
Interstate Industrial Migration as Reflected in 
Claims for Unemployment Compensa

tion Filed in 1939* 
T H E I N T E R S T A T E M O V E M E N T of industr ia l workers 
has long been an accepted factor in our American 
economy. I n the nineteenth century Paul B u n 
y a n , the m y t h i c a l lumberjack, and John H e n r y , 
the rai lroad worker, moved f rom State to State 
along w i t h the miners who were fo l lowing the 
discovery of new veins of ore, the journeymen 
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 industr ia l workers was almost com
pletely overshadowed b y the mass exodus of the 
Joads and their neighbors, the ruined farmers and 
sharecroppers, who wandered up and down b o t h 
coasts looking for f a r m w o r k . The nonagricul
t u r a l worker , however, was also ever on the move. 
I n some instances, t rave l was par t of his j o b — t h e 
travel ing salesman, the circus performer, the tele
phone l ineman, or the hotel worker fo l lowing 
vacationists n o r t h i n the summer and south in the 
winter . I n other instances he moved irregular ly , 
t o get a better j ob or because he had lost his o ld 
job . He was then either looking for w o r k i n a 
place where he thought he would have a better 
chance to find i t , or he was going home where i t 
wou ld no t cost so much to l ive . 

The demand for workers under the defense pro
gram has brought about a new group of industr ia l 
migrants , constantly increasing i n number. B u i l d 
ing huge A r m y cantonments requires thousands 
of construction workers ; new gun factories and 
other industr ia l plants draw their labor force 
f rom the N a t i o n as a whole, once the local sources 
of labor are exhausted. According to a con
gressional committee, i t is estimated t h a t a m i n i 
m u m of 2 m i l l i o n workers w i l l move to defense 
centers and the t o t a l of defense migrants m a y 
approach 5 mi l l i on when the defense program 
swings i n t o f u l l product ion . 1 

As a result of the operation of the unemploy

m e n t compensation system, in format ion has ac
cumulated under the interstate benefit-payment 
plan as to the numbers and movements of covered 
industr ia l workers who filed out-of-state claims 
dur ing 1939, a period before the defense program 
became fu l ly operative. 

* P r e p a r e d i n the R e s e a r c h a n d S t a t i s t i c s D i v i s i o n , B u r e a u of E m p l o y m e n t 
S e c u r i t y . 

1 U . S. House o f R e p r e s e n t a t i v e s S e l e c t C o m m i t t e e ) t o I n v e s t i g a t e I n t e r 
s t a t e M i g r a t i o n . . . Interstate Migration, 1941, p . 5. 

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 Economic Security, it 
was recognized t h a t industr ia l migrants would 
constitute a special problem. 2 Among other 
reasons, the lack of data w i t h respect to the 
magnitude and nature of the interstate move
ment of industr ia l workers made i t extremely 
di f f icult to formulate more than a recommenda
t ion 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. T o 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 " e m p l o y m e n t " so as to allocate 
the worker 's entire service to t h a t State in which 
he would most l ike ly become unemployed and 
seek w o r k . 3 A l l b u t 3 of the 51 jurisdict ions have 
now adopted this def init ion. 

I n add i t i on , under each State unemployment 
compensation law, broad authorizat ion was given 
the State agency administering the law to enter 

2 Committee on Economic S e c u r i t y , R e p o r t to the Pres ident , 1935, p . 16. 
3 The d e f i n i t i o n o f e m p l o y m e n t p r o v i d e s t h a t all o f a n i n d i v i d u a l ' s services 

s h a l l be c o v e r e d i f h i s s e r v i c e s are l o c a l i z e d i n the S t a t e , i. e., if he per forms 
n o s e r v i c e s o u t s i d e the S t a t e e x c e p t t h o s e i n c i d e n t a l t o h i s e m p l o y m e n t w i t h i n 
the S t a t e . I f , o n s u c h a b a s i s , the w o r k c a n n o t be a s s i g n e d t o a n y one State, 
i t i s then a s s i g n e d t o the State in w h i c h he p e r f o r m s s o m e s e r v i c e a n d i n w h i c h 
is l o c a t e d h i s base o f o p e r a t i o n s o r p l a c e f r o m w h i c h the w o r k is d i r e c t e d or 
c o n t r o l l e d . I f the base o f o p e r a t i o n s o r place f r o m w h i c h the w o r k is d i rec ted 
o r c o n t r o l l e d is n o t i n a n y S t a t e in w h i c h he w o r k s , t h e n h i s t o t a l services 
are a s s i g n e d t o the S t a t e i n w h i c h he r e s i d e s , if he p e r f o r m s a n y serv ices in 
t h a t S t a t e . 



into reciprocal arrangements w i t h other State and 
Federal unemployment compensation agencies i n 
order to pay benefits to an unemployed worker 
through a single agency. 

The development of an administrat ive p lan for 
paying benefits to workers who move f rom State to 
State was first undertaken in M a r c h 1937 at a 
meeting of the Interstate Conference of Unem
ployment Compensation Agencies, an organization 
composed of administrators of the State unem
ployment compensation systems.4 A t this t ime a 
committee was appointed to devise plans for 
handling the claims of workers who cross State 
lines. B y the next meeting of the Conference, i n 
October 1937, the committee had prepared an 
interstate benefit-payment p lan, which the Con
ference adopted. The p lan was to become oper
ative on condition t h a t a m a j o r i t y of States signed 
the notice of acceptance. A l though by the early 
part of 1938 a m a j o r i t y of States had subscribed to 
the plan, procedures for effectuating the program 
were not developed u n t i l A p r i l of tha t year. The 
New 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. I n the other States very 
few interstate payments were made dur ing the first 
months of 1938. B y the end of the year, how
ever, the uni form plan was operating i n a number 
of States, and at the close of 1939 all States, w i t h 
the exception of the D i s t r i c t of Columbia, were 
paying benefits on out-of-state claims under the 
interstate benefit-payment plan. 5 

This plan, i n effect, is an agreement under 
which State employment security agencies act as 
registration and claims agents for each other and 
on behalf of interstate workers. The State which 
takes the claim of an interstate worker and for
wards i t to another State is k n o w n as the agent 
State; the State which receives the c laim and 
processes i t for payment purposes is known as the 
liable State. The plan provides t h a t an unem
ployed ind iv idual who has worked i n covered 
employment State and whose earnings are suffi
cient to make h i m eligible for unemployment com
pensation in that State m a y receive benefits f rom 
that State in case he is unemployed after moving to 

another State. A c laimant must f irst exhaust 
whatever benefit r ights he has i n the State of his 
currant residence before he files a c laim on another 
State. L i a b i l i t y thereafter is determined by the 
order of employment; the State of earliest em
ployment is the State of first l i a b i l i t y . 

The mechanics of the agreement under which 
interstate claimants are paid are simple. The 
unemployed interstate worker reports a t a local 
employment office, registers for work , and files 
a c laim for benefits jus t as the intrastate worker 
does. Special forms, standard throughout the 
country , are used i n tak ing the c la im of an interstate worker. The agent State makes no decision 
concerning the interstate worker 's r ights under 
the law of the liable State, b u t merely obtains the 
in format ion indicated on the c la im form. A t the 
close of each day, out-of-state i n i t i a l claims filed 
a t local employment offices of the agent State are 
forwarded to central offices of liable States for 
determination as to the individuals ' benefit r ights . 

As y e t the p lan provides for payments of benefits 
only to those claimants whose earnings are 
sufficient to establish r ights under the qual i fy ing 
standards of a single State law. 6 Commuters 
who trave l da i ly from their homes to jobs i n 
adjoining States are excluded f rom the p lan on 
the assumption t h a t they are attached to the labor 
market of the liable State and hence would nor 
m a l l y look for work i n the local i ty to which they 
formerly commuted. However, since weekly re
por t ing a t employment offices i n the c i t y or t own 
to which the worker commuted often places a 
financial burden on a c la imant , the plan allows 
the State agencies to arrange a modif icat ion of 
procedures, whereby commuters i n certain regions 
may file interstate claims i n the State of residence. 
A few States have made such arrangements. 7 

4 I n O c t o b e r 1939 the o r g a n i z a t i o n c h a n g e d i t s name t o the I n t e r s t a t e 
Conference o f E m p l o y m e n t S e c u r i t y A g e n c i e s . 

5 The D i s t r i c t of C o l u m b i a b e g a n t o a c c e p t l i a b i l i t y f o r i n i t i a l I n t e r s t a t e 
c l a i m s o n J u l y 1, 1940, a f t e r i t s l a w h a d b e e n a m e n d e d . 

6 L e g i s l a t i o n h a s b e e n r e c o m m e n d e d b y the S o c i a l S e c u r i t y B o a r d t o the 
S t a t e s f o r the p u r p o s e o f a u t h o r i z i n g them t o enter i n t o r e c i p r o c a l a r r a n g e 
m e n t s u n d e r w h i c h se rv i ces c o n s t i t u t i n g e m p l o y m e n t u n d e r the l a w o f one 
S t a t e m a y c o n s t i t u t e e m p l o y m e n t u n d e r t h e l a w o f the o t h e r S t a t e , a n d a s t u d y 
i s i n p r o g r e s s o n the administrative p r o b l e m s i n v o l v e d i n s u c h a p o o l i n g o f 
w a g e c r e d i t s e a r n e d i n m o r e t h a n one S t a t e . 

7 C o n n e c t i c u t has n o r e g u l a t i o n l i m i t i n g the r i g h t s o f c o m m u t e r s t o file 
c l a i m s i n t h e i r r e s i d e n t S t a t e a g a i n s t C o n n e c t i c u t . I n o t h e r p a r t s o f the 
N e w E n g l a n d a r e a , w h e r e c o m m u t i n g b e t w e e n S t a t e s is f a i r l y c o m m o n , 
c o m m u t e r c l a i m a n t s f r e q u e n t l y are a l l o w e d t o file in the S t a t e i n w h i c h 
t h e y r e s i d e . 

Limitations of the Data 
M i g r a t i o n of covered industr ia l workers who 

became unemployed and filed claims for benefits 
was reflected for the first t ime dur ing 1939 through 



m o n t h l y reports of the State employment security 
agencies to the Social Security Board . These 
reports give the number of i n i t i a l claims received 
a t the central office of the liable State, classified 
according to the agent State f rom which they came. 
T h e y indicate roughly the number of interstate 
covered workers who filed claims for unemploy
ment benefits dur ing 1939. The figures, however, 
are subject to significant l imi tat ions . 

U n t i l J u l y 1939, the circumstances under which 
an i n i t i a l c laim m i g h t be filed were n o t specified 
under the interstate benefit-payment p lan . A f te r 
t h a t date, when uni form instructions were given 
to a l l local employment offices throughout the 
country , a c la imant was required to file an in ter 
state i n i t i a l c laim no t only when first app ly ing for 
benefits, b u t also when he moved into another 

agent State or into another local i ty in the same 
agent State ; i f he exhausted his benefit rights from 
one liable State and wished to c laim benefits from 
another State which m i g h t be l iable ; or even after 
a period of 2 weeks or more dur ing which he had 
ceased to file claims against the liable State. 
Thus , a single c la imant m i g h t be represented by 
three or four i n i t i a l claims. On the other hand, 
some of the liable States which received the initial 
c laim forms and made the reports counted only 
claims whi ch actual ly required a determination 
of benefit r ights at the beginning of the benefit 
year. On the whole, however, although there is 
undoubtedly some duplicat ion in the count, the 
number of i n i t i a l claims reported approximates 
the m a x i m u m 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 

G e o g r a p h i c , d i v i s i o n 
a n d S t a t e 

I n t r a 
s t a t e 

c l a i m s 
r e c e i v e d 1 

I n t e r s t a t e c l a i m s 
r e c e i v e d a s — 

I n t e r s t a t e c l a i m s as 
p e r c e n t o f i n t r a 
s t a t e c l a i m s — Geographic d i v i s i o n 

a n d S t a t e 

I n t r a 
s t a t e 

c l a i m s 
r e c e i v e d 1 

I n t e r s t a t e c l a i m s 
received a s — 

I n t e r s t a t e c la ims as 
p e r c e n t of in t ra 
s t a t e c l a i m s — G e o g r a p h i c , d i v i s i o n 

a n d S t a t e 

I n t r a 
s t a t e 

c l a i m s 
r e c e i v e d 1 

L i a b l e 
S t a t e 

A g e n t 
S t a t e 

L i a b l e 
S t a t e 

A g e n t 
S t a t e 

Geographic d i v i s i o n 
a n d S t a t e 

I n t r a 
s t a t e 

c l a i m s 
r e c e i v e d 1 

L i a b l e 
S t a t e 

A g e n t 
S t a t e 

L i a b l e 
S t a t e 

Agent 
State 

T o t a l 2 7,218,886 3 323,526 323,526 4 4.5 2 4 . 5 W e s t N o r t h C e n t r a l 477,286 34 ,081 34 ,048 7 .1 7.1 

N e w E n g l a n d 693,907 29 ,486 25,705 4 . 2 3 .7 
I o w a 89 ,011 4,960 5,490 5.6 6.2 

N e w E n g l a n d 693,907 29 ,486 25,705 4 . 2 3 .7 K a n s a s 6 0 , 2 4 0 7,863 6,818 13 .1 11.3 
C o n n e c t i c u t 96,544 8 ,189 3 ,576 8.5 3 .7 M i n n e s o t a 107,526 5 ,317 4 ,322 4.9 4.0 
M a i n e 74 ,289 2 ,657 2 ,554 3.6 3.4 M i s s o u r i 161,887 9,738 11,646 6.0 7.2 
M a s s a c h u s e t t s 383 ,887 9 ,276 12,360 2 .4 3 . 2 N e b r a s k a 39 ,141 3,989 3,555 10.2 9.1 
N e w H a m p s h i r e 30 ,420 4 ,693 2 ,856 15.4 9 .4 N o r t h D a k o t a 10,986 1,167 1,071 10.6 9.7 
R h o d e I s l a n d 94 ,424 3,273 3 ,275 3 .5 3.5 8 o u t h D a k o t a 8,495 1,047 1,146 12.3 13.5 
Vermont 14,343 1,398 1,084 9.7 7.6 W e s t S o u t h C e n t r a l 432,983 33,160 44 ,706 7.7 10.3 

M i d d l e A t l a n t i c 2 ,259 ,151 4 2 , 1 5 1 38,656 1.9 1.7 A r k a n s a s 62 ,747 4 ,811 8 ,300 7.7 13.2 
New Jersey 324,909 8 ,785 6,927 2 . 7 2 . 1 L o u i s i a n a 77 ,900 5 ,178 5,976 6,6 7.7 
N e w Y o r k 1 ,072,201 22,975 18,753 2 . 1 1.7 O k l a h o m a 82 ,509 9 ,109 14,001 11.0 17.0 
P e n n s y l v a n i a 862,041 10,391 12,976 1.2 1.5 T e x a s 14 209,827 14,062 16,429 6 .7 7.8 

E a s t N o r t h C e n t r a l 5 1,335,072 54,249 34 ,152 5 3 .8 5 2 . 1 M o u n t a i n 15 167,075 15 35 ,705 24 ,208 15 21 .4 15 14.2 
I l l i n o i s 6 326,618 14,154 12,086 4 .3 2.6 A r i z o n a 15,304 6 ,731 3 ,852 4 4 . 0 25.2 
I n d i a n a 211,920 5 ,412 6,406 2.6 3 .0 C o l o r a d o 52,916 5,904 5,882 11.2 11.1 
M i c h i g a n 417,732 20 ,321 5,344 4 .9 1.3 I d a h o 18,515 5,295 3,585 28.6 19.4 
O h i o 378,802 11 ,421 7,360 3.0 1.9 M o n t a n a 6 14,028 1,841 1,769 13.1 8.9 
W i s c o n s i n (7) 2 ,941 2 ,956 (7) (7) Nevada 9,868 3,292 1,916 33 .4 19.7 

S o u t h A t l a n t i c 8 816,776 37 ,628 41 ,786 9 5.5 10 5.0 N e w M e x i c o 18,834 4 ,727 2 ,572 2 5 . 1 13.7 
D e l a w a r e 19,390 1,671 1,175 8.6 6.1 U t a h 23,019 3 ,270 3 ,380 14.2 14.7 
D i s t r i c t o f C o l u m 

b i a 22,550 (11) 4,069 (11) 18.2 
W y o m i n g 14,591 4 ,645 1,222 31.8 8.4 D i s t r i c t o f C o l u m 

b i a 22,550 (11) 4,069 (11) 18.2 P a c i f i c 703,656 33,817 52 ,468 4 .8 7.5 
F l o r i d a 98 ,205 9 ,441 10,120 9.6 10.3 C a l i f o r n i a 489,344 22,976 35 ,407 4.7 7.2 
G e o r g i a 107,622 4 ,923 6,679 4.6 6.2 O r e g o n 77,394 4 ,743 5,751 6.1 7.4 
M a r y l a n d 9 1 , 2 6 9 5 ,003 3 , 7 6 1 5 .5 4 . 1 W a s h i n g t o n 136,918 6,098 11,307 4.5 8.3 
N o r t h C a r o l i n a 12 123,941 6 ,118 4,416 12 3.6 12 2.6 T e r r i t o r i e s : 
8 n u t h C a r o l i n a 100,541 2 ,068 2 ,720 2 . 1 2 .7 A l a s k a 2 ,979 3 ,789 440 127.2 14.8 
V i r g i n i a 8 7 , 3 1 1 6 ,878 4 ,668 7 .9 5 .3 H a w a i i 7 ,910 272 239 3.4 3.0 
W e s t V i r g i n i a 165,947 13 1,526 4 ,148 (11) 2.5 U n a l l o c a t e d 16 2,337 

E a s t S o u t h C e n t r a l 322 ,091 19,188 24 ,781 6.0 7 .7 
A l a b a m a 79,118 5 ,355 5 ,359 6.8 6.8 
K e n t u c k y 109,054 4 ,543 6 ,983 4 . 2 6.4 
M i s s i s s i p p i 43 ,585 3 ,550 3.911 8 . 1 9.0 
Tennessee 90 ,334 5 ,740 8 ,528 6.4 9.4 

1 R e p r e s e n t s n e w c l a i m s d i s p o s e d o f , m i n u s i n t e r s t a t e i n i t i a l c l a i m s 
r e c e i v e d as l i a b l e S t a t e . 

2 E x c l u d e s N o r t h C a r o l i n a f o r J a n u a r y - M a r c h , I l l i n o i s a n d M o n t a n a f o r 
J a n u a r y - J u n e , a n d W i s c o n s i n f o r the entire y e a r . 

3 E x c l u d e s D i s t r i c t o f C o l u m b i a f o r entire year, I l l i n o i s a n d M o n t a n a f o r 
J a n u a r y - J u n e , a n d W e s t V i r g i n i a f o r J a n u a r y - J u l y 14. 

4 E x c l u d e s D i s t r i c t o f C o l u m b i a , W e s t V i r g i n i a , a n d W i s c o n s i n f o r entire 
y e a r ; I l l i n o i s a n d M o n t a n a f o r J a n u a r y - J u n e ; a n d N o r t h C a r o l i n a f o r the 
p e r i o d J a n u a r y - M a r c h . 

5 E x c l u d e s I l l i n o i s f o r J a n u a r y - J u n e , a n d W i s c o n s i n f o r entire y e a r . 
6 B e n e f i t s w e r e f i r s t p a y a b l e J u l y 1939. 

7 D a t a are n o t a v a i l a b l e 
8 E x c l u d e s N o r t h C a r o l i n a f o r J a n u a r y - M a r c h . 

9 E x c l u d e s D i s t r i c t o f C o l u m b i a a n d W e s t V i r g i n i a f or entire y e a r a n d 
N o r t h C a r o l i n a f o r t h e p e r i o d J a n u a r y - M a r c h . 

10 E x c l u d e s N o r t h C a r o l i n a f o r the p e r i o d J a n u a r y - M a r c h . 
11 The D i s t r i c t o f C o l u m b i a a c c e p t e d n o o u t - o f - S t a t e i n i t i a l c l a i m s as 

l i a b l e State d u r i n g 1939. 
12 D a t a o n n e w c l a i m s in N o r t h C a r o l i n a w e r e n o t a v a i l a b l e f o r the period 

J a n u a r y - M a r c h ; t h e r e f o r e the i n t r a s t a t e c l a i m l o a d a n d the r a t i o s are based 
o n f i g u r e s w h i c h e x c l u d e t h i s p e r i o d . 

13 W e s t V i r g i n i a a c c e p t e d n o o u t - o f - S t a t e i n i t i a l c l a i m s as l i a b l e State 
p r i o r t o J u l y 16, 1939; therefore n o r a t i o s h a v e b e e n c o m p u t e d . 

14 E s t i m a t e d . 
15 E x c l u d e s M o n t a n a for J a n u a r y - J u n e . 

16 R e p r e s e n t s i n i t i a l c l a i m s r e c e i v e d as l i a b l e S t a t e f o r w h i c h b r e a k - d o w n 
b y a g e n t S t a t e w a s n o t r e p o r t e d . 



Throughout the fo l lowing discussion, therefore, 
it should be kept clearly i n m i n d t h a t the te rm 
"interstate m i g r a n t s " refers actual ly to in ter 
state in i t ia l claims filed and t h a t i t means only 
those workers who become unemployed and file 
claims for benefits after mov ing to another State, 
not all migrant workers i n general. The t e r m 
"intrastate c la imants" refers to new claims filed 
by workers w i t h i n the State in which their em
ployment took place. 

Other l imitat ions inherent i n the unemployment 
compensation system introduce qualifications t h a t 
must be considered i n any interpretat ion of the 
data. The exclusion of certain types of workers, 
such as agricultural laborers, domestic servants, 
and railroad employees (the la t ter group were 
included before J u l y 1, 1939, b u t were excluded 
after that date when they came under the jur isdic 
tion of a separate Federal system) definitely pre
cludes the possibil ity t h a t such data are representa
tive of the migrat ion pat tern of a l l industries i n the 
United States. Government workers of a l l types, 
employees of nonprof i t inst i tut ions , domestic ser
vants in pr ivate homes, sailors, and individuals 
employed by members of their families are outside 
the scope of the unemployment compensation 
system. I n many States, workers for small firms 
are not covered. I n addit ion , the e l ig ib i l i ty 
conditions of State laws affect 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 a t t e m p t to file. 
Certainly i t is probable t h a t some migratory 
covered workers who are unemployed fa i l to file 
claims, part i cu lar ly workers who move across 
State lines. Furthermore , migrants who get jobs 
immediately after mov ing to other States are n o t 
included in the figures. F i n a l l y , i t must be borne 
in mind that the data cover only a 1-year period, 
and that any generalizations drawn f rom the 
figures must be tentat ive i n character. 

Volume of Interstate Migration 
Approximately 324,000 workers moved across 

State lines dur ing 1939 and filed interstate claims 
for benefits. 8 Th is figure represented 4.5 percent 

of the intrastate i n i t i a l c laim load (table 1). 
This relationship was not un i f o rm throughout the 
country , however. I n some areas the relative 
volume of interstate workers reached much higher 
proportions than i n others. Furthermore , a net 
outf low of labor took place i n some regions and a 
net inf lux i n others. 

The States i n the Rocky M o u n t a i n area had 
the highest relative number of interstate c la im
ants ; for every 100 intrastate claimants i n the area, 
21 claimants le f t one of the States comprising the 
region and 14 out-of-state claimants moved into 
one of them. 

The M i d d l e A t l a n t i c States had the smallest 
relative proportion of interstate c laimants; only 
1.9 claimants moved away f r om one of these 
States and 1.7 moved i n , for each 100 intrastate 
claimants. However, the 42,000 workers who 
left States i n this area numbered 18 percent more 
than the interstate claimants who left the M o u n 
ta in States. A l though the interstate migrants i n 
the heavi ly populated and industrial ized M i d d l e 
A t l a n t i c area were relat ively un impor tant w i t h i n 
the area, because of the size of the c laim load, 
they represented a significant proport ion of the 
to ta l number of interstate claimants throughout 
the country . 

As a whole, the rat io of interstate to intrastate 
claimants was considerably lower i n the regions 
east of the Mississippi than i n the western p a r t of 
the country . There was only one of the five 
areas of the E a s t 9 i n which the claimants crossing 
State lines averaged more than 7 for each 100 
intrastate claims—the East South Central area, 
i n t o whose States nearly 8 workers came for each 
100 intrastate claimants. I n the four areas of 
the West , 1 0 on the other hand , the only region i n 
which the interstate load fell below a rat io of 7 
to every 100 i n the intrastate load was the Pacific 
Coast, where about 5 claimants le f t one of the 
Pacific States for every 100 interstate claimants. 

The relative lightness of interstate movement 
i n the eastern States is further indicated b y data 
for the ind iv idua l States. Of the 27 eastern 
jurisdict ions, there were on ly 3 whose interstate 
claimants amounted to more than 10 percent of 

8 T h i s c o u n t is n o t complete, since there were 4 States w h i c h a c c e p t e d 
i n i t i a l c l a i m s for f o r w a r d i n g t o o t h e r S t a t e s t h r o u g h o u t the y e a r b u t d i d n o t 
act as liable S t a t e s f or the e n t i r e p e r i o d : I l l i n o i s a n d M o n t a n a b e g a n p a y i n g 
benefits i n J u l y 1939; W e s t V i r g i n i a a s s u m e d l i a b i l i t y f o r interstate c l a i m s 
o n l y a f t e r J u l y 15, 1939; a n d the D i s t r i c t o f C o l u m b i a d i d n o t a s s u m e s u c h 
l i a b i l i t y a t a n y time d u r i n g the y e a r . 

9 The E a s t i n c l u d e s N e w E n g l a n d , the M i d d l e A t l a n t i c , E a s t N o r t h 
C e n t r a l , S o u t h A t l a n t i c , a n d E a s t S o u t h C e n t r a l areas . 

10 The W e s t i n c l u d e s the W e s t N o r t h C e n t r a l , W e s t S o u t h C e n t r a l , 
M o u n t a i n , a n d Pacific areas . 



the ir intrastate load: i n the D i s t r i c t of Columbia 
and Flor ida , 18 and 10 claimants, respectively, 
migrated to every 100 intrastate c laimants; i n 
N e w Hampshire 15 claimants moved away for 
each 100 who remained. 

A m o n g the 22 western States, in contrast, there 
were 16 in which interstate migrants f i l ing claims 
f r om w i t h i n or w i t h o u t the State were equal to 
more than 10 percent of al l intrastate claimants. 
Arizona had the heaviest load, w i t h 44 workers 
f i l ing claims against i t f rom outside the State to 
each 100 resident claimants, b u t 4 other States 
had in-migrations or out-migrat ions exceeding the 
highest load i n the East. Interstate migrants f i l ing 
claims f rom elsewhere against Nevada, W y o m i n g , 
Idaho, and New Mexico represented 33 , 32 , 29 , 
and 25 workers, respectively, per 100 intrastate 
claimants. For every 100 intrastate claims, the 
Alaska agency received 127 claims as liable State, 
p r i m a r i l y f rom seasonal m i n i n g and cannery 
workers who went south dur ing the off season. 
Jobless claimants entering these States f rom other 
States were also re lat ive ly numerous; for each 100 

intrastate claimants, 25 came into Arizona, 20 
i n t o Nevada, 19 i n t o Idaho , and 15 into Alaska. 

Several States had 10,000 or more interstate 
claimants leaving or entering. There were large 
movements in to F lor ida , Massachusetts, Missouri, 
Oklahoma, and Washington ; out of Michigan and 
Ohio ; and into as wel l as out of Cal i fornia, Illinois, 
New Y o r k , Pennsylvania, and Texas. 

A b o u t one- th ird of the States had almost equal 
numbers of claimants entering and leaving. How
ever, a t least 1.8 and up to 8.6 times as many 
claimants le f t Alaska, Connecticut, Michigan, 
New Mexico , and W y o m i n g as came into these 
States (chart 1 ) . I n Arizona, Nevada, New 
Hampshire , and Ohio there was also a net out
ward movement, a l though the ratios ran only 
between 1.5 and 1.7. A t the opposite end of the 
scale, about half as m a n y claimants left Arkansas 
and Washington as came into those States. About 
two- th i rds as many left as entered Cali fornia, Ken
tucky , Oklahoma, and Tennessee. 

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

C h a r t 1.—Number of interstate initial claims received as liable State as percent of number received as agent State, 
by State, 1939 1 

1 E x c l u d e s D i s t r i c t o f C o l u m b i a , because n o c l a i m s w e r e a c c e p t e d as l i a b l e S t a t e in 1939. 



England area than entered dur ing the year. I n 
Connecticut the volume of out -migrat ion was more 
than double the in -migrat ion . M a n y claims for 
which States i n New England were liable came 
from New Y o r k , New Jersey, Pennsylvania, F l o r 
ida, and Cali fornia. Those which came to Con
necticut from Flor ida represented workers i n serv
ice industries i n the m a i n , while many of those 
received from Cali fornia were filed by workers i n 
the airplane industry who had gone to t h a t State 
to try to get employment in the airplane factories. 1 2 

I n the M i d d l e A t l a n t i c area, New Y o r k and 
New Jersey received about a f o u r t h more claims 
as liable State than were taken as agent State. 
About 20 percent of the claims for which New 
York was liable came from Flor ida and C a l i 
fornia, and these two States contr ibuted about 
15 percent to the interstate load for which New 
Jersey was liable. New Y o r k analyzed the 
group of workers who had filed claims from 
Florida from A p r i l 1 to September 15, 1940, and 
found that about 60 percent of them had the type 
of employment experience which would normal ly 
lead them to seek work in a resort State. 1 3 

Among the m a j o r i t y of States i n the East 
North Central area, the migrat ion was largely 
outward. I n this area, Mich igan had the largest 
out-migration, w i t h a rate of 3.8 claimants 
leaving to every worker entering. F r o m a study 
made in Mich igan of the interstate claims for 
which i t was liable dur ing 1939, i t is possible to 
obtain detailed in format ion about its migrants . 1 4 

While almost 20 percent of the i n i t i a l claims filed 
against Michigan came from the adjacent States 
of Indiana, Ohio, and Wisconsin, nearly 25 
percent came from K e n t u c k y , Tennessee, West 
Virginia, and Pennsylvania. Furthermore , m i 
grants frequently had insufficient earnings to 
qualify them for benefits. M o r e t h a n one-third 
of their interstate claims were disallowed by 
Michigan in the 2 years J u l y 1938-June 1940, 
although less than one-eighth of a l l claims ( i n t r a 
state and interstate) were denied i n t h a t period. 
Partly because a re lat ively small number of the 

interstate claimants were women, whose earnings 
are less t h a n those of the male workers, the average 
weekly benefit amount of the out-of-State c l a i m 
ants to w h o m Mich igan paid benefits was only 
s l ight ly less than the average for a l l claimants 
and even exceeded the la t ter figure i n each 
industry except automobile manufactur ing and 
transportat ion . However, the average m a x i m u m 
durat ion allowed the interstate group was lower 
than t h a t allowed al l claimants no t only as a 
group b u t in every industry , and nearly three-
fourths of the interstate claimants exhausted 
their benefit r ights i n contrast to less t h a n hal f 
of the claimants as a whole. 

A small sample study of the Mich igan data i n d i 
cated t h a t 49 percent of the interstate claimants 
who exhausted their Mich igan benefit rights dur ing 
the benefit year ending June 30 , 1939, and 72 percent of those who did not exhaust their r ights were 
reemployed i n Mich igan between January 1939 
and M a r c h 1940. Thus , i t appears t h a t those 
interstate claimants may re turn to their homes 
dur ing periods of unemployment b u t again come 
back to the State i n which they once had work . 
This conclusion is confirmed by a study of migra 
t i on between Mich igan and Tennessee, which 
indicates t h a t the claims filed in Tennessee 
against Mich igan as liable State are filed largely 
by workers who go back to their homes i n T e n 
nessee when there is a seasonal shut-down i n 
Mich igan automobile manufactur ing or related 
fields, and regularly r e t u r n to Mich igan for w o r k 
there. 1 5 

The net migrat ion of interstate claimants was 
inward for half of the States of the South A t l a n t i c 
area and outward for the other half. This was 
also true of the West N o r t h Central States. On the 
other hand, workers migrat ing to States w i t h i n the 
West South Central and Pacific areas filed more 
claims for benefits than d id claimants who 
moved out of those States dur ing the year. A l l 
States w i t h i n the M o u n t a i n area, except U t a h , 
had more out -migrat ion than in -migrat ion . I n 
W y o m i n g the movement outward was approx
imate ly four times the inward movement, and i n 
Arizona, Nevada, and New Mexico the outf low 
exceeded the influx by two-thirds or more. 1 6 

12 C o n n e c t i c u t D e p a r t m e n t o f L a b o r and F a c t o r y I n s p e c t i o n , Monthly 
Bulletin of Placement and Unemployment Compensation Division, V o l . 5, 
No . 6 ( J u n e 1940), p . 4. 

13 N e w Y o r k S t a t e D e p a r t m e n t o f L a b o r , D i v i s i o n o f P l a c e m e n t a n d 
U n e m p l o y m e n t I n s u r a n c e , The Employment Review, V o l . 2, N o . 12 ( D e c e m 
ber 1940), p . 538. 

14 U . S. House o f R e p r e s e n t a t i v e s , Se lec t C o m m i t t e e t o I n v e s t i g a t e I n t e r 
state M i g r a t i o n . . . Interstate Migration, C h i c a g o h e a r i n g s , p t . 3, 
1940, p p . 1195-1210. 

15 Buchanan, M a r g a r e t T e r r y , The Migration of Workers from Tennessee to 
Michigan, T e n n e s s e e U n e m p l o y m e n t C o m p e n s a t i o n D i v i s i o n , D e c . 1 , 1940. 

16 C o m p a r i s o n s b e t w e e n i n - m i g r a t i o n a n d o u t - m i g r a t i o n are n o t v a l i d f o r 
the D i s t r i c t o f C o l u m b i a a n d W e s t V i r g i n i a in the S o u t h A t l a n t i c a r e a a n d 
M o n t a n a i n the M o u n t a i n S t a t e s . See f o o t n o t e 8. 



Table 2.—Percent of interstate initial claims received 
from or sent to contiguous States, and number of 
States from or to which claims were received or sent 
1939 

G e o g r a p h i c d i v i s i o n a n d 
S t a t e 

P e r c e n t o f i n t e r s t a t e 
c l a i m s r e c e i v e d f r o m 
o r s e n t t o S t a t e s c o n 
t i g u o u s t o — 

N u m b e r o f States 

G e o g r a p h i c d i v i s i o n a n d 
S t a t e 

Liable 
S t a t e 

A g e n t 
S t a t e 

F r o m 
w h i c h 

I n t e r s t a t e 
c l a i m s r e 
c e i v e d as 

l i a b l e S t a t e 

T o which 
Interstate 

c la ims sent 
as agent 

State 

N e w E n g l a n d : 
C o n n e c t i c u t 60.3 6 8 . 2 48 43 
M a i n e 2 8 . 8 2 8 . 0 36 33 
M a s s a c h u s e t t s 6 3 . 0 7 2 . 7 50 48 
N e w H a m p s h i r e 8 3 . 8 77 .5 41 38 
R h o d e I s l a n d 6 2 . 0 6 8 . 5 42 34 
V e r m o n t 7 6 . 2 7 2 . 2 29 27 

M i d d l e A t l a n t i c : 
N e w J e r s e y 4 8 . 2 58.6 49 44 
N e w Y o r k 45 .4 49 .4 50 49 
P e n n s y l v a n i a 5 8 . 4 6 5 . 8 50 49 

E a s t N o r t h C e n t r a l : 
I l l i n o i s 3 7 . 2 4 9 . 2 50 48 
I n d i a n a 49.9 66.1 49 49 
M i c h i g a n 3 1 . 2 41 .4 50 49 
O h i o 45.5 52.6 50 49 
W i s c o n s i n 56.5 76 .4 50 46 

S o u t h A t l a n t i c : 
D e l a w a r e 7 4 . 1 7 5 . 2 35 36 
D i s t . o f C o l u m b i a 58 .3 48 
F l o r i d a 3 4 . 0 18.5 49 48 
G e o r g i a 65.5 7 2 . 0 44 47 
M a r y l a n d 56.4 4 4 . 1 45 43 
N o r t h C a r o l i n a 56.2 5 2 . 4 46 46 
8 o u t h C a r o l i n a 4 7 . 2 6 3 . 0 40 38 
V i r g i n i a 64.3 54 .4 46 44 
W e s t V i r g i n i a 50.5 68.9 46 43 

E a s t S o u t h C e n t r a l : 
A l a b a m a 56.7 56.6 44 47 
K e n t u c k y 65.9 51.5 47 48 
M i s s i s s i p p i 62.5 5 8 . 3 40 44 
T e n n e s s e e 5 8 . 1 4 4 . 7 47 43 

W e s t N o r t h C e n t r a l : 
I o w a 55.5 59.1 48 46 
K a n s a s 51.4 4 6 . 4 46 47 
M i n n e s o t a 33.6 35.6 50 46 
M i s s o u r i 49.0 46.5 49 47 
N e b r a s k a 49.9 54 .4 43 46 
N o r t h D a k o t a 5 2 . 7 41.6 33 35 
S o u t h D a k o t a 5 0 . 8 5 0 . 7 34 39 

W e s t S o u t h C e n t r a l : 
A r k a n s a s 72.9 5 0 . 4 46 47 
L o u i s i a n a 66.0 6 3 . 7 45 47 
O k l a h o m a 62.6 5 8 . 4 45 43 
T e x a s 5 5 . 1 44.5 49 49 

M o u n t a i n : 
A r i z o n a 5 7 . 3 5 3 . 8 48 48 
C o l o r a d o 3 7 . 4 48.9 49 47 
I d a h o 6 8 . 0 64.7 43 42 
M o n t a n a 22 .3 46.0 41 39 
N e v a d a 78 .5 73.6 45 46 
N e w Mexico 6 8 . 8 65.1 41 41 
U t a h 34.6 51.4 43 42 
W y o m i n g 5 2 . 3 52.9 44 41 

P a c i f i c : 
C a l i f o r n i a 17.4 16 .8 50 49 
O r e g o n 73.4 69.8 47 48 
W a s h i n g t o n 42.6 3 2 . 8 46 47 

T e r r i t o r i e s : 
A l a s k a 41 28 
H a w a i i 24 29 

Migration to Contiguous States and Other 
Areas 

N o t only the volume of migrat i on b u t also the 
distance to which interstate claimants migrate is 
significant. A b o u t half the interstate workers who 
filed claims dur ing 1939 merely moved i n t o a 
contiguous State. M a n y of the remainder filed 
their claims thousands of miles f rom the State in 
which they had accumulated benefit r ights 
(table 2) . 

M o r e t h a n 70 percent of the claimants who le f t 
Arkansas, Delaware, Nevada, New Hampshire, 
Oregon, and Vermont entered contiguous States, 
while less than 30 percent of those who left 
Cali fornia, M o n t a n a , and Maine (which has only 
one contiguous State) went across only one State 
l ine. More t h a n 70 percent of the interstate 
claimants who entered Delaware, Georgia, Massa
chusetts, Nevada, New Hampshire, Vermont , 
and Wisconsin, came f rom contiguous States. 
A t the other extreme, Cal i fornia , F lor ida , and 
Maine acted as agent for adjacent States i n less 
t h a n 30 percent of the claims. There was no 
geographic concentration among the States which 
received f rom or t ransmi t ted to adjacent States 
large proportions of their claims, except i n New 
England where there were several States i n which 
migra t i on to or f rom adjacent States comprised 
more than 70 percent of the interstate load. 

New England was indeed the most self-contained 
of a l l the areas (chart 2) . M o r e than hal f the 
claimants leaving States i n t h a t area remained 
w i t h i n the area, and almost two- th i rds (65 percent) 
of the in -migrants were from other New Eng land 
States. A b o u t a f o u r t h of the interstate c la im
ants of the N e w England region entered or left 
the M i d d l e A t l a n t i c area; a l l other parts of the 
country , therefore, accounted for less than one-
f i f t h (18 percent) of the workers who migrated 
f rom the New England States and s l ight ly more 
than one-tenth (12 percent) of the claimants 
who came into these States. P a r t of the reason 
for the large number of intra-area claimants m a y 
be the inclusion of commuters or other workers 
who are n o t counted as interstate workers i n other 
regions. For instance, the b u l k of the claims 
forwarded to Connecticut f r om Massachusetts and 
Rhode Is land were filed by indiv iduals l i v i n g i n 
these two States who commuted da i ly to their 
w o r k i n Connecticut, as an agreement among 
these States allowed commuters to file claims i n 

their resident States against Connecticut. 1 7 Ver
m o n t also has agreements w i t h bordering States 
whereby commuters m a y file claims i n these 
States against Vermont 's funds. 1 8 

17 See f o o t n o t e 12. 
18 V e r m o n t U n e m p l o y m e n t C o m p e n s a t i o n C o m m i s s i o n , Facts a n d Figures 

V o l . 1 , N o . 1, ( J a n u a r y - M a r c h 939), p . 2 1 . 



Chart 2.—Percentage distribution of interstate initial 
claims received as liable State and sent as agent 
State, by geographic division, 1939 1 

1 E x c l u d e s D i s t r i c t o f C o l u m b i a , because n o c l a i m s w e r e a c c e p t e d as l i a b l e 
State in 1939. 

The East South Contro l States and the Pacific 
region had strongest ties w i t h other parts of the 
country. Only about a f our th (27 percent) of the 
claimants who moved away f rom one of the East 
South Central States moved into another State i n 
the same region, and about one-fifth (21 percent) 

of the workers who came into one of those States 
were from another State w i t h i n the region. For 
the Pacific Coast the corresponding percentages 
were 29 and 19. As a matter of fact, more c la im
ants came into each of those areas f rom another 
area than f rom other States w i t h i n the area. A 
t h i r d (33 percent) of the interstate claimants en
tering the East South Central States were f rom 
the East N o r t h Central region, as compared w i t h 
21 percent who moved w i t h i n the area; and more 
than a f o u r t h (27 percent) of the claimants going 
into one of the Pacific States came f rom the M o u n 
ta in region, as against 19 percent f rom other 
Pacific States. Conversely, more claimants de
parted from the M o u n t a i n States for Pacific 
Coast destinations than for other States w i t h i n 
the M o u n t a i n region. 

W i t h these exceptions, intra-area m o b i l i t y was 
relatively greater than inter-area movement. I n 
no region except New England, however, d id 
intra-area migrat ion comprise as much as hal f the 
interstate c laim load. 

M o s t of the inter-area migrants went to ad jo in 
ing areas. The Pacific region was the only one 
which exerted a substantial drawing power on 
distant regions; claimants who had migrated there 
accounted for 11 percent of a l l interstate workers 
who left the East N o r t h Contro l States, 23 percent of those who had moved away f rom the 
West N o r t h Central States, and 14 percent of 
those for which the West South Central States 
were liable. The movement was by no means one 
way, however; claimants moving away f rom the 
Pacific Coast represented 16 percent of the w o r k 
ers who later filed interstate claims i n the West 
N o r t h Central States and 13 percent of the 
migrants to the West South Central region. 

I t must be noted t h a t , i n spite of the consider
able movement between adjoining States and 
areas, there was also a general scattering of c la im
ants throughout the country (table 2) . Of the 50 
jurisdictions for which complete data are ava i l 
able, 1 9 only 2, Vermont and H a w a i i , received 
claims f rom less than 30 other States dur ing the 
year, and 44 States received claims f rom 40 or 
more other States; i n 31 of the 44 States, workers 
went to at least 45 other States. 

19 There is n o r e c o r d o f movements o u t of the D i s t r i c t o f C o l u m b i a . 


