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Though labor mobility is a factor of importance to many activities in the field of social security 
and especially to the administration of unemployment compensation, information on this subject 
is fragmentary. The Social Security Bulletin therefore welcomes the opportunity to publish this 
article, based on a special tabulation of the mobility data derived from the 1935 Michigan Census 
of Population and Unemployment, which was made as a cooperative undertaking of the Michigan 
State Emergency Relief Administration, the Michigan Works Progress Administration, and 
the Division of Social Research of the Works Progress Administration, Washington, D. C. 

A N E X A M I N A T I O N of the economic, aspects of labor 
mobil i ty in Michigan suggests that the net effect 
is beneficial both to indus t ry and to the migrant . 
The Michigan data on labor m o b i l i t y indicate not 
only the relative success and failure of migrat ion 
as a means of obta ining employment b u t also 
differences in this respect among migrants accord­
ing to type and industr ial at tachment. Previous 
analyses 1 based on this s tudy have dealt w i t h 
both intrastate and interstate m o b i l i t y ; this 
article singles out the interstate migrants to 
Michigan for special t reatment because informa­
tion on their mob i l i t y has considerable relevance 
to the social security program, and par t icular ly 
to unemployment compensation. 2 

Interstate migrat ion differs in several impor tan t 
respects from intrastate migra t ion . The M i c h i ­
gan data show that migrants w i t h i n the State 
were considerably more successful in f inding 
employment than were migrants from outside 
the State, pr incipal ly because intrastate migrants 
were generally in closer touch w i t h employment 
opportunities in Mich igan . Ye t when the m i ­
grants failed to find employment, only half as 
many interstate migrants were able to obtain 
assistance as were intrastate migrants. This , of 
course, is only another way of s tat ing the ever-

present problem of the unemployed nonresident. 
B u t differences appear also among interstate 

migrants. The industr ia l at tachment of the 
migran t plays an impor t an t par t i n his success 
or failure i n obtaining employment. For example, 
workers in transportat ion and communicat ion and 
in the construction industries found i t par t icular ly 
difficult to obtain employment after moving to 
Mich igan . I n general, the incidence of unem­
ployment after moving was greater among workers 
from industries now covered by unemployment 
compensation than among those from noncovered 
industries. Workers in covered industries showed 
much less tendency to enter noncovered employ­
ment than d id workers i n , say, agriculture, for 
whom jobs in the manufacturing industries pro­
vided al ternative oppor tuni ty to employment i n 
their usual indus t ry . 

A l though the unemployment compensation pro­
gram under the Social Security A c t was no t i n 
effect when the Mich igan census was taken i n 
January 1935, i t is believed tha t the problem of 
the migra tory worker was not great ly different 
from tha t at the present t ime. Moreover, the 
pertinence of this s tudy is no t confined to the 
State i n which i t was conducted, because the 
wide var ie ty of industries i n Mich igan gives rise 
to m o b i l i t y problems no t unl ike those tha t exist 
in other industr ia l States east of the Mississippi 
River. I t is hoped therefore tha t the findings 
presented here may provide useful informat ion on 
various aspects of labor m o b i l i t y related to the 
social security program. 
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The Michigan Census and the Mobility Study 
The Mich igan Census of Populat ion and Unem­

ployment was conducted as a special work project 
of the Mich igan State Emergency Relief Adminis­
t ra t ion . The enumeration was on the basis of a 



20-percent random sample i n some types of com­
munit ies and a 100-percent coverage i n others. 
A b o u t 522,000 schedules, each representing a 
household, were taken; these covered about 40 
percent of the to ta l popula t ion of the State. The 
labor -mobi l i ty s tudy was i n t u r n based on a 
sample of 120,247, or 23 percent, of the schedules 
taken i n the M i c h i g a n census. These schedules 
were carefully selected to y ie ld a representative 
cross section of the State's popula t ion . 

Table 1 .—Employment status and industrial attach­
ment before and after migration to Michigan 

E m p l o y m e n t s t a t u s a n d i n d u s t r y 

N u m b e r o f 
p e r s o n s i n 
s p e c i f i e d s t a ­

t u s — 

P e r c e n t a g e 
d i s t r i b u t i o n 

E m p l o y m e n t s t a t u s a n d i n d u s t r y 

Before 
m i g r a ­

t i o n 

A f t e r 
m i g r a ­

t i o n 

Before 
m i g r a ­

t i o n 

A f t e r 
m i g r a ­

t i o n 

T o t a l 7,348 7 ,348 100.0 100.0 
Employed 

5.436 4 ,283 7 4 . 0 58.3 

C o v e r e d i n d u s t r i e s 3,763 2 ,930 51.2 39 .8 

M i n i n g 121 85 1.6 1.2 
C o n s t r u c t i o n 329 124 4.5 1.7 
M a n u f a c t u r i n g 1,245 1,627 16.8 2 2 . 0 
T r a n s p o r t a t i o n a n d c o m m u n i c a ­

t i o n 798 177 10.9 2 .4 
T r a d e 710 556 9.7 7.6 
F i n a n c e 122 52 1.7 . 7 

Service 438 309 6.0 4 . 2 

N o n c o v e r e d i n d u s t r i e s 1,673 1,353 22 .8 18.5 

A g r i c u l t u r e , f o r e s t r y , a n d fishing 783 770 10.7 10.5 
P u b l i c a n d p r o f e s s i o n a l service 506 321 6.9 4 4 
D o m e s t i c a n d p e r s o n a l s e r v i c e 384 262 5 .2 3.6 

U n e m p l o y e d 1,237 2,319 16.8 31 .5 
Not seeking work 675 746 9 . 2 10.2 

The m o b i l i t y data were obtained from the work-
his tory section of the census schedule. The work 
his tory was filled i n for each person i n the house­
hold who was over 15 years of age at the date of 
enumeration—January 14, 1935. The fol lowing 
informat ion , covering the period A p r i l 1930 to 
January 1935, was entered: each job last ing a 
m o n t h or more, and s imi lar ly each period of un­
employment or period of "no t seeking w o r k , " the 
corresponding place of work or place of residence 
for periods of unemployment or "no t seeking 
w o r k , " and the dates of each ac t i v i t y . A n un­
employed worker, i t should be noted, was defined 
as one seeking work bu t having less than 4 ful l 
days of employment w i t h the same employer in a 
given mon th . 

A n interstate move was recorded whenever the 
work his tory showed a shift across a State line. 

Therefore, w i t h the exception of some moves that 
occurred near the State border—"commuting" 
moves which d id no t involve a definite transfer 
of workers f rom one place to another—interstate 
m o b i l i t y i n this s tudy means changes of residence 
as wel l as changes i n the place of work . 

The 120,247 households covered by the study 
contained 188,757 persons who worked or sought 
work dur ing all or a par t of the 57-month period 
studied. These persons made a to ta l of 10,146 
interstate moves of the fol lowing types: into 
Mich igan , 7,348; out of Mich igan , 2,265; between 
other States, 533. I t is not intended that these 
figures supply an estimate of the gross or net 
volume of migra t ion to Mich igan from 1930 to 
1935. F r o m the quant i ta t ive poin t of view there 
are l imi ta t ions arising out of the fact tha t move­
ment ou t of Mich igan could be recorded only in 
cases i n which the person returned to the State 
before the census date. Furthermore, the basis 
for including persons in the study was labor-
market par t ic ipat ion dur ing all or a par t of the 
census period; the results therefore cannot be 
compared w i t h census figures or the findings of 
other studies. However, the 7,348 moves into 
Mich igan do furnish unbiased informat ion about 
certain qualitative aspects of labor mob i l i t y across 
a State line. I t is this migrat ion tha t is analyzed 
in this article. 

I n the industr ia l classification in the accom­
panying tables, the original census classes used 
in the m o b i l i t y s tudy have been regrouped to 
correspond as closely as possible to the classifica­
t ion established in the Social Security Board. 3 The 
s tudy includes under the construction industry 
both bui lding and highway construction. Finance 
comprises banking, brokerage, insurance, and 
real estate Covered service industries include 
recreation and amusement; semiprofessional pur­
suits; hotels, restaurants, and boarding houses; 
and laundries, cleaning, dyeing, and pressing 
shops. Forestry and fishing, because of the very 
small numbers of workers involved, are combined 
w i t h agriculture. Unemployment includes a few 
cases of casual work or employment in nonascer­
tainable industries. 

3 F o r a general d e s c r i p t i o n o f the d e v e l o p m e n t o f t h i s c o d e , see Sogge, 
T i l l m a n M . , " I n d u s t r i a l C l a s s i f i c a t i o n in Relation t o U n e m p l o y m e n t 
C o m p e n s a t i o n , " Social Security Bulletin, V o l . 1, N o s . 1-3 ( M a r c h 1938), 
p p . 19 22. 



Employment Status and Industrial Attach­
ment Before and After Migration 

Interstate migra t ion redistributes workers ac­
cording to opportunit ies for employment i n the 
new locality. A general idea of the redis t r ibut ion 
that resulted from the migra t ion of workers to 
Michigan is provided by a comparison of the em­
ployment status and industr ia l at tachment of the 
worker immediately before and after moving. 

Table 1 shows several s t r ik ing changes both i n 
employment status and i n industr ia l at tachment 
after migrat ion. I n the first place, almost twice 
as many migrants were unemployed immediately 
(within 1 month) after ar r iva l i n Mich igan as 
were unemployed before leaving their last place of 
residence. This difference does not mean, of 
course, tha t workers w i t h secure employment 
quit their jobs in order to t r y their luck in M i c h i ­
gan. Rather, i t means tha t workers whose jobs 
were poor or of uncertain tenure moved to M i c h i ­
gan in the belief tha t they would there find better 
employment opportunit ies. This group would be 
excluded from the protection of unemployment 
compensation because of the voluntary-leaving dis­

qualification. I f , however, they displaced M i c h i ­
gan workers, the claims lead i n Mich igan would 
rise. F ina l ly , i t should be noted tha t the higher 
incidence of unemployment after migra t ion than 
before is evidence of the largely undirected nature 
of migra t ion dur ing the period studied. The need 
for adequate informat ion about employment 
opportunities, i f the l i ab i l i t y side of migra t ion is 
to be reduced to a m i n i m u m , is obvious. 

I n the second place, there were notable changes 
i n industr ial at tachment among workers who 
found jobs immediately after entering Mich igan . 
Every industr ia l group except manufacturing had 
fewer workers represented i n i t after moving than 
before. The increase i n the manufacturing 
group was largely due to the upswing i n the auto­
mobile industry i n the early par t of the period 
studied, which not only took back former workers 
bu t also at tracted workers formerly employed i n 
other industries. The most s t r ik ing decline i n 
industr ia l at tachment after migrat ion was among 
workers i n the transportat ion and communicat ion 
industries; i n this instance the seasonality of lake 
shipping was of major importance. 

Table 2.—Change in employment status and industrial attachment after migration to Michigan 

E m p l o y m e n t status a n d i n d u s ­
t r i a l a t t a c h m e n t a f t e r m i g r a ­
t i o n 

Employment s t a t u s a n d i n d u s t r i a l a t t a c h m e n t be fo re m i g r a t i o n 

E m p l o y m e n t status a n d i n d u s ­
t r i a l a t t a c h m e n t a f t e r m i g r a ­
t i o n T o t a l 

C o v e r e d i n d u s t r i e s N o n c o v e r e d i n d u s t r i e s 

U n e m ­
p l o y e d 

N o t 
seek­

i n g 
w o r k 

E m p l o y m e n t status a n d i n d u s ­
t r i a l a t t a c h m e n t a f t e r m i g r a ­
t i o n T o t a l 

T o t a l M i n ­
i n g 

C o n ­
s t r u c ­

t i o n 

M a n u ­
f a c t u r ­

i n g 

T r a n s ­
p o r t a ­

t i o n 
a n d 

c o m ­
m u n i ­
c a t i o n 

T r a d e F i n a n c e Serv­
ice T o t a l 

A g r i ­
c u l t u r e , 
f o r e s t r y , 

a n d 
f i s h i n g 

P u b l i c 
and 

p ro fe s ­
s i o n a l 
s e r v i c e 

D o m e s ­
t i c a n d 
p e r s o n ­
a l s e r v ­

i c e 

U n e m ­
p l o y e d 

N o t 
seek­

i n g 
w o r k 

T o t a l n u m b e r 7,348 3,763 121 329 1,245 798 710 122 438 1,673 783 506 384 1,237 675 Percentage distribution 100.0 51.2 1.6 4.5 16.8 10 .9 9.7 1.7 6 . 0 22.8 10.7 6.9 5.2 16 .8 9.2 

P e r c e n t a g e d i s t r i b u t i o n 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100 .0 

C o v e r e d i n d u s t r i e s 39.9 40 .4 55.4 3 6 . 8 4 4 . 2 29 .3 4 7 . 0 39 .4 3 8 . 8 26.4 37.7 19.0 13.3 55.2 41.6 

M i n i n g 1.2 1.3 25.6 .9 .5 .5 .7 .8 .4 .8 .2 1.9 .6 

C o n s t r u c t i o n 1.7 1.9 1.7 10.3 1.1 l.1 l.3 
1.6 .7 

1.1 1.9 .6 
.3 1.8 1.5 

M a n u f a c t u r i n g 2 2 . 1 20.5 2 3 . 1 17 .1 3 4 . 2 13.9 12.8 7.4 11 .2 17.1 26.4 
11.0 6.0 36.7 17.3 

T r a n s p o r t a t i o n a n d c o m m u n i ­
c a t i o n 2 .4 2 . 8 1.7 2 . 1 1.3 8 . 1 1.5 1.6 .7 1.5 1.9 1.4 

.8 3.0 1.3 

T r a d e 7.6 9 . 2 . 8 4 . 0 5.0 4 . 4 2 8 . 1 10 .7 5.7 3 . 3 
3.6 3.8 2.3 6.1 11.3 

F i n a n c e . 7 . 8 .4 . 8 14.8 .5 .4 .4 .4 .3 .5 1.3 
S e r v i c e 4 . 2 3.9 2.5 2 . 4 1.7 1.3 1.8 2.5 2 0 . 0 

2.6 2.7 1.6 3.6 5.2 8.8 

N o n c o v e r e d i n d u s t r i e s 18.4 11.9 5.8 1 9 . 8 11.5 1 0 . 0 1 0 . 8 16.4 1 2 . 1 2 7 . 0 23.6 30.8 28.9 18.0 84.4 

A g r i c u l t u r e , f o r e s t r y , a n d fishing 
10.4 9.3 4 . 2 1 8 . 0 9.7 8.6 8 . 1 10.7 5.7 

13.0 22.4 4.2 5.2 12.3 

7.4 
P u b l i c a n d p rofess iona l s e r v i c e 4 .4 1.4 . 8 1.2 1.0 . 8 2.0 

4.9 
1 8 

8.3 .4 26.2 .8 1.4 16.8 
D o m e s t i c a n d p e r s o n a l s e r v i c e 3.6 1.2 . 8 .6 . 8 .6 .7 . 8 4.6 5.7 

.8 
.4 

22.9 4.3 10.2 

Unemployed 31.5 37.5 31 .4 41.6 33.6 5 4 . 7 2 9 . 7 26.2 3 2 . 0 29 .4 32.8 25.7 27.1 20.7 24.0 Not seeking work 10 .2 10.2 7 .4 1.8 10 .7 6.0 12.5 18.0 17 .1 1 7 . 2 5.9 24.5 30.7 6.1 
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I n spite of the increased number of persons i n 
manufacturing after moving , the broad group of 
industries now covered by the Social Security 
A c t was re la t ively less well represented after 
migra t ion than were the noncovered industries. 

Table 3.—Comparison of industrial distribution of 
employed migrants before and after migration to 
Michigan, and of employed residents 

I n d u s t r y 

E m p l o y e d m i g r a n t s 

E m ­
p l o y e d 1 

r e s i d e n t s 
I n d u s t r y B e f o r e 

m i g r a ­
t i o n 

A f t e r 
m i g r a ­

t i o n 

E m ­
p l o y e d 1 

r e s i d e n t s 

T o t a l n u m b e r e m p l o y e d 5,436 4 ,283 165,319 

Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n 

T o t a l 100.0 100.0 100.0 

C o v e r e d i n d u s t r i e s 69.2 68.4 69.3 

M i n i n g . 2.2 2.0 1.3 
C o n s t r u c t i o n 6.1 2.9 4.3 
M a n u f a c t u r i n g 22.8 38.0 36.0 
T r a n s p o r t a t i o n a n d c o m m u n i c a t i o n 14.7 4.1 5.7 
T r a d e 13.1 13.0 14.2 
F i n a n c e 2.2 1.2 2.4 

Service 8.1 7.2 5.4 
Noncovered industries 

30.8 31.6 30.7 

A g r i c u l t u r e , f o r e s t r y , a n d f i s h i n g 14.4 18.0 17.2 
Public and professional service 9.3 7.5 7.5 

D o m e s t i c a n d p e r s o n a l s e r v i c e 7.1 6.1 6.0 

1 I n c l u d e s w o r k e r s w h o m a d e n o m o v e o r w h o m o v e d o n l y w i t h i n t h e 
State. T h e s e w o r k e r s a r e c l a s s i f i e d b y t h e i n d u s t r y i n w h i c h t h e y w o r k e d 
l o n g e s t d u r i n g the p e r i o d s t u d i e d . 

The relat ively smaller change in the proport ion of 
workers i n noncovered industries was p r imar i ly 
the result of few changes i n employment among 
workers i n agriculture, forestry, and fishing. 

Table 4 .—Dis tr ibut ion of migrants in specified employ­
ment status in Michigan by place of residence 1 before 
migration 

Place of residence be fo re 
m i g r a t i o n 

E m p l o y m e n t s t a t u s in M i c h i g a n 

Place of residence be fo re 
m i g r a t i o n 

T o t a l 

Cover­
e d e m ­
p l o y ­
m e n t 

N o n -
c o v e r e d 

e m p l o y ­
m e n t 

U n e m ­
p l o y e d 

N o t 
seek ing 
w o r k 

Total number 
7 ,348 2 ,930 1,353 2,319 746 

P e r c e n t a g e d i s t r i b u t i o n 

T o t a l 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

N e w E n g l a n d 1.4 1.9 
.7 

1.3 1.3 
M i d d l e A t l a n t i c 9.1 10.4 7.8 8.4 8.7 
E a s t N o r t h C e n t r a l 49.9 48.6 58.4 45.3 54.0 
W e s t N o r t h C e n t r a l 8.6 8.2 8.9 8.2 10.6 
S o u t h A t l a n t i c 4.1 4.9 3.0 3.8 3.9 
E a s t S o u t h C e n t r a l 4.9 6.8 3.5 3.5 4.4 
W e s t S o u t h C e n t r a l 3.0 3.7 2.4 2.8 2.3 
M o u n t a i n 2.1 1.9 2.8 1.7 2.3 
P a c i f i c 3.4 3.2 3.8 3.8 2.5 
C a n a d a 1.8 1.7 1.6 1.7 2.5 
O t h e r f o r e i g n c o u n t r i e s 2.2 2.5 1.5 2.3 2.0 
Unknown 9.5 6.2 5.6 17.2 5.5 

1 U. S. c ensus r e g i o n a l c l a s s i f i c a t i o n . 

Industrial Shifts Resulting From Migration 
I t is possible to analyze the character of migra­

t ion i n greater detai l by examining a cross classifi­
cat ion of shifts between specific industry groups. 
I n table 2 the employment status and industr ial 
a t tachment of each migran t before moving is 
compared w i t h his status immediately after ar r iva l 
i n Mich igan . F r o m this comparison i t is possible 
to see the exact nature of the industr ia l shifts 
tha t took place as a result of migra t ion . For 
example, table 2 shows that , of a l l workers em­
ployed before migra t ion i n wha t are now covered 
manufacturing industries, 44.2 percent found em­
ployment i n covered industries immediately after 
ar r iva l , and most of this employment—34.2 per­
cent-—was i n manufacturing. I n contrast, only 
29.3 percent of the workers employed in trans­
por ta t ion and communicat ion before migrat ion 

found employment in covered industries after 
ar r ival , and less than one-third—8.1 percent—of 
this employment was i n the transportation and 
communicat ion industries. 

Table 2 also shows the relative incidence of 
unemployment after ar r iva l in Mich igan of work­
ers from both covered and noncovered industries. 
Over half—54.7 percent—of the workers employed 
in t ransportat ion and communicat ion before mi­
grat ion were unable to find work immediately 
after a r r iva l i n Michigan , compared w i t h about 
one-fourth—26.2 percent—of the workers for­
merly employed in finance. Among the non­
covcred industries the incidence of unemployment 
was generally smaller than was the case among 
covered industries. 

I t is interesting to note that almost three-
fourths—73.2 percent—of the workers who were 
unemployed immediately before migra t ion found 
jobs when they arrived in Mich igan , and that 
three times as many of these jobs—55.2 percent— 
were in what are now covered industries as in 
noncovered. Thus the increase in tota l unem­
ployment after migrat ion was the net result of 

impor tan t shifts in industr ial at tachment, w i th 
many formerly unemployed workers moving to 
jobs and many formerly employed workers moving 
to unemployment. F rom the point of view of 
unemployment compensation adminis t ra t ion, i t 



would seem impor tan t to point out tha t d is t inct ly 
more workers—37.5 percent—from covered i n ­
dustries were unemployed after interstate migra­
tion than were workers from noncovered indus­
tries—29.4 percent. N o t only was the covered-
industries group most subject to unemployment 
after migrat ion, bu t i t was also the largest group 
in the migrant population studied. These facts 
indicate the magnitude and the importance of the 
task confronting the interstate benefit-payment 
plan. The further working out of problems 
arising in connection w i t h this plan is necessary 
to ensure benefits to unemployed mult is ta te work­
ers when due, so that as few as possible w i l l need 
to resort to less desirable forms of assistance, 
namely, relief in one form or another. 

Industrial Attachment of Interstate Migrants 
and of Residents 

I n analyzing the flow of incoming migrat ion, 
i t is of interest to know not only what industr ial 
shifts occurred among the migrant group but also 
how the resulting industr ial d i s t r ibu t ion compares 
with that of residents enumerated at the same time, 
i . e., workers who made no move or who moved 
only wi th in the State dur ing the 57 months cov­
ered by the census. 

The essential point in table 3 is that the i n ­
dustrial d i s t r ibut ion of the interstate migrants 
after moving to Mich igan conforms more closely 
to the industr ia l d is t r ibut ion of workers resident 
in Michigan than to that of the migrants them­
selves before moving. I t seems clear, therefore, 
that much of the industr ia l shift ing mentioned in 
connection w i t h table 2 resulted from the fact that 
the industr ial employment pat tern in Mich igan 
differed somewhat from the pat tern represented by 
migrants before entering Mich igan . Obviously, 
the migrant must conform to the industr ia l oppor­
tunities i n the State of destination i f he is to find 
employment. 

Of the covered industries, manufacturing and 
transportation and communicat ion show especially 
clearly the point just made. Outside Mich igan 
22.8 percent of the employed interstate migrants 
worked in manufactur ing; i n Mich igan , however, 
the percentage was 38.0 as compared w i t h 36.0 for 
the resident population of the State. In trans­
portat ion and communicat ion the corresponding 
relationships are: in other States, 14.7 percent; 
after ar r iva l i n Mich igan , 4.1 percent; resident 

populat ion, 5.7 percent. Likewise i n the case of 
each of the non-covored-industry groups, the i n ­
dustr ial d i s t r ibu t ion of the migrants after moving 
to Mich igan is more nearly l ike tha t of the resi­
dent populat ion than tha t of the migrants them­
selves before moving. 

Table 5 .—Distr ibut ion of migrants by period of move 1 

and by place of residence 2 before migration 

Place o f residence, 
be fo re m i g r a t i o n 

N u m b e r m i g r a t i n g P e r c e n t a g e d i s t r i b u t i o n 

Place o f residence, 
be fo re m i g r a t i o n 

T o t a l F i r s t 
p e r i o d 

S e c o n d 
p e r i o d T o t a l F i r s t 

period 
S e c o n d 
period 

T o t a l 7 ,348 2,654 4,694 100.0 100.0 100.0 

New England 
104 30 74 1.4 1.1 1.6 

Middle Atlantic 668 247 421 9.1 9.3 9.0 
E a s t N o r t h C e n t r a l 3,664 1,397 2,267 49.9 52.7 4 8 . 2 
W e s t N o r t h C e n t r a l 632 203 429 8.6 7.6 9.1 
S o u t h A t l a n t i c 301 108 193 4 . 1 4 . 1 4 . 1 
E a s t S o u t h C e n t r a l 362 84 278 4.9 3 . 2 5.9 
W e s t S o u t h C e n t r a l 224 62 162 3.0 2 . 3 3.5 
M o u n t a i n 151 63 88 2 . 1 2 . 4 1.9 
P a c i f i c 252 85 167 3 . 4 3 . 2 3.6 
C a n a d a 131 54 77 1.8 2 . 0 1.6 
O t h e r f o r e i g n c o u n t r i e s 161 68 93 2 . 2 2.6 2 . 0 
U n k n o w n 698 253 445 9.5 9.5 9.5 

1 The f i r s t p e r i o d c o v e r e d t h e time f r o m A p r i l 1930 t o O c t o b e r 1932, the 
s econd f r o m N o v e m b e r 1932 t o J a n u a r y 1935. 

2 U . S. census r e g i o n a l c l a s s i f i c a t i o n . 

Geographic Origin 
The data presented thus far have dealt only 

w i t h the employment status and industr ia l at tach­
ment of interstate migrants. I t is impor tan t also 
to know something of the geographic pat tern of 
mobi l i ty in terms of the place of or igin . Table 4 
supplies both kinds of informat ion by relating the 
previous residence of the worker to his employ­
ment status immediately after moving to Mich igan . 

Hal f of the migrants to Michigan came f rom 
the adjacent States of the East N o r t h Centra l 
census region, namely, Ohio, Indiana, I l l inois , and 
Wisconsin. The Midd le At lan t i c and the West 
N o r t h Centra l regions were next in importance, 
but neither contr ibuted as much as 10 percent of 
the migrants. The migra t ion from the southern 
States, which attracted much at tent ion dur ing the 
twenties, was of comparatively l i t t l e importance 
dur ing the first half of the thir t ies. The relat ively 
large number of moves for which the State of 
origin was unknown represents pr incipal ly the 
migrat ion of unemployed sailors whose former 
place of work was reported as the "Great Lakes." 

Time of Migration 
The migrat ion reported in this article was i n i ­

t iated p r imar i ly by economic expulsions and attrac­
tions. Since the 57-month period covered by the 



Mich igan census included bo th a period of decline 
and a period of rise i n economic ac t i v i t y , there is 
a question as to whether the region of or igin of 
migrants to M i c h i g a n was markedly different for 
these two phases of the economic cycle. I n mak ing 
this analysis, the census period of A p r i l 1930 to 
January 1935 was divided in to two parts on the 
basis of indexes of employment i n Mich igan fur­
nished by the Un i t ed States Bureau of Labor 
Statistics. The first period was f rom A p r i l 1930 
to October 1932, the second from November 1932 
to January 1935. 

There is a marked s imi la r i ty i n the percentage 
of migrants or ig inat ing i n each of the nine regions 
for the two periods despite the change in economic 
conditions. (See table 5.) The only impor t an t 
difference is the s l ight ly greater propor t ion of 
migrants coming f rom the States close to Mich igan 

dur ing the earlier of the two periods. Probably 
this difference reflects some check on moves from 
more dis tant States when economic conditions 
woro growing steadily worse and a resumption of 
migra t ion f rom these States when economic con­
dit ions began to i m p r o v e . Space does not permit 
repor t ing this informat ion by ind iv idua l States, 
b u t i t can be added here t ha t even a State-by-State 
comparison does no t alter the close conformity of 
origins for the two periods. 

I t is a wel l -known fact tha t short-distance 
moves easily outnumber long-distance moves. 
The Mich igan data not only agree in this respect 
bu t suggest, i n addi t ion, t ha t for l imi t ed periods 
of t ime the a t t rac t ion tha t one State exorcises for 
workers i n other States generally results in fairly 
fixed proportions of migrants from each geographic 
area. 


