Effects of Migration on Unemployment
Benefit Rights

Inpa C. MErRrIAM AND ErnizaBerH T. Briss*

Tup couxIsTENCE of 51 State unemploymeont
compensation systems creates problems with re-
speet Lo the benefit rights of workers who move
from one State to another in search of employment.
Eligibility provisions designed to disqualify workers
whoso attachment to the labor market is weak re-
gult in inequalities in the degree of protection
against unemployment afforded industrial mi-
grants and nonmigrants with comparable carnings
and cmployment experience.  Migrants who
would qualify for benefits if their total taxable
wages wore credited under a singlo systom are in-
oligible because their carnings in covered employ-
ment in any one State aro insufficient to meot the
minimum requiroment. Others qualify in one or
more States, but—when weekly benefits and the
number of payments are proportional to carnings
in a basoe period—their weckly benefit amount and
total potential benefits aro less than would have
been the case had all thoir wage credits beon
combined. Conversely somo migrants acquire
double or nearly doublo the usual maximum bene-
fit rights, if their covered employment and carn-
ings aro so divided as to make them cligible for the
maximum benefits allowed in more than onoe State
of employment.

Recognition of the problems of the interstate
worker has beon responsible for various special
provisions for this group under the State unem-
ployment compensation systems. The interstate
benefit-payment plan, under which ecach Stato
unemployment compensation agency agrees to act
as agent for all others in the taking of claims, on-
ables workers who have acquired benefit rights in
one Stato to recoive bonefits for total unemploy-
ment although they are no longer residents of that
State when thoy become unemployed. TFurther-
more, in order to pormit all of a worker’s taxable
wages from a singlo employer to be credited with
one State agency even though the worker is em-
ployed in more than one State, the majority of
State laws define covered employment to include
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an individual’s entiroe service with onoe employer if
the major part of the service is porformod in the
State, or if the base of operations is within the
Stato or, in case the base of operations is outside
all States in which tho sorvico is performed, if tho
worker resides in tho State. It is also possible
under the laws of many States for tho administra-
tivo agoncy to ontor into rociprocal arrangemeonts
with other Stato agencics to determine borderline
coverage cascs,

These provisions only partially meet the prob-
lem of the interstate worker. In somo cascs
employers are not aware of tho possibility of
reporting to a singlo agency all earnings of workers
employed in more than one State. The inter-
state benefit-payment plan applies only to workors
who are able to qualify in at least one State. No
States havo entered into arrangements whereby
carnings in all States of employment can be used
as a basis for benefit payment under a single
agency, although all State laws permit such
action. Furthermore, the interstate benefit-pay-
ment plan does not at present apply to partially
unemployed workoers, although several States have
undertaken the payment of partial benefits to
such workers outside the interstate benefit-pay-
ment plan.

In order to obtain some information on the
extent of employment in more than one State in
the course of a year—the usual base period for
the determination of unemployment compensation
rights—and tho effect of divided carnings on such
benefit rights, a study was undertaken of the
carnings experience during 1938 of a 1-percent
sample of workers with recorded taxable earnings
in 1938. The wage records of the Federal old-
age and survivors insurance program were used
in preference to those of the State unemployment
compensation agencies because of the practical
difficulty of obtaining information from all the
different State agencies with respect to thoe earnings
of individual workers. Since the old-age and
survivors insurance wage records include wages
received from employers of one or more in covered
industries while most of the State unemployment
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compensation laws have less inclusive coverage
definitions, the tabulations understate the effect of
existing unemployment compensation eligibility
provisions.

The cffect of four alternative eligibility provi-
sions was analyzed on the hypothesis that cach
applied uniformly in all States. Three of the pro-
visions tested require minimum taxable wages of
specified flat sums in the base year, amounting to
$100, $150, and $250, respectively. The fourth
calls for taxable wages of at least $150 in the baso
year with the additional requirement that the
total taxable wages must equal 30 times tho
worker’s weekly benefit amount. The weekly
benefit amount is assumed to be ¥5 of the highest
quarter’s wage, with a minimum of $5 and a
maximum of $15. This formula, designated
the “high-quarter carnings formula’ in the study,
approximates wage qualifications now in effect in
22 States.

Benefit rights were computed on the basis of
taxable wages in the calendar ycar 1938 on the
assumption that this was the base period for tho
entire group. Of necessity, therefore, the analysis
rclates to potential rather than actual cligibility
and gives an indication of the adequacy of the
insurance protection migrants receive under multi-
state insurance systems rather than an estimate
of probable losses of benefit rights in 1939,

Employment Experience of Migrants and Non-
migrants

Of the approximately 277,000 cases studied,
slightly more than 15,000 or 5.5 percent had wages
taxable under the old-age and survivors insurance
program in more than one State during 1938. For
convenionce in reference, these workers are desig-
nated as migrants. The great majority of these
migrants, 94 percent, had taxeble wages in two
States only.

Analysis of the wage-record data indicated that
there were two fairly distinet types of migrants
included in the sample. Approximately 6,000,
or 39 percent of the migrants, had only one cm-
ployer in 1938 (table 1). While it is possible that
some of these were actually nonmigrants mis-
takenly coded as migrants,! fully 75 percent were
unquestionably workers employed in two or more
States. They may have been cither workers who
were continuously on the pay roll of a multistate
concern and transferred by the management from
one unit to another or workers who were employed
in industries dominated by several large concerns

1 Some workers classified as 1-cmployer migrants may have actually been
nonmigrants continuously employed outside the Stato of the employer's home
office. If an employer with moro than 1 establishmont fails to indicato ona
quarterly report tho State in which a worker i3 employed, the employco Is
coded as having heon employed in tho State of tho homo office. If insucha
case tho actual Stato of employment wero Indieated on the employer’s other

quar-erly wago roeports for 1038, the worker would bo classified as working in
2 SBtates although he had actually beon employed in only one.

Table 1.—Number and percentage distribution of migrants and nonmigrants with one and with more than one
employer, by amount of taxable wages, 1938 !

Migrants Nonmigrants
Number Pereent Number Percent
Taxable wages

With 1 :IVIll;h With 1 o Wwitl el 1 o

10ro " h more thi moroe m With1 more

Total | inployer| than1 | Total omployer| than 1 [ Tol Jeyipiover| than1 | To8! fonynioyer | than1
cmployer employer employer cmployer
Total. e e ecaeeaeas 16, 124 5,800 0,228 100.0 100.0 100.0 201, 520 207, 450 54, 067 100.0 100.0 100.0
550 129 421 3.0 2.2 4.0 20,215 25,838 3,377 11.2 12.6 6.2
600 121 485 4.0 2.1 5.3 15, 308 11,617 3,691 5.8 5.0 6.8
1,186 232 054 7.0 3.9 10.3 21,436 14,942 0, 404 8.2 7.2 12.0
1,148 225 023 7.6 3.8 10.0 16, 301 10,015 5, 386 6.2 5.3 10.0.
1,100 242 858 7.3 4.1 0.3 14, 433 0,771 4, 662 5.5 4.7 8.8
1,016 275 741 6.7 4.7 8.0 13,617 9,478 4,130 5.2 4.6 7.6
4, 167 1,671 2,496 27.6 28.3 27,1 03,763 409, 650 14,113 24,4 23.90 20.1
2, 542 1, 307 1,176 16.8 23.2 12.7 42,510 35, 870 0, 631 10.3 17.3 12.3
1,426 822 %)3 0.4 13.0 6.5 22, 627 19, 603 3,024 8.6 0.4 5.6
0206 380 ] 4.1 0.5 2.7 10, 333 0,114 1,219 4.0 4.4 2.3
307 105 112 2.0 3.3 1.2 4,760 4,238 518 1.8 2.0 1.0
451 837 214 3.0 4.0 2.3 7.227 6,414 813 2.8 3.1 1.5
Lessthan 800. .. ... ... ... 8, 606 1,224 4,382 37,1 20.8 47.56 110,310 82, 501 27,740 42,1 30.90 51.2
Less than 1,600,222 10T 12,316 | 4,202 8,053 | 815 72.3 87.3 | 216,683 | 168,000 | 48,403 | 828 8l.1 80.0
Median taxableo wago.............._ $734.70 {81,010.39 | $840.47 (... ._..|..._______|._.._...__ $600.38 | $713.18 | $482,71 [....___. U PO,

! DataYbased on a sample of approximately 1 percont of wago records of all workors with taxable wages in 103, .

g{gmlgl.y ‘‘Migrants’ designates lgose workers who recelved taxablo wages in more than 1 Statoe, "noﬁ:ml;mntg”u ll.ll(llg;ouwl:l?(!drgg&::&l, ?H;X{)‘{gr?v‘r::;sc%r?:ml’
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and, having lost their jobs in one State, were by
chance employed by another unit of their original
employing concern in another State. The one-
employer migrants had both steadier employment
and higher earnings than the nonmigrants. Their
median taxable wage was $1,019 as compared with
$660 for the nonmigrants. In contrast to the non-
migrants, a much larger proportion had some
carnings in covered employment in all quarters of
1938 and & much smaller proportion had earnings
in only one quarter (table 2).

The remaining migrants, those cmployed by
more than one cemployer during 1938, were
charncterized by relatively low taxable wages.
Almost half the group had reported wages of less
than $500 in 1938 and three-fourths had reported
wages of less than $1,000 for the same period.
Their median taxable wage, $546, was less than
that of the nonmigrants by more than $100.
Their earnings, however, compared favorably with
those of the multi-employer nonmigrants. A
much smaller proportion of the multi-employer
migrants than of the nonmigrants had earnings
in covered employment in only one quarter
(tables 1 and 2).

Many of the onc-employer migrants are un-
doubtedly protected against loss of unemploy-
ment benefit rights by the uniform definition of
employment in State laws and by the reciprocal
agreements described above. ITowever, only those
workers sent by their employers from State to
State in the course of their employment are there-
by protected against division of wage credits
among several State agencies. Employees of large
corporations who become unemployed, migrato
to another State, and find new jobs in another
employing unit of the same concern, would be in
the snme position as multi-employer migrants
with respect to the reporting of their taxable wages
for unemployment compensation.? Similarly, the
wage credits of employces who are permanently
transferred by management during the yecar may
be divided between two compensation systems,
thus causing potential benefit loss. It was ecsti-
mated that from 25 to 30 percent of the one-
employer migrants were cither permanently trans-
ferred by management or moved on their own

1 All establishments under a single ownership carried the same employer
code number on the 1038 old-age and survivors Insuranco records, Thus all
units of the Atiantlc and Pacific T'ea Company, or the U, B, 8teel Corporatlon,
wherever located and whatever thoy were producing, were classified as 1
omployer.
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initiative and, hence, would have had their wages
reported to more than one State in 1938.

Unfortunately, there is no way of determining
which of the one-employer migrants would have
had taxable wages reported to more than one State
unemployment compensation agency. Conse-
quently the analysis of the cffect of divided wage
credits on unemployment benefit rights is based
primarily on the experience of the multi-employer
migrants.

Benefit Rights of Multi-Employer Migrants

Total loss of rights.—Under cach of the four
assumed formulas, some multi-employer migrants
who would meet the specified eligibility require-
ment if all their taxable wages were credited under
a single insurance system would fail to qualify
for benefits in any State of employment because
of the distribution of their taxable wages among
several States. Depending upon the particular
cligibility requirement under consideration, from
3.5 to 13.6 percent of all the multi-employer
migrants would have been incligible for unemploy-
ment benefits in any State solely because of a
division of earnings (table 3).

Table 2.~Percentage distribution of workers with
specified number of States of employment, by num-
ber of quarters of employment, 1938

Workers wl’th omployment
n—

Numberl of Smté)s of N“:)"b" Total
cmploymen
ploy workors 1 quar-|2 quar-|3 quar-|{4 quar-
r tors | tors | tors
All workers
(PR, 201,626 | 100.0 | 15.6 ] 14.1 | 14.2 80.1
1.8 13.6| 20.8 03.8
1.9| 13.9{ 20.8 03.4
.2 7.7] 22.7 00.4
1.6 6.2| 156 70.6

With 1 employer

18.5 | 13.0| 1.7 50.8

.61 100} 13.8 76.9
.0 lg.f 13.5 75.7

With moro than 1 employer

4.2| 18.5| 23.0 63.7

3 20| 1681 25.8 50.1

. 8 28| 16.5 | 25.7 85.0
......... 100.0 .8 8.71 24.2 00.8
4 or moro. 112 | 100.0 1.8 5.3] 16.1 70.8

1 Loss than 0.05 percont.
t Porcontages not computed; numboers of workers in this froup with taxable
wagos in 1, 2, 3, and 4 quarters were 0, 2, 2, and 12, respoo! {valy.



The high-quarter earnings formula was by far
the most stringent in excluding from benefits
multi-employer migrants who would have met the
minimum requirements if all their taxable wages
had been ecredited under a single system. It
was the only one which excluded from benefits in
all States some migrants carning more than
$1,000. More than twicoe as many of the multi-
employer migrants were totally disqualified under
this formula as under a flat earnings requirement
of $150 in the base year. This situation is not
surprising, since to qualify for benefits under
this formula a claimant must not only have accu-
mulated minimum wage credits of $150 in one
State but must also have worked in that State
in at least 2 quarters.?

Under cach of the four assumed eligibility for-
mulas, the proportion of workers losing all benefit
rights because of divided wago credits was greater
for workers employed in three States than in two.
Under cach of the three flat carnings requirements,
the proportion of workers employed in four or
more States who were thus disqualified was
smaller than in the case of workers employed in
three States; under the $100 carnings require-
ment the proportion disqualified was less for
workers employed in four or more States than for
those employed in two. Evidently the higher
carnings of the former group offset the cffect of
division of earnings among a larger number of
States. Under the high-quarter earnings formula,
on the other hand, 27 percent of the workers em-
ployed in four or more States, as compared with
13 percent of those employed in two States and
18 percent of those employed in three, were ineli-
gible for benefits because of the distribution of
their wage credits. In this case, the requirement
of employment in more than one quarter counter-
acts the higher earnings and operates with increas-
ing force as the number of States of employment
increases.

Unused wage credits.—In addition to the multi-
cmployer migrants who would lose all benefit
rights, another large group would qualify in one
but not in all States of employment. “Under an
insurance system in which benefit rights are related
to past carnings and employment expericnce, most
of these workers would have lower weekly benefit

¥ With tho excoptlon of workers earning $450 or moro in tho State, who can
qualily oven though employed In only 1 quarter, beeauso of tho effect of tho
maximum weekly benefit amount on the computations.

6

amounts or a shorter potential duration of benefitg
becauso of their inability to obtain full eredit for
their taxable wages in the computation of benefit
rights. The amount carned in States in which
the worker did not qualify for benefits was el
culated for cach migrant ecligible in at least ong
State. These amounts are called “unused wage
credits’” throughout this discussion (tables 3
and 4).

The existence of unused wage credits, that is,
the inability to obtain insurance credit for totg]
taxable wages, has varied consequences depending
on the formula used to compute the weekly

‘able 3.—Percentage distribution of multi-employer
migrants with specified number of States of employ-
ment, by availability of wage credits under four
assumed eligibility requirements, 1938

‘Totnl wago credits Workers with
unused becauso of— unused wage
e credits ans
Totnl toss than
with | maximum
Noun- | . fome benent
Number of  [Total }{ ©l /04" |Fallure to] 153540y, | un- tights
States of Wigo meet butlon used
omploymont credits [minimum of wageo
71 require- | (obag | ered- 16 1
ment RS its | dura- | dura-
tion | tion
for- | for.
mula ! mula?
$100 wages required In baso year
20rmore...... 100.0 42,5 0.8 3.6 44.2] 38.4 2.8
........... 100.0 43.8 10.3 3.3 4201 3251 2.8
........... 100.0 20.2 4.6 6.0 50.0 40.7 20.6
4 or moro. _| 100.0 19.6 3.0 1.8 75.0 85.4 0.5
$150 wages required in base year
20rmore._..... 100.0 32.0 14.0 5.4 47,71 410 8.4
2 . 100.0 33.3 15.6 5.2 46.0 40.2 8.4
3. 100.0 20.1 0.1 7.8 63.0 40.0 2.9
4 or moro. .} 100.0 8.0 4.5 7.1 80.41 58.0 3.8
$250 wages required in base year
20r more...... 100.0 10.6 2h.2 8.2 47.1 30.3 25.3
2. . 100.0 20.3 24,1 7.7 45.9 38.8 2.2
K S, 100.0 10.7 16.9 13.8 58.0 42,7 24.5
4 or more. _| 100.0 5.4 10.7 10.7 73.2 51.8 312
igh-quartor wago requircment ¢
2o0rmore.._... 100.0 1.5 15.7 13.0 80.2 | 48.7 32.0
b . 100.0 12.5 16.3 13.1 58,1 48.0 and
........... 100.0 1.3 0.1 18.1 7.5 50.6 38.8
4 or moro. .} 100.0 1.8 53 20,8 | 60.1] 490.1 2.5

t Represents 9,228 workers recelving taxablo wages from moro than 1
employer; for distribution sco tablo 2. ]

2 Migrants with total taxablo wages of less than $1,000 having unused wage
credits and migrants with total taxable wagos of $1,000 or moro whoso to
taxablo wages minus their unused wago credits were less than $1,400,
Credited carnings of $1,400 were assumed to givo maximum bonefit rights.

# Migrants with total taxable wages of less than $5600 having unused wage
credits and migrants with total taxable wages of $600 or more wliose total
taxable wages minus thelr unused wago credits wero less than $900. Cred:
fted earnings of $000 wero assumed to give maximum benefit rights,

¢ Number falling to meot minimumn requiroment esthnated us sum of
number enrning less than $150 and number carning $160 or moro but
having employmeont {n only 1 quarter.

Social Security



penefit amount and the duration of benefits. If
weekly benefit amounts are determined on the
pasis of annual-carnings schedules, failure to
obtain full credit for taxable wages will result in
a migrant’s receiving lower weekly benefits than
under a single system, unless his credited earnings
aro sufficient to entitle him to the maximum
benefits payable. If weekly benefit amounts are
a computed fraction of total wages during the
claimant’s highest quarter of carnings, a division
of carnings among States during such a period

Table 4.—~Percentage distribution of multi-employer
migrants with specified taxable wages in 1938, by
amount of unused wage credits under three assumed
eligibility requirements

Totnl wago Bomo unused wage

credits unused
beeause of— ere
No
Taxable wages [Total 1| UMSed Y gaqure
wago | to meet | Dis-
eredits | Tpin. :{“)u} :,‘3:?] S%— !\4’138- 3(.';(:0
mum re-| tiono
quiro- | wages | $100 moro
ment
$150 wages required in baso year
32.0 14.9 5.4 3086 10.2] () |......
40.9 | 10.6 .. ...
42,2 | 148 ... ... ...
20,7 9.6 0.1 _._...
222 7.6 ). ...},
1681106 |......]......
8.0 5.4 .. ...
10.8 7.0} ... ]aaae
Less than 1,000 | 100.0 AL3 120 |
Less than 1,600.( 100.0 211,71 @ ...
in baso year
Total..... 100.0 10.5 25.2 22.0(10.61190.5| ()
Iess than $500..] 100.0 |........ 53.1 27| 1.2 |.....
500-000 3 10.0 |.. . 30.9 | 30.7 1.0
48. 25.9 | 24.2 1.3 ].....
50. 21,4 21.2 .8 2
J1a1 ] 211 4 aeen
3 8.0] 0.8 0 ......
3,000 or moro...| 100.0 10,7 18,1 | ...
1.8 than 1,000_{ 100.0 23.0 | 10.0 4] (
Loss than 1,500.| 100.0 28,6 | 10.7 b Q@
High-quarter wagoe requirement
1.5 16,7 13.6 | 20.8]20.1| 6.2 3.1
1.6 32.7 25.4 | 30.3 | 10.0 1 I P
13.0 .2 5.2 |38.31|357 0.7 .3
25.8 .2 1.1]243]12.91}182 3.8
28,2 .2 3110.0| 2.9 | 10.7 11.1
. 20.7 411406101 1 14.2| 220
J ) 3 36.8 ... ] ...... 6.3)10.7114.3 32.1
3,000 or more...| 100.0 | 34.1 9| o.8|1222] 70| 33.7
Less than 1,000.| 100, 0 5.9 18.1133.2]10.3 2.5 .1
Less than 1,500.( 100.0 8.8 1.6 | 31.0 | 20.4 | 4.8 .0

! Represents 9,228 workers recoiving taxable wages from more than 1
om?loyor; for distribution seo table 1.
? Loss than 0.05 percont.
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will have a similar effect. Only if benefits are
based on reported full-time carnings is there little
possibility of a reduction in the weekly benecfit
amount resulting from the existence of unused
wage credits. Iven in this case, a worker might
have had higher full-time earnings in a State in
which he was ineligible.

More important than reductions in weekly
benefit amounts is the decrease in total benefits—
that is, the shorter duration of bonefit paymonts—-
which results from the existence of unused wage
credits when total benefits are determined by
previous taxable wages. At the present time,
only 13 States pay benefits of uniform duration
to all qualified claimants. In the remaining
States, the potential duration of benefits is limited
by basec-year earnings. An exact moasure of the
loss of benefit rights suffered by migrants who are
cligiblo for benefits in at least one State but who
have some unused wago credits would necessitate
computation of weekly bencfit amounts and total
benefits payable under various formulas for each
worker, on the basis of his total taxable wages and
his taxable wagoes in cach State in which he was
cligiblo. This claborate procedure was not pos-
gible. The general character of the conclusions
which can be drawn is not altered by this omission,
although the measure of loss of benefit rights is
less precise.

Mazimum benefit rights.— Any worker who had
accumulated sufficient earnings in ono Stato to
entitle him to maximum benefit rights, oven
though he had unused wage credits in another
State, would faro as well as the nonmigrant under
the individual State insurance systems. In other
words, unused wage credits are to the migrant's
disadvantago only when the carnings used as a
basis for calculating his benefit rights do not
entitle him to maximum benefit rights.t 1t is,
therefore, desirable for some purposes to exclude
from the figures migrants who may be assumed to
be cligible for maximum benefits. The maximum
benefits payable vary greatly from Stato to State.
The norm is about $15 a week, with maximum
duration of 16 weeks. In States which do not
provide benefits for a uniform duration, total
benefits allowed aro calculated as anywhere from
1% 10 % of carnings in a 1-year hase period.®

¢ This staternent doos not imply, of courso, that existing maximum bonofit
rights are adoquato.

1 Tho only exception s the District of Columbia, in which total bonofits
aro 3¢ of wages.



Estimates were made of the numboer of workers
who would qualify for maximum or less than
maximum bencfit rights under two different dura-
tion formulas. One assumed that total bonefits
were limited to ¥ of base-year wages and tho other
to % of basc-year wages. Both assumed an over-
all maximum duration of 16 wecks and a weokly
benefit amount of ¥s of the high-quarter wages,
with a minimum of $5 and a maximum of $15.
When the weekly bonefit amount is computed as a
specified fraction of the wages in the highest
quarter and when total benefits allowed are
limited to a specified proportion of base-poriod
wages, it is possible to define the conditions under
which a worker will receive maximum total bene-
fits with relation to the ratio of high-quarter to
annual carnings.

Under the first duration formula described
above, to recoive maximum benefit rights, a
worker’s base-year carnings must bo at least 2%
times his high-quarter earnings,® oxcept in the
caso of workers with taxable wages of $960 or
more, the amount required to qualify for the maxi-
mum weekly benefit amount of $15 for 16 weeks.
Under the second formula, to receive benefits for
16 weoks a worker’s base-year earnings must bo
at least 34 times his high-quarter earnings,” unless
they are $1,440 or more, the amount required to
qualify for the assumed maximum weekly benefit
amount of $15 for that period. Any migrant
whose total taxable wages were less than tho
amount required for maximum benefits and whoso
basc-year carnings did not equal the requisito
multiple of his high-quarter earnings can be
assumed to qualify for less than maximum bene-
fits. If any of his wage credits were unused,
under theso conditions, his potential benefit rights
would be less than would be the case under a
single insuranco system.

On this assumption ® it was estimated that, if
tho first of these benefit-duration formulas had
been in cffect in all States, from 27 to 32 percent
of the multi-employer migrants, had they becomo
claimants, would have had reduced benefits re-
sulting from a division of wago credits. A con-
siderably larger proportion, from 38 to 49 por-

¢ Base-year earnings required for maximum bonefits = weekly benefit
amount X 18X4=134s high-quarter carnings X 16)X4=2144s HQE.

? Base-year earnings required for maximum benofits = weckly benefit
amount X 18X6=14s high-quarter carnings X 16X6=33}4s HQE.

$ A more detalled description of tho method used will be found in appendix
O of the report on whieh this study is based.
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cont, would have been adversely affocted had the -
moro severe benofit-duration formula applied upj.
formly. These proportions may be compareg
with the 44 to 59 percent of multi-employe
migrants having unused wage credits (table 3),

Of tho multi-employer migrants assumed to hay,
less than maximuimn benefit rights, the proportion
who had unused wage credits increased with the
number of States of employment under all of the
flat earnings cligibility requirements. Under the
high-quarter carnings formula, the proportion of
three-State migrants with unused wage credits
was larger than that of the two-State migrants,
Because so high a proportion of the migrants em-
ployed in four or more States were ineligible in g]]
States under this formula, the proportion with un-
used wago credits was smaller for the group with
employment in four or more States than for the
groups employed in fewer States,

Amounts of unused wage credits.—The amounts
of unused wage credits of multi-employer migrants
cligible in at least one but not all States are, of
course, more substantial the more stringent the
cligibility requirement applied (table 4). Under
all the assumed eligibility formulas, there was o
tendency for the amount of unused wage credits to
increase with the number of States of employment.
Under the $150 base-year wage requirement, 11.2
percent of all multi-employer migrants and 11.7
percent of those with total taxable wages of less
than $1,500 in the year had unused wage credits of
between $100 and $299. Under the $250 require-
ment, the comparable pevcentages with unused
wage credits of this amount were 19.6 and 19.7;
under the high-quarter earnings formula, the com-
parable percentages were 20.1 and 20.4. There
were 3.1 percent under the high-quarter carnings
formula who had unused wage credits of $500 or
more, but the great majority of this group would
have been entitled to maximum benefits, as de-
fined above, in the States in which they qualified.

The significance of a given amount of unused
wage credits depends upon the method by which
weekly benefit amounts and total benefits are
computed. If total benefits were limited to %
of wage credits, and weekly benefits ranged from
$5 to $15, unused wage credits of $100 would
represent benefits of $16.67 or 1-3 wecks of benefit
payments. If total benefits were limited to ¥ of
wage credits, the same amount of unused wago
credits would represent 1.7-5 weeks of benefit
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payments. Unused wage credits of $300 would,
on these assumptions, represent a potential loss
of benefit payments of 3-10 weeks under the %
duration formula, and 5-15 weeks under the %
formula. The application of an over-all maximum
of 16 weeks would, of course, limit the potential
loss.

This discussion has assumed that if a worker
had suflicient taxable wages to qualify for benefits
in all States in which he was employed he would
guffer no loss of benefit rights as compared with
a nonmigrant worker with similar carnings.
However, under the interstate benefit-payment
plan, claims are usually filed first against the
State in which the worker is residing at the time,
which will ordinarily be the State in which he
was most recently employed. If a worker has
several short spells of unemployment throughout
his benefit year rather than one long spell of con-
tinuous unemployment, the lapse of time before
he can file a claim against a State of previous
employment may climinate from his base year
sufficient earnings in that State to disqualify him.
For this reason, the figures shown here for migrants
who lose benefit rights may be an understatement.

Increased benefit rights.—Division of carnings
among scveral systems may result in increased
benefits as well as in loss of benefit rights. If all
States paid benefits to qualified workers for a uni-
form duration, all migrants who qualified in more
than one State would be potentially ecligible for
double or more than double the maximum benefits
available in a single State. Under the most
stringent benefit formula discussed above—that
limiting total benefits to % of wage credits—
workers with taxable wages of $1,500 or more and
cligible in all States in which they were employed
would probably qualify for more than the maxi-
mum benefits available in a single State. The
proportion of migrants in this category ranged
from 3.9 pereent of the total group under the high-
quarter carnings cligibility formula to 10.4 percent
under the $100 carnings requirement, or from 30.4
percent to 81.6 percent of those carning $1,500 or
more (table 5). Similarly, if total benefits were
limited to ¥ of wage credits, those workers with
taxable wages of $1,000 or more and eligible for
benefits in all States of employment would pre-
sumably be cligible for total benefits in oxcess of
the maximum benefits available in a single State.
In addition, other migrants in the same carnings
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Table 5.—Percentage distribution of multi-employer
migrants with base-ycar wages exceeding amount
necessary for maximum benefit rights under two
duration formulas, by potential benefit rights, 1938

Potontlal bonoflt rights
In oxcoss of maximum
Eligibility roquiroment | Total ’(‘}ﬂ'{,“%;l" Eigiblo
oligible n moro Eligiblo
s?nu% 11 mpytal tg&%‘ h'ls all
but not | Stetes
inall

Maximum total bonofits 14 base-yoar wagos

$100 WORES. . o coceaeeeas 100. 0 14.8 85,2 3.0 81.6
150 wagos. ..o ocaoo. 100.0 20.0 80,0 5.8 74.7
250 WOEOS - ceoeeccmacenn- 100.0 20.7 70.3 6.2 04.1
High-quartor wagoes?....| 100.0 63.6 35. 4 5.0 80.4

Maximum total bonofits ¥ base-yoar wages ?

$100 WORCS .o o 100.0 10.2 80.8 4.1 76.7
150 WOgCS..ccovveimenanan 100.0 25.6 74.4 5.8 09,1
250 WOgeS. .. ieoees 100.0 37.8 02,2 6.9 56,8
High-quarter wages $..._| 100.0 68.5 82,3 4.4 2.9

11,175 multi-employer mhfrants with taxablo wnf:oa of $1,600 or more,
11,0 pereent of mu u-om? oyer mlrranu aro inoligiblo in all Btates,
1 2,350 multi-cmployer migrants with taxable waFes of $1,000 or moro.
11.2 percent of multi-omployer migrants aro ineligiblo in all Btatos.

categories who had some unused wago credits,
and who were cligible for benefits in more than one
State but not in all States of employment, may
have had a distribution of wage credits entitling
them to larger total benefits than those to which
they would have been entitled under a single sys-
tem. However, this sccond group would be very
small. For example, of those carning $1,600 or
more in covered employment, from 3.6 percent
under the $100 earnings formula to 6.2 percent
under the $2560 carnings formula were oligible for
benefits in more than one State and had some un-
used wage credits, Similarly, a very small pro-
portion of those carning $1,000 or more—from
4.1 percent to 5.9 percent—were cligible in more
than one State and at the same time had some
unused carnings,

Of the entire group who might be entitled to
benefits in excess of the maximum possible in any
one State of employment, it is improbable that a
significant number would be unemployed over a
sufliciently long period of time to draw benefits for
as much as 16 weeks in most years. Of the multi-
cmployer migrants with taxable wages of $1,500 or
more, 89.6 percont, and of those earning $1,000 or
more in covered employment, 88.7 percent, had
employment in all 4 quarters of 1938,



Benefit Rights of One-Employer Migrants

If the potential benefit rights of the one-
employer migrants under the assumed formulas
are studied, it becomes apparent that the higher
oarnings of this group make them less suscoptiblo
to bencfit losses resulting from a division of
carnings. This is, of course, particularly true
when the only condition of eligibility is a specified
earnings requirecment. Under any of the assumed
flat carnings formulas, a smaller proportion of tho
onec-employer than of the multi-employer migrants
would be disqualified from benefits in all States and
a considerably smaller proportion of those one-
employer migrants who qualified for benefits
would have had enhanced benefit rights had all
their wage credits been combined. Conversely a
much larger proportion of the onec-employer
migrants would have had benefit rights in oxcess
of the maximum possible in one State of
employment.

When employment, as well as carnings, is a
factor in the determinstion of eligibility, as it is
under the high-quarter earnings formula, the one-
employer migrants were only slightly less suscep-
tible to benefit losses resulting from divided wago
credits than were the multi-employer migrants.
While the proportion subject to total disqualifica-
tion was smaller, the proportion whose total bene-
fits would have been greater had it been possible
to combine all wage credits in the computation of
benefit rights was slightly larger than that of the
multi-employer migrants. Approximately 5 per-
cont of both the multi-employer and the one-
employer migrants might gain in benefit rights by
virtue of dual coverage under the high-quarter
earnings formula.

If it were possible to segregate those of the one-
employer migrants who are not protected by the
uniform definition of employment and to include
them with the multi-employer migrants, tho
number of workers affected by a division of wage
credits would be greater, but tho extent of the
loss of potential benefit rights would probably
appear somewhat less than whoen the multi-
employer migrants alone are taken into considera-
tion. It is also clear that the arrangemeonts for
crediting all the taxable wages of a one-employer
migrant with a single agency protect, in general,
the higher paid and the more steadily employed
migrants. The primary offect of such arrange-
ments may be, thercfore, to limit the number of
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workers with potential rights in excess of the usua)
maximum,

Conclusions

There are dofinite limitations to the conclusiong
which can be drawn from a study of migration
based on a single year’s experience. The number
and the types of individuals who work in covered
cmployment in more than one State during a
year probably vary greatly with business condi-
tions. IEmployment opportunities in 1938 werg
relatively limited, and it is probable that there
were fewer migrants, as hore defined, in that year
than in 1937 or 1939. Certainly, the proportion
of workers with some covered employment whose
wage credits are divided among several unem-
ployment compensation systems will be greater
in 1941 than in 1938, and the problem may bo
oxpected to increase in importance throughout the
defense and post-defense periods.

It is estimated on the basis of the sample that in
1938, had what we have called the high-quarter
carnings eligibility requirement and the moro
gencrous of the duration formulas been in effect
in all the States, and had employers of 1 or more
been subject to the unemployment compensation
laws in all States, approximately 126,000 multi-
employer migrants, who would have qualified for
benefits on the basis of their total taxable wages,
would have lost all insurance protection because
of a division of their wage credits. An additional
295,000 would have lost some part—for many, a
substantial part—of the insurance protection
which would have been available to them had all
their taxable wages been credited under a singlo
systom. About 76,000 multi-cmployoer migrants,
all workers with taxable wages of $1,000 or more
during 1938 and with relatively steady employ-
ment, might have qualified for more than the usual
maximum wecks of benefits had they become un-
employed. These figures somewhat understate the
number of migrants whose potential protection
would have been either reduced or enhanced by the
existenco of unused wago credits, because of their
failure to include those one-employer migrants
whose wages arc not credited with a single agency.
Inclusion of these workers would have increased by
about 23,000 or 8 percent the group whose benefit
rights would be enhanced by a combination of
wage credits. More than 6,000 one-cmployer
migrants, ineligible for benefits, could have
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quelified if all their wage credits were considered
in determining eligibility. An additional 6,000
onc-employer migrants might have qualified for
more than the usual maximum weeks of benefits.

The limitation of coverage, in many States, to
employers of eight or more, would undoubtedly
result in the disqualification of additional mi-
grants; but there is no evidence, at present, as to
whether coverage restrictions affect unequally
workers employed in one and those employed in
more than one State. A certain number of the
migrants as well as of the nonmigrants included in
this study may be assumed to have had railroad
carnings in 1938 and thus a further division of their
total taxable wages among insurance systems.
Recent studies by the Railroad Retirement Board
and the Social Sccurity Board indicate the exist-
ence of considerable movement between railroad
employment and employments covered by the
old-age and survivors insurance and unemploy-
ment compensation laws.

In terms of the number of workers affected,
other inadequacies of the present unemployment
compensation systems bulk larger than those
resulting solely from a division of wage credits
between systems. Many of the changes which
would minimize the inequities in the potential
rights of migrants would also, however, increasc
the protection available to nonmigrants.

Were all the States to provide benefits for a
uniform duration of a specifiecd number of weeks
to all qualified workers, the major inequities of
the multistate system would be remedied so far
as those migrants who can qualify in onc State
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are concerned. If, in addition, all States com-
puted weckly benefit amounts on the basis of full-
time weekly wages or high-quarter earnings, with
specified minimum benefits, the loss of benefit
rights resulting from e division of earnings be-
tween separate State insurance systems would be
almost obviated for workers who qualify in one
State. If national minimum benefit standards of
this character were adopted, it might be desirable
to amend the interstate benefit-payment plan to
prevent a worker from drawing more than the
maximum in benefit rights provided by any one
State during a benefit year. Under the present
gystem it scems improbable that a significant num-
ber of migrants reccive larger total benefits than
nonmigrants in the same carnings categories but
if the changes described above were made, the
number profiting from multiple coverage would
probably be considerably increased.

These changes would still leave unprotected the
migrants who would qualify for benefits on the
basis of their total taxable wages but who fail to
qualify in any one State under a multistate
gystem. This group can be protected only through
the use of their entire wage credits in the compu-
tation of benefit rights, whether under a single
unemployment insurance system or through some
series of agreements and administrative arrange-
ments between the separate State agencices. If the
unemployment insurance system is to provide
adequate protection against the hazards of unem-
ployment, further attention should be directed
to the rights of workers employed in more than
one State.
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