Interstate Industrial Migration as Reflected in

Claims for Unemployment Compensa-
tion Filed in 1939’

THE INTERSTATE MOVEMENT of industrial workers
has long been an accepted factor in our American
economy. In the nineteenth century Paul Bun-
yan, the mythical lumberjack, and John Henry,
the railroad worker, moved from State to State
along with tho miners who were following the
discovery of new veins of ore, the journcymen
printers and carpenters who found jobs wherever
they settled, and the clerks and storekeepers who
went West to make their fortunes. Recently the
movement of industrial workers was almost com-
plotely overshadowed by the mass cxodus of the
Joads and their neighbors, the ruined farmers and
sharccroppors, who wandered up and down both
coasts looking for farm work. The nonagricul-
tural worker, however, was also ever on the move.
In some instances, travel was part of his job—the
traveling salesman, the circus performer, the tele-
phone lineman, or the hotel worker following
vacationists north in the summer and south in the
winter. In other instances he moved irregularly,
to get a better job or because he had lost his old
job. Ho was then cither looking for work in a
place where he thought he would have a better
chance to find it, or he was going home where it
would not cost so much to live.

The demand for workers under the defense pro-
gram has brought about a new group of industrial
migrants, constantly increasing in number. Build-
ing huge Army cantonments requires thousands
of construction workers; new gun factories and
other industrial plants draw their labor force
from the Nation as a whole, once the local sources
of labor are exhausted. According to a con-
gressional committee, it is estimated that a mini-
mum of 2 million workers will move to defense
centers and the total of defense migrants may
approasch 5 million when the defense program
swings into full production.!

As a result of the operation of the unemploy-

*Prepared In tho Rescarch and Statlistics Divislon, Bureau of Employment
Socurlty .

1 U. 8. Houso of Represontatives Select Committeo to Investigate Inter-
stato Migration . . . Inferstate Migration, 1041, p. 5.

20

ment compensation system, information has ae.
cumulated under the interstate benefit-payment
plan as to the numbers and movements of covered
industrial workers who filed out-of-State claimg
during 1939, a period before the defense program
became fully operative.

The Interstate Benefit-Payment Plan

When the implications of an unemployment
compensation system operating under 51 different
State laws were being studied in 1934 by the
President’s Committee on Iiconomic Sceurity, it
was recognized that industrial migrants would
constitute a special problem.2 Among other
reasons, the lack of datn with respect to the
magnitude and nature of the interstate move-
ment of industrial workers made it extremely
difficult to formulate more than a recommenda-
tion that the problem be studied further before
legislation was enacted for the payment of benefits
to workers who move from State to State.

Nevertheless, two steps were taken prior to
January 1938, when benefit payments  were
scheduled to begin in 22 States. To cover under
a single State law the services of those workers
whose work for a single employer is performed in
more than one State, the States were urged to
define the term “employment’”’ so as to allocate
the worker’s entire service to that State in which
he would most likely become unemployed and
seck work.®  All but 3 of the 51 jurisdictions have
now adopted this definition.

In addition, under cach State unemployment
compensation law, broad authorization was given
the State agency administering the law to enter

1 Comnmitteo on Ecanomic Securlty, Report to the Prestdent, 1935, p. 16.

1 T'ho definition of eimployment provides that all of an individual’s services
shall bo covered If his services aro localized in the Stato, 1. 0., if ho performs
no services outsldo the State cxcept those Incldental to his employment within
tho Stato. If, on such a basis, the work cannot bo asslgned to any ono State,
it is thon assigned to the State In which he performs sotne service and in which
13 located his baso of operatlons or placo from whieh the work is directed ot
controlled. If tho baso of operations or place from which the work is dirccted
or controlied Is not in any Stato In which ho works, then his total services
aro assigned to tho Stato in which ho resldes, If lio performs any services {n
that Stato.
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into reciprocal arrangements with other State and
Federal unemployment compensation agencies in
order to pay benefits to an unemployed worker
through & single agency.

The dovelopmont of an administrative plan for
paying benefits to worlers who move from State to
Stato was first undertaken in March 1937 at a
meoting of the Interstato Conforence of Unem-
ployment Compensation Agencies, an organization
composed of administrators of tho Stato uncm-
ployment compensation systoms.* At this timo a
committeo was appointed to devise plans for
handling the claims of workers who cross State
lines. By the noxt meoting of the Conference, in
October 1937, the committee had prepared an
interstato benefit-payment plan, which the Con-
forence adopted. The plan was to become opor-
ative on condition that a majority of States signed
tho notico of ncceptance. Although by the carly
part of 1938 a majority of States had subscribed to
tho plan, procedures for cffectuating the program
wero not developed until April of that year. Tho
Now England States made their own arrangements
for paying benefits to workers who moved between
States in that area and began making such pay-
ments in January 1938. In tho other States very
few interstate payments wero made during the first
months of 1938. By the end of the year, how-
ever, the uniform plan was operating in a number
of States, and at the close of 1939 all States, with
the exception of the District of Columbia, were
paying benefits on out-of-State claims under the
interstate benefit-payment plan.®

This plan, in ecffect, is an agreement under
which State employment sccurity agencies act as
registration and claims agonts for cach other and
on behalf of intorstate workers. The State which
takes the claim of an interstate worker and for-
wards it to another State is known as the agent
State; tho State which receives the claim and
processes it for payment purposes is known as the
liable State. The plan provides that an unem-
ployed individual who has worked in covered
employmentin aStato and whose earnings aresufli-
cient to malko him eligible for unemployment com-
pensation in that State may receive benefits from
that State in case he is unemployed after moving to

{In October 1030 the organization changed its name to the Interstate
Conlerenco of Employnient Sccurity Agencles.

$ The District of Columbia began to accept lability for initial interstate
claims on July 1, 1040, after its law had been amended,
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another Stato. A claimant must first exhaust
whatever benefit rights he has in the State of his
curront residence beforo he files a claim on another
State. Liability thoroafter is determined by the
order of omployment; the State of earliest om-
ployment is the State of first liability.

The mechanics of the agreement under which
interstato claimants are paid are simple. The
unemployed interstate worker reports at a local
employment office, registers for work, and files
a claim for benefits just as the intrastate worker
docs., Special forms, standard throughout the
country, are used in taking the claim of an inter-
stato worker. The agent State makes no decision
concerning the interstate worker’s rights under
the law of the liable State, but merely obtains the
information indicated on the claim form. At the
close of cach day, out-of-State initial claims filed
at local employment offices of the agent State are

‘forwarded to central offices of liable States for

determination as to the individuals’ benefit rights.

As yet the plan provides for payments of benefits
only to those claimants whose carnings are
suflicicnt to establish rights under the qualifying
standards of a single State law.® Commuters
who travel daily from their hiomes to jobs in
adjoining States are excluded from the plan on
the assumption that they are attached to the labor
market of the liable State and lience would nor-
mally look for work in the locality to which they
formerly commuted. Howoever, since weekly ro-
porting at employment offices in tho city or town
to which the worker commuted often places a
financial burden on a claimant, the plan allows
the State agencies to arrange a modification of
procedures, whereby commuters in certain regions
may file interstate claims in the State of residence.
A few States have made such arrangements.”

Limitations of the Data

Migration of covered industrial workers who
beeame unemployed ond filed claims for benefits
was reflected for the first time during 1939 through

¢ Logislation has beon recommended by tho Soclal Sccurity Board to the
States for the purpose of authorizing thom to enter into reciprocal arrango-
ments under which services constituting employment under the law of one
Statomay constitute omployment under thelaw of tho other 8tate, and a study
is in progress on tho administrative problems involved in such a pooling of
wage credits earned in more than one Btate.

* Connecticut has no regulation limiting the rights of commuters to filo
claims in their residont State against Connecticut. In othor parts of tho
New England area, where conunuting between States s fairly common,
commuter clalmants frequently are allowed to file in the Btate in which
they reside.
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monthly repnrts of the State employment sccurity
agencies to the Social Sccurity Board. These
reports give the number of initial claims received
at tho central offico of tho liable Stato, classified
according to the agent State from which they came.
They indicate roughly the number of interstate
covered workers who filed claims for uneimploy-
ment benefits during 1939. The figures, however,
are subject to significant limitations,

Until July 1939, the circumstances under which
an initial claim might be filed were not specified
under the interstate benefit-payment plan.  After
that date, when uniform instructions were given
to all local employment offices throughout the
country, a claimant was required to file an inter-
state initial claim not only when first applying for
benefits, but also when he moved into another

agent State or into another locality in tho same
agent State; if he exhausted his benefit rights from
one liable State and wished to claim benefits from
another State which might be liable; or even after
a period of 2 weeks or more during which he had
ceased to file claims against the liable State.
Thus, o single claimant might be represented by
three or four initial claims., On the other hand,
some of the liable States which reccived the initial
claim forms and made the reports counted only
claims which actually required s determination
of benefit rights at the bheginning of tho benefit
year. On the whole, however, although there is
undoubtedly some duplication in the count, the
number of initial claims reported approximates
the maximum number of interstate workers filing
claims for unemployment benefits.

Table 1.—Number of interstate initial claims received as liable and as agent State, and interstate initial claims as
percent of intrastate initial claims, by State, 1939

Intorstate claims as Interstato claims as
Intorstate clalms Interstate clalins
Intra- recolved as— pt‘“t“"f' lors'_'_‘"“' Intra- recelved ns— g’tc;'ﬁf'c’ltnf,’lgs_lfm'
QGeographie division stato state clalm Geographic division state i
and State claims and 8tato claims
recelved ! |y 1apto Agent Liablo Agont recefved !y ap0 Agent Liablo | Agent
Stato State State Stato State Stato Stato Stato
Total...___....___.|17,218,886 | $323,520 | 323,520 14,5 14.5 || West North Central. .. 477,288 34,081 34,048 7.1 7.1
Jowa.............. 89,011 4, 000 5,400 56 8.2
New England._......_. 693, 007 20, 480 25, 705 4.2 3.7 Kansas._...._.__._. 60, 240 7,803 6,818 13.1 1.3
Connecticut. . - 090, 544 8, 180 3,570 8.6 3.7 Minnesota. ... ... 107, 520 5,317 4,322 4.9 4.0
Malne.___.._. - 74, 289 2, 657 2, 854 3.6 3.4 Missourf.._._.__._. 101, 887 0,738 11, 640 6.0 7.1
Massachusetts. ... . 383, 887 9, 2706 12,360 2.4 3.2 Nobraska.... ... 39, 141 3,080 3, 655 10.2 0.1
Now Hampshire... 30, 420 , 003 2, 856 15.4 0.4 North Dakota..... 10, 086 1,167 1,071 10.6 9.7
Rhode Island...__. M, 424 3,273 3,276 3.6 3.5 South Dakota. ... 8, 495 1,047 1, 140 12.3 138
Vormont. ... 14, 343 1, 308 1,084 9.7 7.6 || West South Central. _. 432, 983 33, 100 44, 700 7.7 10.3
Middle Atlantic. . 2, 259, 151 42, 151 38, 656 1.9 1.7 Arkansas.__._..__. 02, 747 4,811 8, 300 7.7 13.2
New Jersey... 324, , 785 6, 027 2.7 2.1 Loulsiana. . _._.._. 77, 000 8,178 5,070 6.0 1.1
New York.... 1,072, 201 22,078 18, 753 2.1 1.7 Oklahoma......... 82, 509 0, 100 14, 001 1.0 17.0
Pennsylvania..... 2, 041 10, 301 12,976 1.2 1.5 Toxas............. 14 200, 827 14, 062 16, 420 8.7 7.8
East North Central. . _| 51,335,072 54, 249 34, 162 $3.8 2.1 Mountain........... .. 18.167,075 | 1 35, 705 24, 208 1521, 4 11142
Illinois ¢ 320, 618 14, 154 12,080 4.3 2.6 Arizona.. ... ... 16, 304 6, 731 3, 8562 44.0 2.2
Indiana 5,412 8,400 2.6 3.0 Colorado.......... 52,010 5, 004 5, 882 11.2 1.1
Michiga 20, 321 5, 344 4.9 1.3 Idaho............. 18, 515 B, 205 3, 585 28.6 19.4
Ohlo..... 11,421 7,360 3.0 1.9 14,028 1,841 1,769 13,1 8.9
‘Wisconsin 2, 941 2, 950 (W] m 9, 868 3,202 1,046 33.4 19.7
South Atlanti - 37,628 41, 780 5.5 195.0 18, 834 4,727 2,572 25.1 13.7
olaware...._..... 19, 300 , 871 1,175 8.6 6.1 23,019 3,270 3, 380 14.2 14.7
District of Colum- 14, 501 4, 645 1,222 31.8 8.4
bla............. 22, 550 ) 4, 060 (O] 18. 2 ... 703, 656 33,817 52, 408 4.8 7.3
Florida.........._. 98, 206 0, 441 10, 120 0.6 10.3 California. .. ...___ 489, 344 22, 976 35, 407 4.7 1.2
Qeorgla.....__..._. 107, 622 4,023 6, 679 4.0 6.2 Oregon.._. . .___. 77,304 4,743 8, 764 6.1 74
Maryland....._._. 91, 269 5, 003 3,761 5.5 4.1 Washington. ... _. 136, 918 8, 098 11, 307 4.5 8.3
North Carolina.___| 11123, 941 6,118 4,410 1136 12124 || Territorles:
8nuth Carolina.. .. 100, 841 2, 008 2,720 2.1 2.7 Alnska. . ... ... 2,079 3,780 410 127.2 14.8
Virginia__._......__ 87,311 6,878 4, 668 7.9 5.3 Hawall ... ... 7,010 272 239 3.4 3.0
‘West Virginia. .. __ 166,947 | 111,520 4,148 () 2.5 || Unalloeated ... ... [ C.. ... .. ... 162,337 [ .........
East South Central.... 322, 091 19, 188 24, 781 6.0 7.7
Alabama_ .. ... 79,118 8, 3585 5, 350 6.8 8.8
Kentucky.....___. 109, 054 , 543 0, 83 4.2 6.4
Mississippi_....0 . 43, 585 , 550 3,011 8.1 9.0
Tennesseo......... 00, 334 5, 740 8, 5628 6.4 0.4

! Ropresents now claims disposed of, minus interstate Initial claims
recolved as liable State. o

1 Excludes North Carolina for January-March, Illinois and” Montana for
JauuarY—June. and Wisconsin for the entire year.

3 Excludes District of Columbia for entire year, Illinols and Montana for
January-June, and West Virginia for Jnnunry—-Jufy 14,

i Excludes District of Columblia, West Virginia, and Wisconsin for entire
year; Illinols and Montana for January-June; and North Carolina for the
period JanuarY—Murch.

¢ Excludes Illinois for January-June, and Wisconsin for ontiro year.

¢ Benofits were first payable July 1939,

1 Data are not availablo.

¢ Excludes North Carolina for January-March,

Excludes District of Columbin and_Woest Virginla for ontlre yoar and
North Carolina for the period January-March.
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19 Exelndes North Carolina for tho period January-March,

1t The District of Columbia accepted no out-of-State initinl clafms as
liable 8tate during 1939,

11 Data on new clalns in North Cnrolina wero not availablo for tho perlod
January-Mareh; therefore the Intrastate claimn load and the ratios are based
on figures which exclude this period,

13 West Virginin accopted no out-of-State initial claling as linble State
prior to July 15, 1939; thercfore no ratios have been computed.

i Estimated.

13 Excludes Montana for January-June.

18 Represents initlal claims received as linbio Stato for which break-down
by agent State was not reported.
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Throughout the following discussion, thereforo,
it should be kept clearly in mind that the term
“interstato migrants’” refers actually to inter-

. stato initial claims filed and that it means only
those workers who become unemployed and file
claims for benefits after moving to another State,
not all migrant workers in general. The term
“intrastate claimants” refers to new claims filed
by workers within the State in which their em-
ployment took place.

Other limitations inherent in the unemployment
compensation system introduce qualifications that
must be considered in any interpretation of the
data, Tho oxclusion of certain types of workers,
such as agricultural laborers, domestic servants,
and railrond employees (the latter group were
included before July 1, 1939, but were cxcluded
after that date when they came under the jurisdic-
tion of o separate Federal system) definitely pre-
cludes the possibility that such data are representa-
tive of the migration pattern of all industries in the
United States. Government workers of all types,
employces of nonprofit institutions, domestic ser-
vants in private homes, sailors, and individuals
employed by members of their families are outsido
the scope of the unemployment compensation
system. In many States, workers for small firms
are not covered. In addition, the ecligibility
conditions of State laws aflect the number of
unemployed workers who file claims for benefits,
Some obviously ineligible workers may go to the
local employment offices to file claims; others,
knowing they are ineligible, do not attempt to file.
Certainly it is probable that some migratory
covered workers who are unemployed fail to filo
claitng, particularly workers who move across
State lines. TFurthermore, migrants who get jobs
immediately after moving to other States are not
included in the figures. Finally, it must be borne
in mind that the data cover only a 1-ycar period,
and that any gencralizations drawn from the
figures must be tentative in character.

Volume of Interstate Migration

Approximately 324,000 workers moved across
State lines during 1939 and filed interstate claims
for benefits.®  This figure represented 4.5 percent

'I'his count i3 not comploto, sinco thero wero 4 Btates which accopted
Initial claims for forwarding to other States throughout the year but did not
act as liablo Btates for tho entire period: 11Mnois and Montana began paying
bonefits in July 1039; West Virginia assumed Hability for interstato claims
only after July 15, 1930; and the District of Columbia did not assumeo such
Nabllity at any time during the year,
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of the intrastate initial claim load (table 1).
This relationship was not uniform throughout the
country, however. In somo arcas the relative
volume of interstate workers reached much higher
proportions than in others., Furtbermore, a net
outflow of labor took place in some regions and a
not influx in others.

The States in the Rocky Mountain arca had
the highest relative number of interstate claim-
ants; for every 100 intrastate claimants in the area,
21 claimants left one of the States comprising the
region and 14 out-of-State claimants moved into
one of them.

The Middle Atlantic States had the smallest
rclative proportion of interstate claimants; only
1.9 claimants moved away from one of these
States and 1.7 moved in, for cach 100 intrastate
claimants., However, the 42,000 workers who
left States in this area numbered 18 percent more
than the interstate claimants who left the Moun-
tain States. Although the interstate migrants in
the heavily populated and industrialized Middle
Atlantic area were relatively unimportant within
the arca, because of the size of the claim load,
they represented a significant proportion of the
total number of interstate claimants throughout
the country.

As a whole, the ratio of interstate to intrastate
claimants was considerably lower in the regions
cast of the Mississippi than in the western part of
the country. There was only one of the five
areas of the East ® in which the claimants crossing
State lines averaged more than 7 for each 100
intrastate claims—the East South Central area,
into whoso States nearly 8 workers came for each
100 intrastate claimants., In the four arcas of
the West,'® on the other hand, the only region in
which the interstate load fell below a ratio of 7
to every 100 in the intrastate load was the Pacific
Coast, where about 6 claimants left one of the
Pacific States for every 100 interstate claimants.

The relative lightness of interstate movemont
in the castern States is further indicated by data
for the individual States. Of the 27 ecastern
jurisdictions, there were only 3 whose interstate
claimants amounted to more than 10 percent of

¢ Tho East Includes Now England, tho Mlddle Atlantie, Xast North
Central, South Atlantic, and East 8outh Contral areas.

10 The Woest includes the West North Central, Wost South Central,
Mountain, and Pacific arcas,
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their intrastate load: in the District of Columbia
and Florida, 18 and 10 claimants, respectively,
migrated to overy 100 intrastate claimants; in
New Hampshire 15 claimants moved away for
each 100 who remained.

Among the 22 western States, in contrast, there
were 16 in which interstate migrants filing claims
from within or without the State were equal to
more than 10 percent of all intrastate claimants.
Arizona bad the heaviest load, with 44 workers
filing claims against it from outside the State to
each 100 resident claimants, but 4 other States
had in-migrations or out-migrations exceeding tho
highest load in the East. Interstate migrants filing
claims from clsewhere against Nevada, Wyoming,
Idaho, and New Mexico represented 33, 32, 29,
and 25 workers, respectively, per 100 intrastate
claimants. Tor every 100 intrastate claims, the
Alaska agency received 127 claims as liable State,
primarily from seasonal mining and cannery
workers who went south during the off season.
Jobless claimants entering these States from other
States were also relatively numerous; for each 100

intrastate claimants, 25 came into Arizona, 29
into Nevada, 19 into Idaho, and 15 into Alasks,

Several States had 10,000 or more interstate
claimants leaving or entering. There were large
movements into Florida, Massachusetts, Missour;,
Oklahoma, and Washington; out of Michigan ang
Ohio; and into as well as out of California, Illinois,
New York, Pennsylvania, and Texas.

About one-third of the States had almost equal
numbers of claimants entering and leaving, How.-
ever, at least 1.8 and up to 8.6 times as many
claimants left Alaska, Connccticut, Michigan,
New Mexico, and Wyoming as came into these
States (chart 1). In Arizona, Nevada, New
Hampshire, and Ohio there was also u net out-
ward movement, although the ratios ran only
between 1.5 and 1.7. At the opposite end of the
scale, about half as many claimants left Arkansag
and Washington as came into those States, About
two-thirds as many left as entered Californin, Ken-
tucky, Oklahoma, and Tennessece.

Ixcept in Massachusetts and Rhode Island,
more claimants left the States composing the New

Chart 1L.—Number of interstate initial claims received as liable State as percent of number rececived as agent State,
by State, 19391

B2 nawan

59
EZZ] 60 - .69
70 - .79
5] .80 - .89
BEE 90- .99
] 1.00-1.24
1.25 ~1.49
B .50 -1.74

B /.75 AnD OVER

1 Excludes Pistrict of Columbia, because no claims were accepted as linble 8tate fn 1939.

24

Social Security



England arca than entered during the year. In
Connccticut the volume of out-migration was more
than doublo the in-migration. Many claims for
which States in New England were liable came
from New York, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Ilor-
ida, and California. Those which came to Con-
necticut from Florida represented workers in serv-
ico industries in the main, while many of those
received from California were filed by workers in
the airplanc industry who had gone to that State
to try to get employment in the airplane factories,!?

In the Middle Atlantic area, New York and
Now Jersey received about a fourth more claims
ag liable State than were taken as agent State.
About 20 percent of the claims for which New
York was liable came from Florida and Cali-
fornin, and these two States contributed about
15 percent to the interstate load for which New
Jerscy was liable. New York analyzed the
group of workers who had filed claims from
Florida from April 1 to September 15, 1940, and
found that about 60 percent of them had the type
of employment experience which would normally
lead them to seek work in a resort State,?®

Among the majority of States in the Kast
North Central area, the migration was largely
outward. In this arca, Michigan had the largest
out-migration, with a rate of 3.8 claimants
leaving to every worker entering. From a study
made in Michigan of the interstate claims for
which it was liable during 1939, it is possible to
obtain detailed information about its migrants.
While almost 20 percent of the initial claims filed
against Michigan came from the adjacent States
of Indiana, Ohio, and Wisconsin, ncarly 25
pereent came from Kentucky, Tennessee, West
Virginia, and Pennsylvania. TFurthermore, mi-
grants frequently had insuflicient carnings to
qualify them for benefits. More than one-third
of their interstate claims were disallowed by
Michigan in the 2 years July 1938-Junc 1940,
although less than one-cighth of all claims (intra-
state and interstate) were denied in that period.
Partly because a relatively small number of the

1 Connecticut Department of Labor and Factory Inspection, Aonlhly
Bulletin of Placement and Unemployment Compensalion Division, Vol. 8,
No. 68 (June 1040), p. 4.

" New York State Department of Labor, Division of Placement and
Unemployment Insurance, 7he Iimployment Review, Vol. 2, No. 12 (Decem-
ber 1940), p. 538.

U, 8. ouse of Representatives, Select Committee to Investigate Inter-
state Migration . . . Inferstale Mfigration, Chicago hearings, pt. 3,
1040, pp. 1195-1210.
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interstate claimants were women, whose earnings
aro less than those of the male workers, the average
weekly benefit amount of the out-of-State claim-
ants to whom Michigan paid benefits was only
slightly less than the average for all claimants
and cven exceeded the latter figure in cach
industry excopt automobile manufacturing and
transportation. IHowever, the average maximum
duration allowed the interstate group was lower
than that allowed all claimants not only as a
group but in every industry, and necarly throe-
fourths of the interstate claimants exhausted
their benefit rights in contrast to less than half
of the claimants as a whole.

A small sample study of the Michigan data indi-
cated that 49 porcent of tho intorstate claimants
who exhausted their Michigan benefit rights during
the benefit year ending June 30, 1939, and 72 per-
cont of those who did not exhaust their rights were
reemployed in Michigan between January 1939
and March 1940, Thus, it appears that these
interstate claimants may roturn to their homes
during periods of unemployment but again come
back to the State in which they once had work,
This conclusion is confirmed by a study of migra-
tion betweon Michigan and Tennessce, which
indientes that the claims filed in Tennessce
against Michigan as liable State are filed largely
by workers who go back to their homes in Ton-
nessco when there is a soasonal shut-down in
Michigan automobile manufacturing or related
fields, and rogularly roturn to Michigan for work
there.'®

The not migration of interstato claimants was
inward for half of the States of the South Atlantic
area and outward for the other half, This was
also true of the West North Contral States. Onthe
othor hand, workers migrating to States within the
West South Central and Pacific arcas filed more
claims for bonefits than did claimants who
moved out of these States during the year. All
States within the Mountain arca, oxcept Utal,
had more out-migration that in-migration. In
Wyoming the movement outward was approx-
imately four times the inward movement, and in
Arizona, Novada, and New Moxico tho outflow
oxceeded the influx by two-thirds or more.'
m{nrgnrot Torry, The Migration of Workera from Tennessee to
Michigan, Tennossce Unemployment Componsation Division, Deo. 1, 1040,

1 Comparisons betweon In-migration and out-migration are not valid for

tho District of Columbia and Wost Virginia in the SBouth Atlantio arca and
Montana in the Mountain States. 8ce footnote 8.
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Migration to Contiguous States and Other
Areas

Not only the volumeo of migration but also the
distance to which intorstato claimants migrato is
significant. About half the interstate workers who
filed claims during 1939 meroly moved into a
contiguous State. Many of the remainder filed
their claims thousands of miles from the State in
which thoy had accumulated benefit rights
(table 2).

More than 70 percent of the claimants who left
Arkansas, Declaware, Novada, New Hampshire,
Oregon, and Vermont cntered contiguous States,
while less than 30 percont of those who left
California, Montana, and Maine (which has only
oneo contiguous State) went across only one State
line. More than 70 percent of the interstatoe
claimants who ontered Delaware, Georgia, Massa-
chusetts, Nevada, New Hampshire, Vermont,
and Wisconsin, camo from contiguous States.
At tho other oxtreme, California, Florida, and
Maine acted as agent for adjacent States in less
than 30 percent of the claims. There was no
geographic concentration among the States which
received from or transmitted to adjacent States
large proportions of their claims, except in New
England where thero were several States in which
migration to or from adjacent States comprised
more than 70 percent of the interstato load.

New England was indeed the most self-contained
of all the arcas (chart 2). More than half the
claimants leaving States in that area remained
within the arca, and almost two-thirds (65 percent)
of the in-migrants were from other New England
States. About a fourth of the interstate claim-
ants of the New England vegion entered or left
the Middle Atlantic arca; all other parts of the
country, therefore, accounted for less than one-
fifth (18 percent) of the workers who migrated
from the New England States and slightly more
than one-tenth (12 percent) of the claimants
who came into these States. Part of the reason
for the large number of intra-arca claimants may
boe the inclusion of commuters or other workers
who are not counted as interstate workers in other
regions. For instance, the bulk of the claims
forwarded to Connecticut from Massachusetts and
Rhode Island were filed by individuals living in
these two States who commuted daily to their
work in Connecticut, as an agrcement among
these States allowed commuters to file claims in
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their resident States against Connecticut.!? Ver.
mont also has agreements with bordering States
whereby commuters may filo claims in theg,
States against Vermont’s funds.!8

17 Beo footnote 12.
1 Vermont Unemployment Compensation Commission, Facls and Figurey
Vol. 1, No. 1, (January-March 1939), p. 21. !

Table 2.—Percent of interstate initial claims received
Jrom or sent to contiguous States, and number of
States from or to which claims were received or sent,

1939

Pclic(lsnt of |lntc‘r?mm
clafms reecived (romn
or sent to States con- Number of States
tiguous to—
chgmphlsctdtlvlslon and ¥
ato ‘rom '
which il‘ 0 which
Liablo Agent | Interstato l":'“'“m
Btate Stato claims re. | €'81ms sent
ceived ns 23 agont
linblo Stato| State
Now England:
Connceticut......... 00.3 08.2 48 ']
Malno. ... __..____. 28.8 28.0 30 kA
Massachusetts. ... _. 63.0 72.7 50 4
Now Hampshire.._.. 83.8 7.8 41 28
Rhodo Island..___._. 62.0 08.5 42 k]
Vermont...._.._. . _. 76.2 72.2 20 7
Middte Atlantic:
Now Jersey.......... 48.2 58.6 490 U
New York._........_ 46.4 49. 4 50 [}
[’onnsrlvnnh\ ........ 88,4 65.8 50 1)
East North Central:
linols..__.. 37.2 40.2 50 4
Indiann.. 49.9 606. 1 40 9H
312 41.4 80 ®
45. 5 82.0 80 ]
58.8 76. 4 80 4
7.1 76.2 35 ]
............ 8R.3 | ...
31.0 18. 6 490 )
05. 5 72.0 44 4
50. 4 44.1 45
50.2 52.4 46 [
47.2 03.0 40 3
Virginla........... . 64.3 5.4 46 H“
West Virginia.___. ... 5.5 68.9 160 'Y
East 8outh Central:
Alabama. ... .. __. 806.7 50.0 44 i
Kontucky. 05.0 515 47 48
Migsissippi. . 02,5 58.3 40 1]
'fennesseo. . . 68.1 44.7 47 4§
West North Central:

OWD. ... ... 85.8 50. 1 48
Kansas.._..__.. 51.4 46.4 46 1
Minnesota..... 33.0 35.06 80
Missouri....... 40.0 40.5 49 i
Nebraska. ... 40.9 51.4 43 4
North Dakota. 52.7 41.0 a3 3B
South Dakota. . 5.8 0.7 34 »

West South Central
Arkansas__.__. 72.9 50.4 460 17
Loulsiana____ 66.0 03.7 45 4
Oklahoma..._. 2.0 58.4 45 43
TOXAS. .. oeeaaao 55.1 44.6 490 9
Mountain:
Arlzona___._ ... ... 57.3 53.8 48
Colorado. 37.4 48.9 49 4
Idaho.... 08.0 64,7 43 4
Montann 22.3 46.0 11 ¥
Novada.... 78. 5 73.0 45 [
Noew Moxico 08.8 65.1 41 i
aho_..__.._. 34.0 51.4 43 [}
Wyoming...... .. _.. 52.3 52.9 44 ]}
Paciflc:
California_..___._ ... 17. 4 10.8 50 49
73.4 69.8 47 48
42.0 32.8 16 a9
........................ 41 2
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 24 0
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The East South Central States and the Pacific
rogion had strongest ties with other parts of tho
country. Only about a fourth (27 percent) of the
claiments who moved away from one of the East
South Central States moved into another State in

tho same region, and about one-fifth (21 percent)
- .
Chart 2.—Percentage distribution of interstate initial

claims received as liable State and sent as agent
State, by geographic division, 1939}
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of the workers who came into one of theso States
wore fiom anothor State within the region. TFor
the Pacific Coast the corresponding percentages
were 29 and 19, As a mattor of fact, more claim-
ants cameo into cach of theso arcas from another
arca than from other States within the area. A
third (33 percont) of the interstate claimants en-
toring the IEast South Central States wore from
the East North Contral region, as compared with
21 porcent who moved within the arca; and more
than a fourth (27 porcent) of the claimants going
into one of the Pacific States came from the Moun-
tain region, as against 19 percont from other
Pacific States. Conversely, more claimants de-
parted from the Mountain States for Pacific
Coast doestinations than for other States within
the Mountain region.

With thesoe cxcoptions, intra-area mobility was
relatively greater than inter-aren movement. In
no ‘region except Now KEngland, however, did
intra-arca migration comprise as much as half the
interstato claim load.

Most of the inter-area migrants wont to adjoin-
ing areas. The Pacific rogion was the only ono
which oxerted a substantial drawing power on
distant regions; claimants who had migrated thore
accounted for 11 percent of all interstate workers
who left tho East North Central States, 23 per-
cont of those who had moved away from the
Woest North Central States, and 14 porcent of
those for which the West South Central States
wero liable. Thoe movement was by no means one
way, however; claimants moving away from the
Pacific Coast represented 16 percent of the work-
ers who later filed interstato claims in the West
North Central States and 13 porcont of tho
migrants to the West South Central region.

It must be noted that, in spite of the consider-
able movement between adjoining States and
arcas, there was also a general scattering of claim-
ants throughout the country (table 2). Of the 50
jurisdictions for which complete data are avail-
able,’® only 2, Vermont and Hawaii, recoived
claims from less than 30 other States during the
year, and 44 States received claims from 40 or
moro other States; in 31 of the 44 States, workors

wont to at least 46 other Statos.

1 Thero 18 no record of movements out of the District of Columbia.
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