








































































































































most recent employer. The rationale for th1s pohcy \\ ould seem to be the 
same as that for the "attnbutable to the employer" clause Of the 272 
disquahf1cations 1n the three labo1 markets 215 were 1mposed for qu1ts 
from other than the most recent employer Such qu1ts cannot logtcally 
be held to be the cause of the unemploym ent for \vhich the employee IS 

eeking benefits. When a claimant's current unemployment is due to a 
layoff or to d.nv other reason'' h1ch 1s constdered compensable under the 
la,v, is 1t re,lsonable to deny 1um benehts of an unrelated quit 
!:lOme time 1n the past? 

The thud maJOr question posed by the present hl\v relates to the ca.n­
cellabon of wage credits In conlr,lst to the postponement of beneftts, the 
latter practice be1ng the one follo,ved in the majority of states The 
cancellation of '' age credits constitutes a method of penahztng an em­
ployee for a particular type of beha' 1or--quitting a job \Vtthout good 
cause attributable to the employer. Such behavior may be more or less 
anbsoc1al, depending on one standard of right or wrong. There are, 
howe\ er, strong grounds for the post bon that in a democracy govern­
ment should not seek to tie an employee to hts JOb by holding over hun 
the threat of'' age credit cancellation. Tlus IS not to say that government 
should aid emplo, ees m arbitrarily lea,mg their jobs by paying them 
unemployment Insurance \vhen they have done so. To refuse unemploy­
ment benefit s to a \vorker \Vho has arbitrarily quit Ius JOb, ho,vever, is far 
different from \viping out h is p,1st benefit rights so that they are unavail­
able at some future time \vhen he ts suffering unemployrnent caused by 
factors be) ond lus control, such as a recesston. The use of a social in­
surance program to discourage employee mobility constitutes the usc of 
an inappropriate mechanism to achieve a questionable end. 

All msurance programs, \vhether private or public, must maintain con­
stant v1g1lance against the natural human desire to "get something for 
nothing." Public concern that some individuals \Vill seek benefits to 
wh1ch they are not legally entitled IS realistic and leg1slatn. e provisions 
and administrative procedures 1nust be de' I sed to minunize possible 
abuse The problem IS one of selecting legislative pro' ISIOns and admin­
Istrative procedures \\:ruch \Vill best Shield the program againSt clbuse, 
\vlule enabling it to achieve Its objectives 

The public rightly becomes upset in cases where a married \voman. 
or an individual recently recovered from an Illness, has no desrre to \vork 
and IS not seeking work but is dra,ving unemployment benefit s Simi­
larly discouraging IS the thought of paying benefits to indtviduals \vho 
have quit their jobs for no good reason and are seeking paid vacations 
at state expense. Such abuse needs to be detected and eliminated . Is 1t 
not more reasonable, however, to concentrate on developing the adtnm-
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tstratlve skills and procedures necessary to detect such abuse, rather 
than assuming that all individuals who qwt for reasons not attributable 
to the emplo) er have done so \VIthout JUSbfication? 

Prl\ c1te Insui ancc companies administenng disability and hfe msur· 
ance pohctes, the fedeial government administermg Old Age and Sur· 
vivm s Insurance, and other pubhc and pnvate organizations faced with 
the responsibiht} of making similar decisions involvmg both fact and 
judgment ha\e found It possible to athact and train admmistrators with 
the necess,lr} skills. An extensn,e and Intensive effort to attract and 
develop admtntsr,ltors c,1pable of making a' good cause, proVISIOn work 
~~ fec.lstble and \vould represent a constructive step of major rmportance 
L nn ers1t1es, prn ate Insurance companies, states \vith over 20 years' 
e\.pcnence 1n admintstermg "good cause, proVIsions, and other pubhc 
l>I gant.lationc; offer a n ch source of potential trainmg and instruction. 
B\ rnc1king available such training to current employment security per· 
~onnel , and offering S<11an es and \VOrking conditions attractive to com­
petent Inruviduals, It IS reasonable to believe that a "good cause" 
pi o\ Is ton can be administered \vith efficiency and equality 
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TABLE A 

Average Employer Contribution Rate, Rated and Unrated 
Employers, by State, Calendar 1957 

( Rates expressed as per cent of taxable wages) 0 

State Rate State 

lll\ITED STAlE~ 1 31 
(51 ~tate\) 

Alabama 103 ~hs!>OUri 

Alaska 2.70 ~fontana 

Anzona 1.33 ~cbraska 

Arkan"ia"i 1.14 '\evada 

California 134 '\ c w Hamp!>lurc 

Colorado .. .68 '\ocw Jersey 

Connecticut ' 1 19 \le\\ Mextco 

Delaware 65 New York • 

D1strict of Columbia 71 orth Carolina 

Florida 64 '\orth Dakota 

Georgia 122 Oluo 

Ha" aii 102 Oklahoma 

Idaho 1.34 Oregon . . . . 

IllinOis 100 Pennsylvania 

Indiana 102 Rhode Island 

Iowa .70 South Carolina 

Kansas 108 ~outh Dakota 

kentuck\ 195 Tennessee 
-

Loms1ana 1.43 rc\.as 

\fame 158 Ctah 

\taryland 100 \ cnnont 

\fa ssachu!>ett' 155 \ 1r~inia 

\flchtgan 204 \\ ashington 

\hnnesota .68 \\est Vrrgm1a 

\h,sissippi 165 \Visconsin 

\\ yommg 

0 Source U S Department of Labor, Bureau of Employment Security. 
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Rate 

.98 

122 

95 

1.98 

L.58 

1.73 

117 

177 

1.45 

1.51 

.72 

.97 

L.43 

1.55 

270 

118 

96 

L 75 

63 

1.31 

1 32 

.53 
2 11 

l.l4 

1 10 
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TABLE B 

General "Good Cause" and Restricted "Good Cause' Requirements 
m Voluntary Lcavmg ProVl!>lOil.S of 51 Stat~ 

and Junsdictions as of October, 1958° 

States whtch do not rmpose dtsqualificatiom where the employee quits work for 
.. good cause .. ( 31 states) 

Alaska ~laryland Oregon 

California \lassac.husetts Penns\ lvania 

Colorado ~ f lS"l"Sl pp1 Rhode Island 

Dtstnct of Colum hia ~fontana ~outh Carolina 

Florida '\ebraska South Dakota 

Hawaii ·evada Utah 

Idaho "'\ e,, Jer~C) Virginia 

Illmots e'" ~texico \Vashington 

Indiana '\e'" 'I ork \Vyoming 

Kansas orth Dakota 

Kentucky Ohio 

tates which r~tnct "good cau~c" to "good cause attributable to the employer," 
'connected wtth the work," or .. involving fault on the part of the employer" ( 20 
states) 

Alabama Louisiana Oklahom,t 

An zona :\1ainc Tennc ... sce 

Arkans~t'~ \1ichigan Texas 

Conncctlcut \hnnc..<>ota Vcnnont 

Delaware ~1ts..,ouri \Vest Virginia 

Georgia '\ e'v Ha.mpshir<• \Vbconsin 

Iowa '\orth Carolina 

0 Source Compar~on of State Unemployment Insurance Laws a.\ of January 1, 
1958, p 88 Effective October 27, 1958, Massachusc.tts deleted the "attributable to 
the employmg urut or its agent" clause from Its \IOluntary leaving disqualificatwn. 
(CCII, Vol 4, par. 1975) 
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TABLE. C 

St.ltes \Vhich Omit Charges to Employer Accounts for Benefits Paid Following 
Periods of Disqualification for Voluntary Quits, or for Benefits Paid 

Followmg Potentially D1squahfymg Quits for \VhlCh f\lo 
DlSquahncations \Vere Imposed, January 1, 1958 ( 36 States) o 

Alabama Kentucky Ohw 

Arizona Maine Oklahoma 

Arkansas \1aryland Oregon 

California ~1assachusetts Pennsylvania 

Colorado tvhnnesota ~outh Carolina 

Connecticut \h"iSOUri South Dakota 

Delaware \'fontana Tennessee 

Florida ~ebraska Texas 

Georg1a e\\ Hampshrre Vermont 

Hawaii ew ~1exico West V ugin1a 

Idaho orth Carolina Wisconsm 

Kansas "Jorth Dakota \Vyoming 

0 Source Comparison of State Unemployment Insurance LattJS as of January 1, 
1958 pp. 34-37 
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