _---__-- 
290,000 __--___- 
305,000 _.--_--- 

334,000 -_______ 
337,000 -------- 
336,000 _.______ 
325,000 ________ 
309,000 ___.--_- 
294,000 _.___._. 
290,000 ____.-_. 
291,000 _-_----- 
288,000 . ..__.__ 
297,000 ._______ 

-I- 

----i- 
;:] 
+0.1 

1 
-:1 

Ii{ 
--.I 
--.l 
--.l 
--.l 

i::: 
----L 

-0.1 

42: 

$E 
+1.1 

$2 
+.2 
--.5 

$2 
+.7 

-53 
+.3 

(9 
-.l 

::!I 

$:3” 
+.2 
1:; 

(9 

‘,“:i 
+.6 

-i.i 
f.1 

0 -.8 
'+3.2 

-.l 
+.‘3 

Amount of assistance Percentage change from previous month 

October..-- $243,631,000!$144 387 281 

December...l 249,777,0001 145:810:238 
November--. 245,958,OOO 145,133,252 

$56,389,879 

January. _ ___ 251,794,OOO 145,158,OOO 
February.--. 253,508,OOO 145,552.635 
March----_-- 256,212,OOO 146,009,789 
April ______._ 
May--._----- 

257,077,OOO 146,560,554/ 
256,616,000 146,766,526 

June. ____ --_- 
July------.-- 255,960,OOO 147,557,971 
August.----- 
September--w 
October----- 

59,345,712 
60,293,429 
61,360,890 
62,323,996 
62,471,755 
62,467,765 
62,368,494 
62,612,411 
63,334,852 
65,213,445 

6,792,570 15.861,668 
6,799,386 16,068,612 
6,834,412 16.231,284 
6,854,191 16,436,709 
6,901,479 16,697,046 
6,925,697 16,778,529 
6,989,644 16,977,947 
6,981,169 16,966,039 
6,942,870 16,872,867 
7,180,659 17,107,772 8 

I I I I I I 
18.985,OOO 
18,991,000 
19.241,OOO 
18,549,OOO 
17.306,OOO 
16,140,OOO 
16,199,OOO 
16,232,OOO 
16,137,OOO 
17,152,OOO 

$:f 
+.1 +.2 

+I. 1 
+.3 
--.2 
-.4 

$1: 
(9 
+2.9 ii:", 

+1.2 
+3.0 4l-i:: +-i:: 

f1.3 
-3.6 
-6.7 
-6.7 
f.4 
+.2 

6 --.6 
'+6.3 

1 For definition of terms see the Bulletin, October 1957, p. 18. All data families in which the requirements of at least 1 such adult were considered in 
subject to revision. determining the amount of assistance 

2 Total exceeds sum of columns because of inclusion of vendor payments for 4 Increase of less than 0.05 percent. 
medical care from general assistance funds and from special medical funds; 5 Decrease of less than 0.05 percent. 
data for such expenditures partly estimated for some States. 6 Excludes Idaho; data not available. Percentage change based on data for 

3 Includes as recipients the children and 1 parent or other adult relative in 52 States. 

balances. Nebraska will suspend the 
crediting of interest earnings to em- 
ployer accounts under specified con- 
ditions. 

Twelve States amended their pro- 
visions for charging employers’ ex- 
perience records. The amendments 
make no change in the basic method 
of charging but are related to the 
omission or modification of charges 
under specified conditions; in most 
instances, they were patterned after 
provisions in other State laws. 

Amendments permitting the trans- 
fer of experience accounts when a 
business changes hands were enacted 
in two States. Idaho now permits 
a partial transfer of experience when 
part of a business changes hands. 
Michigan deleted the limitation un- 
der which total wages properly al- 
locable to the assets transferred 

must have amounted to $10,000 or 
more for the four most recently com- 
pleted calendar quarters. 

Alaska, continuing a trend begun 
in 1955, raised the taxable wage base 
to $4,200 from $3,600. It also reen- 
acted the provision for an employee 
contribution of 0.5 percent of tax- 
able payroll, effective until mid-1961. 
Alabama substituted a flat employee 
contribution of 0.1 percent for a 
schedule of rates varying from 0.1 
percent to 1.0 percent in accordance 
with the employer’s experience with 
unemployment. The rate will be in- 
creased to 0.25 percent if the fund 
balance falls below a specified level. 

Under the Employment Security 
Administrative Financing Act of 
1954, Federal unemployment tax col- 
lections are reserved for employment 
security purposes. The law provides, 

first, for transfer to the Federal un- 
employment account (loan fund) in 
the trust fund of the excess of these 
collections over employment security 
administrative expenditures in an 
amount sufficient to maintain a spe- 
cified balance. The remainder of the 
collections is then credited to the 
State accounts at the end of each 
fiscal year in proportion to each 
State’s taxable payroll. The amounts 
thus credited are to be generally 
available for the payment of unem- 
ployment benefits, and to the ex- 
tent that their use is restricted to 
this purpose they tend to influence 
contribution rates indirectly, through 
their effect on fund levels. 

Under specified conditions a State 
may, however, appropriate the money 
to supplement Federal funds granted 
for administrative expenditures. Such 
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Table 8 .-Amount of vendor payments for medical care for recipients of public assistance, by program and State, 
October 1957 1 

State Old-age assistance 

Total _____.__________________________________----------- $13,418,455 

Alabarna--.--.------------------------.--------------------- 1,866 
Alaska ____________________________ _________________________ 
Arkansas.----.---------------------------.----------------- 

____________ ijo-863. 

California-.-- ________________________________________------- 1,591:44+3 
Colorndo----.------.-----------------.--------------------- ------------29j-930. 
Connecticut...-----.---------------~----------------------- 
Delaware~... .._________ __.___________.________ _ ___________ 
District of Columbia ______._________________________________ 

________________ iss. 

Hawaii.--~~-~.~.-..~~~--~~-~~-~-~~-~~~-~~~~-~~-~~-~.~~-~.~~ 9,234 
Illinois..-_~-_-~---~~~~~-~~~-~-~-~--.~--~~~~--~~~~.~.~~--~~-~ 2,190,379 

Indiana ____ - __._____________________________________-------- 452,400 
Iou-a..~-.~~_~~~~~~--~~~~-~~---~~~~~-~~-~-~~--~~~----~-..-~~- --____________..-_.. 
KanssS-----.----------------------------------------------- 
Louisisxmmm- .____________________ __.__________ _ ___._______ 

“‘;,;%3; 
Maine.~~--.-~~~~~--~~~~~-.---~.-~--~~~~~~-----~~-.~~.-~~~~~ 71:910 
Massachusetts ______. -- _________.__________________________ 1,539,289 
Michigan.-_- ________ _.__._______ ___.____________.._______ 404,862 
Minnesota _.__________ ______ ----_- _________ ---- __._________ 557.776 
Montana ___..._______ -.- ..__________.._.___________________ 
Nebraska--.----.---------.----------..-.-.-----------...-.- 

_______ ---~~iol.ois. 

15,372 
84,303 

815,195 
59,521 

1,577,342 
66,052 

163,382 
551,820 
565,986 
325,094 

Pennsylvania--~-- _________ -.-- ________ -_-- _____________ -.__ 205,760 
RhodeIsland~-~-~-~~~.~.~~~-~~~~~~~~~~~.--.~~~~~~~~~~~~.~.~ 66,888 
South Carolina-.. ________ ---___- _______ ---- ____________ ---_ ._-- ___________ ____ .1 - . 

- 

.- 

.- 
_. 

_. 

_. 

_. 

Aid to dependent 
children 

$3,585.158 

,891 
‘-“----‘--‘ij.~iis 

699:561 
35,007 
84,765 

._-__________----- 
SOS 

31,302 
344,639 

92,671 
____________--.._. 

49,448 
8,596 

14,052 
117,347 
60,060 

134,451 

7% 

______________---- 
13,414 
19,592 
50,892 

830,589 
;y; 

II :SOfi 
208,136 
18,130 

161,505 52,833 
52,635 744 

- 

_- 

_ 

_ 

. - 

Aid to the blind 

$446,933 

_-___-__________-- 
8.809 

81,438 
2,117 
50; 

6;: 
56,569 

19,021 ____-________.._-- 
4,;!$ 
2,892 

23,514 

:2;:: 
‘619 

ld,QP6 

732 
2,728 
6,671 
2,052 

60,001 
3,186 

538 
18,984 
11,628 
3,306 

Aid to the 
permanently and 
totally disabled 

$2.204,044 

644 
(9 

22,239 
__________________ 

3,500 
67,328 

________---_----_ 
284 

6,882 
397,5Y8 

45,085 
3,272 
9,981 

292,761 
18,354 
8,325 

6,960 

(3) 
10,091 

f:% 
758:254 
35,132 
33,787 
8,069 

4F, 686 
70, i16 

aousn UaLota--.-------.--.-------------.-.-------------.-- __._-_______- .__--.._.._ ._____________.-._..‘---.--------------- 
Utah _..._ ____ --- ________ --_-- _________ ----__- _________ --.- 53-352- -.is;ji,- 1,254 10,488 
Virgin Islands~~~~~~~-~~.~~-...---~~~~~~~~--~--~~~~~~~~~~~-- ‘160 64 6 28 
Virginia~.-..~~~~-.--.~~~~~~.~----.~~~~~~~~~~---~.~~~~~~~--- _________-__.___..._ .___..______.___.... _________.__________ ..___________._.... 
Washington-.~~~-.--.~~~~~~~~~~~--~-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~--- 911,917 187,513 9,902 108,567 
West Virginia~..~~~.-~---~~-~~~-~~~~-..~~~~--~--~.-.~.~.~-~~ 111,679 98,858 3,819 35,279 
Wisconsin ___________ _.________ _._._________._._..____ --- -- 759,180 149,791 17,224 51,238 
myoming...~~~_.~...~--.~-..~~.~~~~~---.....~~-~-----.....~ 23,091 2,290 434 2,838 

- 

Qeneral 
assistance 

._---____---------- 
4 18,850 

7,896 
88,438 

.-_________-------- 
212 

(6) 
4 629,771 

1195,445 
4 227,598 

32,515 
3,195 

4 71,355 
131,858 
120,679 
165,711 

4 163,178 
4 117,219 

71,400 
(“1 

‘“%i 
(6) ’ 

4 219,441 
4 15,760 

4 934,615 
(9 

70,18j 

68,734 
‘49,499 
4 14,818 

’ 114,325 
104 

’ 10,136: 
146,568 
’ 17,992 
113,675 
’ 22,611 

1 For the special types of public assistance figures in italics represent payments ing these data semiannually but not on a monthly basis. 
made without Federal participation. States not shown made DO vendor pay- 3 No program for aid to the permanently and totally disabled. 
ments during the month or did not report such payments. 4 Includes payments made in behalf of recipients of the special types of public 

2 Includes an estimated amount for States making vendor payments for medi- assistance. 
cal care from general assistance funds and from special medical funds and report- 6 Data not available. 

credits were first made to the State 
accounts on July 1, 1956. In 1957, 
23 States enacted legislation author- 
izing the use of the money credited 
to their accounts for administrative 
purposes when it is appropriated. 
Only 15 States, however, enacted spe- 
cific appropriation bills, mainly to 
finance the acquisition of office build- 
ings. 

Temporary Disability 
Insurance 

Two of the four State temporary 
disability insurance laws-those of 
California and New York-were 
amended during the 1957 legislative 
sessions. No changes were made in 
the Rhode Island and New Jersey 
laws, although legislation was intro- 
duced. Bills designed to establish 
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temporary disability insurance sys- 
tems were introduced in nine State 
legislatures.4 Although none was 
passed, two of the lawmaking bodies 
-in Massachusetts and Nevada- 
instructed their research organiza- 
tions to prepare studies on the need 
for disability wage-loss protection. 

New York increased the maximum 
weekly benefit amount for temporary 
disability from $40 to $45 and the 
minimum from $10 to $20. If a 
claimant’s average weekly wage is 
less than $20, however, his weekly 
benefit amount equals his average 
weekly wage. 

A number of major changes were 
made in California’s law; most of 

4 Arkansas, Connecticut, Delaware. Illi- 
nois, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, 
Nevada, and Ohio. 

them are to go into effect on the first 
day of 1958. The amount of total 
earnings on which contributions are 
collected was raised from $3,000 to 
$3,600 to provide funds for the higher 
benefits voted by the legislature. Max- 
imum benefits were increased from 
$40 to $50 a week. Hospitalization 
payments were raised from $10 to 
$12, and their maximum duration 
(formerly 12 days) was extended to 
20 days. The base-period wages 
needed to qualify for benefits was 
changed to a flat $300. The legisla- 
ture again extended for 2 years the 
suspension of the prohibition against 
adverse selection by private plans. 
Other less significant changes relate 
to duplication of disability and work- 
men’s compensation payments and 
certifications by foreign doctors. 

, Social Security 


