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Abstract

Using new comprehensive panel linked data from Swedish census, emigration and
death records, this paper explores the selection patterns of Swedish emigrants and re-
turnees, and evidence on returnee location and occupational upgrading, during the age
of mass migration. In line with earlier studies we find that emigrants were negatively
selected, but in contrast to recent studies we find that we find that Swedish returnees
were positively selected on occupation compared to emigrants in general. Returnees re-
turned very close to their birth parish. They were particularly prone to return home if
they were land-owning farmers, while individuals in professions requiring more school-
ing were less likely to return home. Returnees from initially lower status occupations
upgraded occupation at a faster rate than never-migrants. Thus, the choice to emigrate
seem to have a rationale in expected economic return.

∗Draft version. This paper is part of a larger research programme on Swedish re-
turnees generously funded by the Ragnar Söderberg foundation 2017-2021. See https:
//entrepreneurshipreturnees.wordpress.com/, http://ragnarsoderbergsstiftelse.se/
long-run-effects-returnees-emigration-america-swedish-entrepreneurship, and https:
//vimeo.com/220952736 for more information.
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1 Introduction
Recent years have witnessed a surge in research on the era of mass migration thanks
to the release of large, publicly available datasets on individuals from the period. This
paper adds to this stream of literature. The main aim is to understand the identities
and selection processes of returnees and the location patterns of returnees, and is part
of a larger project to understand how returnees contributed to Swedish economic de-
velopment. We use a large panel-linked emigration-returnee dataset comprising more
than 10 million unique individuals that have been linked in Swedish censuses, emigra-
tion and death records using probabilistic name-matching techniques and make several
additions to existing literature. We add detailed micro-data evidence for Sweden, a
country with substantial levels of emigration during the age of mass migration (1850-
1920), but where returnees have not been systematically examined. In particular, we
add evidence on return location and its interaction with selection in terms of occupa-
tion.

Our paper has four main findings. First, we confirm earlier evidence that emigrants
from Scandinavian countries were negatively selected in terms of occupation. Second,
in contrast to some of the earlier evidence (see e.g. Abramitzky et al., 2017), returnees
are found to be positively selected compared to the group that stayed in the U.S.
This result conforms with the predictions of Borjas & Bratsberg (1996), as the initial
negative selection of emigration is reinforced by a positive selection of return migrants.
Third, we document that returnees frequently returned within a 15 kilometers from
their birth parish. Individuals in occupations that required higher skills, are found to
return farther away from home. Fourth, we find evidence to suggest that returnees
had a larger occupational upgrading than those that stayed at home. However, this
upgrading seem to stem from the fact that emigrants were initially negatively selected,
since the positive effect is isolated to a few low-skilled occupations. Thus, individuals
that made the journey back contributed mainly to a rise among the lower classes. This
suggest a far more positive contribution of returnees to the societies they returned to
than the story of ’failed emigrants’ frequently attributed to them.

2 Evidence from the age of mass migration
More than a million or roughly a quarter of the Swedish population emigrated to
America. The role of this European exodus continues to intrigue observers. The ef-
fects of this near-free flows of labor is unprecedented in modern times, and remains
an interesting laboratory for the study of effects on home and destination countries.
Mass migration to the US took off after 1850, following the introduction of steam
ships that led to falling transport costs and shorter travel times (e.g., Sánchez-Alonso,
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2013). Both pull and push factors impacted on the decision to emigrate. Pull factors
included favorable economic conditions in the US. Not only were these flows stimulated
by different temporal patterns in economic cycles across the Atlantic (Sequeira et al.,
2017), the expansion of railroads and the promise of cheap land offered through the
homestead act of 1862 facilitated emigration and raised its benefits. A large part of
the literature has focused on the effects of immigration on conditions in the destination
country, often the United States. For instance, Sequeira et al. (2017) find that immi-
gration is associated with large long-run economic benefits such as higher income, less
poverty and more urbanization. Akcigit et al. (2017) find that immigrant inventors
had both short-run and lasting impact on innovative activity in US states. Other liter-
ature has investigated several topic associated with the determinants of migration, the
development of immigration policy, immigrant selection and assimilation (Hatton &
Ward, 2018). Recent studies have put increased focus on return migration. (Bandiera
et al., 2013) use a novel data set of administrative records from 24 million migrants
who entered Ellis island between 1892 and 1924. When they combine the flow measure
with census data on the stock of foreign born in America, the number do not add up.
By conducting a demographic accounting exercise, they find that, once mortality is
accounted for, outmigration rate from the USA is somewhere between 0.6 and 0.75.
These estimates seriously challenge the view that emigration was a one way journey,
as it shows that many of those that entered into the USA did not make a long term
imprint in censuses. (Bandiera et al., 2013)’s finding underlines that migration is a two
way flow, and this has severe implications for our understanding about the selection of
those that permanently move abroad and those that return. Interestingly, they are able
to account for differences in implied outmigration between countries. For 1900-1910
they find the largest implied outmigration rates in Spain (0.841) or Italy (0.723). The
Nordic countries score much lower with 0.57 for Norway and 0.59 for Sweden (p. 37,
Table 4). Yet, these implied outmigration rates are much higher than the rate of return
migration that this paper estimate using linked census data.Following up on findings
from (Bandiera et al., 2013), (Ward, 2017) collect a data set on migrants intention to
stay or return home from Ellis island arrival records. He finds that many migrants,
especially from southern and eastern Europe left United states unexpectedly. This, in
combination with the large outmigration rates found in (Bandiera et al., 2013) suggest
that the first years abroad were harder than expected and that many were forced to
return home. Using that that directly observes outmigrants, (Ward, 2017) finds that
the average return migrant was less skilled than the migrant population, verifying the
residual methods to estimate return migrant selection by (Abramitzky et al., 2014)
(Ward, 2017) links data on stated intention of the arrivals to Ells island, with US Cen-
sus data in 1930. If migrants returned home, they should not be located, and he uses
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this as a check on whether migrants were truthful. The largest differences between
the planned return rate and the actual return rates relate to individuals from Eastern
and Southern Europe. Scandinavian immigrants on the other hand, state a planned
return rate of 0.22, but the actual return rate in Ward is only 0.14 (2017, p. 45).
For southern and eastern Europe, these rates may imply a negative selection out, and
perhaps an even larger negative selection back again. For Scandinavia, the proportion
of people leaving unexpectedly is much lower, and it seems like many people entered
USA with an explicit goal of returning home. In a companying (unpublished) paper
(Ward, 2016) analyses repeat migration and finds that they were positively selected
sand relatively more skilled than first time migrants. This results contrasts with the
earlier finding that return migrants were negatively selected. It is possible that only
successful return migrants decided to repeat the journey. These group was more likely
to be business travelers, but farm workers also made up a large share of this group.
Again, Scandinavians are among the least likely to be repeat migrants in the sample.
This article underlines that repeat migration is a very different phenomenon to return
migration. While return migration was dominated by low-skilled individuals, especially
in the case of Southern and Eastern Europe, repeat migrants were dominated by higher
skilled individuals, from Northern and Western Europe (although Scandinavia does not
stand out in this respect).

The last major starvation in Sweden (and neighboring countries) through the win-
ters and ’summers’ of 1867-70 provided a push factor which triggered the first large
wave of Swedish emigrants (Thomas, 1941; Karadja & Prawitz, 2018).

A series of recent papers by Abramitzky, Boustan and Eriksson use Norwegian data.
Abramitzky et al. (2012) use linked Norwegian (1865, 1900) and US (1900) censuses to
examine selection patterns among Norwegian emigrants by looking at occupation-wage
outcomes. They find that emigrants where negatively selected as the fathers of movers
had less wealth than the fathers of stayers, in particular, in urban areas. Comparing
the return to emigration in different samples, they find that the earnings premium gets
less negative when including only siblings, suggesting that there is a negative selection
on unobservables.

In later work, Abramitzky et al. (2017) use linked Norwegian (1865, 1900 and 1910)
and US (1910) census to infer differences in occupational earnings score between Norwe-
gian stayers and permanent and temporary migrants, based on information in the 1910
Norwegian census as to whether an individual spent some time in the United States.
They uncover that returnees were negatively selected already in the pre-migration
census compared to permanent US settlers and were also negatively selected when
comparing returnees stating their last US occupation in the 1910 Norwegian census
with information in the 1910 US census for permanent migrants. But they also find
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that return migrants elevated their occupational score more than individuals who had
not migrated. Additionally, they find that shorter US stays were more associated with
success and that return migrants were more likely to come from a rural area

Sweden shares many of the characteristics of Norway at the time. Both countries
were poor and, at the beginning of the era of mass migration (1850) were lagging
behind, although modern growth started to gain traction during the period.

3 Data
Our paper utilizes three main sources of data: Swedish census data from 1880, 1890,
1900 and 1910. Death books from 1861-2017 and a database on emigrants ("EmiBas")
Compared to An advantage of their data is that they hold information on occupation
from the US.

Additionally, in parts of the analysis, we make use of the historical municipal bound-
aries in the 1860s. Data are from the National Archives of Sweden (Riksarkivet). To
obtain consistent borders in different censuses, we collapse urban municipalities with
their adjacent rural municipality or municipalities as these borders were most likely
to change over time due to urban expansion. In total, we end up with roughly 2400
municipalities.

Table 1: Match statistics

Notes:.

Table 2: Descriptive statistics by decade - stayer, emigrant, returnee

Notes:.

4 Results
We here present three sets of results. First, we present the results on migrant selection,
both in terms of emigrants and return migrants. Second, we document to what extent
return migrants returned to their Swedish location of departure (or its vicinity). Lastly,
we explore occupational upgrading among return migrants as compared to a sample of
stayers in Sweden.
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4.1 Selection patterns of emigrants and returnees
We begin the empirical analysis by examining selection patterns for emigration, where
the main variables of interest are occupation categories before emigration. The baseline
estimated model is:

Pr[Emigrateiτ ] = α+
12∑
j=1

βjHCijt + Countyit + Urbant + εit, (1)

where Emigrateiτ is a dummy variable that takes the value 1 if individual i emigrates in
τ , with t < τ < t+10, i.e., between two censuses t, ..., t+10. HCijt denotes occupation
classes 1–12. Moreover, we control for an indicator capturing if an individual resided in
an urban location, Urban, as well as county fixed effects, County. The point estimates
of βj and 95 percent confidence intervals are shown in Figure 1.

Panels (A)-(D) show cross-sectional regressions on emigrants by decade 1880, 1890,
1900 and 1910, respectively, with Class 7 “Medium-skilled worker” as the omitted
base category. The graphs show clearly that with lower class numbers, representing
more skilled occupations, a person was less likely to emigrate. The lowest likelihood
is found for “High-skilled managers (1)” or “High-skilled professionals (2)”, depending
on decade. Few classes raise the likelihood to emigrate. “Unskilled farm workers (12)”
is the category where emigration was most likely 1880-1890. In 1900, individuals in
“Lower-skilled workers (9)” and “Lower-skilled farm workers (10)” are also more likely
to emigrate. In 1910, Unskilled farm workers are no longer more likely to emigrate.
This suggest an evolution over time, but that emigrants drew from the poorer segments
of society. Some patterns are surprising. For instance, “Unskilled workers (11)” has a
negative impact on the probability to emigrate throughout. In general, however, the
patterns observed are consistent with negative emigration selection.

Turning to returnees, we estimate a corresponding function,

Pr[Returniτ |Emigrateiτ = 1] = α̃+
12∑
j=1

β̃jHCijt + Countyit + Urbant + εit, (2)

In this regression, the sample consists of those that emigrated and the outcome variable
is equal to one for those that returned home during the same decade. Estimated
coefficients and confidence intervals are drawn in Figure 2. Few of the individual
categories are significantly different from zero in explaining the probability of returning.
But the tendency is clear: lower numbered classes have more positive coefficients. In
particular, “High-skilled managers (1)”, has the highest value for emigrants 1880-1900,
but where it is highly imprecisely estimated, but is significant in 1900. In individual
years, we find positive and significant effects from “High-skilled professionals (2)”,
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“Medium-skilled managers (3)”, “Medium-skilled profess. etc (4)”. One class that
breaks somewhat from this pattern is “Farmers and fishermen (8)”, who throughout
are more likely to return. In general, however, we find evidence of clear positive return
selection. This result is striking for two reasons. First, it conforms with the prediction
of the model of Borjas & Bratsberg (1996), who include human capital upgrading after
emigration (but before returning) in the choice of returning. Their models predicts
that return patterns would reinforce the initial outmigration selection pattern. That
is, if there is negative selection initially, return migrants would be more positively
selected among those emigrating. With negative initial selection “the worst of the
worst” become permanent migrants.

Emigration patterns are also explored in Table 1. Here, the pooled versions of
Figures 1-2 are shown as models (2) and (7). We now replace the county fixed effects
with county by census fixed effects, Countyit+10 · Censust+10. Table 1 also shows the
pooled results in models (4) and (9) for the non-parametrically estimated regressions
corresponding to Figure 4, panels (A)-(H). All pooled models include census year by
county fixed effects.

These models confirm and generalize the patterns observed from the figures across
decades. Again, higher skilled individuals were less likely to emigrate than the base
category of medium-skilled workers. This group, conditional on emigrating was, how-
ever, more likely to return. This result holds also for ln hiscam scores. The same
regressions are also run with the exclusion of the control variables in models (1),(3),(6)
and (8). The results are not very sensitive to this change in specification. In mod-
els with control variables, we find that Urban residents were somewhat more likely
to emigrate. Of course, this results net of occupation and should not be taken too
seriously as occupational distributions explain most of the urban-rural differences in
selection. Women are found to be significantly less willing to emigrate and conditional
on emigrating, also less likely to return. This could reflect a tendency that men were
more interested in staying for short periods in the US, earn some money and then re-
turn home. Women may more often have emigrated with family. Age patterns clearly
indicate a stronger tendency to emigrate among younger individuals. Returnee age
follow an inverted U-shape pattern with young individuals less likely to return, then
increasing, peaking around the age of their mid to late 30s and then declining again.
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4.2 Returnee location and occupation
We now turn to returnee location within Sweden, given that individuals have returned,
and relate this to occupation before emigrating. We estimate the following model:

Pr[Homei,t+10|Returniτ = 1] = ᾱ+
12∑
j=1

β̄jHCijt+10 + Countyit+10

+ Urbant+10 + νit+10,

(3)

where the sample of individuals have all emigrated and returned in period τ , “Home”
takes the value value 1 if the returnee returned back within a 15 km radius from his or
her birth parish. In this case, we can estimate three Home models (1890-1910). Figure
3 shows the results. Panels (A)-(C) show the same basic pattern of an upward sloping
curve. This implies that individuals from higher status occupations are less likely to
come back home close to their birth parish. In particular, managers and high-medium
skilled professionals are less likely to locate home in 1900-1910. This is very much in
line with modern studies that look at propensity to move across regions, or commuting
patterns which clearly show that individuals with more skills are a scarce resource that
need to travel more and possibly need to be located in more urban locations to cater
a larger set of customers. “Farmers and fishermen (8)” and “Unskilled farm workers
(12)” in all three years of estimation are more likely to locate close to home. This
strongly suggests that their rural background gave them opportunities to return very
close to home, possibly to take over the farm back home, or acquire land. “Unskilled
workers (11)” are more likely in 1890, but not significantly different in 1900 and less
likely to return home in 1910. This is indicative that such workers may have sought
employment elsewhere, perhaps in cities upon returning. Finally, “Lower-skilled farm
workers (10)” has a positive coefficient in all three decades but is not significant in
1890.

It is also possible to describe the patterns above in terms of occupational score.
This is done in Figure 4. This figure plots the estimated regression line from a linear
prediction of Y (emigrant/returnee/home) against the continuous measure ln hiscam
from the regression:

Y = ᾰ+ γln(hiscam) + Countyit · Censust + Urbant + µit, (4)

where Y is one of the dependent variables listed in equations (1)-(3).
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Figure 1:
Emigrant selection by HISCLASS

Notes: Linear probability model regressions. The dependent variable is equal to one if an individual emigrates
in the following ten year period and zero if not and, additionally, has never migrated previously.

9



-.1
0

.1
.2

.3
R

et
ur

ne
e

Clas
s 1

Clas
s 2

Clas
s 3

Clas
s 4

Clas
s 5

Clas
s 6

Clas
s 7

Clas
s 8

Clas
s 9

Clas
s 1

0

Clas
s 1

1

Clas
s 1

2

Hisclass

(a) 1880

-.1
0

.1
.2

.3
R

et
ur

ne
e

Clas
s 1

Clas
s 2

Clas
s 3

Clas
s 4

Clas
s 5

Clas
s 6

Clas
s 7

Clas
s 8

Clas
s 9

Clas
s 1

0

Clas
s 1

1

Clas
s 1

2

Hisclass

(b) 1890

0
.2

.4
.6

R
et

ur
ne

e

Clas
s 1

Clas
s 2

Clas
s 3

Clas
s 4

Clas
s 5

Clas
s 6

Clas
s 7

Clas
s 8

Clas
s 9

Clas
s 1

0

Clas
s 1

1

Clas
s 1

2

Hisclass

(c) 1900

-.4
-.2

0
.2

.4
R

et
ur

ne
e

Clas
s 1

Clas
s 2

Clas
s 3

Clas
s 4

Clas
s 5

Clas
s 6

Clas
s 7

Clas
s 8

Clas
s 9

Clas
s 1

0

Clas
s 1

1

Clas
s 1

2

Hisclass

(d) 1910

Figure 2:
Returnee selection by HISCLASS

Notes: Linear probability model regressions. The dependent variable is equal to one if an individual returns
to Sweden in the following ten year period and zero if the individual has emigrated, but not returned, in the
same period. Note that occupation is measured before emigrating.
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Table 3: Selection
Dependent variable: Emigrant Returnee

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)
High-skilled managers (1) -0.011∗∗∗ -0.008∗∗∗ 0.158∗∗ 0.150∗∗

(0.000) (0.000) (0.063) (0.063)
High-skilled profess. (2) -0.009∗∗∗ -0.009∗∗∗ 0.075∗∗∗ 0.079∗∗∗

(0.000) (0.000) (0.024) (0.025)
Medium-skilled managers (3) -0.007∗∗∗ -0.004∗∗∗ 0.053∗∗∗ 0.048∗∗∗

(0.000) (0.000) (0.018) (0.017)
Medium-skilled profess. etc (4) -0.004∗∗∗ -0.005∗∗∗ 0.022∗∗ 0.029∗∗∗

(0.000) (0.000) (0.010) (0.011)
Lower-skilled clerical, sales (5) -0.000 -0.007∗∗∗ 0.003 0.021

(0.000) (0.000) (0.013) (0.013)
Foremen (6) -0.005∗∗∗ -0.002∗∗∗ 0.013 0.028∗

(0.000) (0.000) (0.016) (0.016)
Medium-skilled workers (7) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

(.) (.) (.) (.)
Farmers and fishermen (8) -0.010∗∗∗ -0.004∗∗∗ 0.051∗∗∗ 0.056∗∗∗

(0.000) (0.000) (0.006) (0.007)
Lower-skilled workers (9) 0.004∗∗∗ -0.001∗∗ -0.031∗∗∗ -0.017∗∗∗

(0.000) (0.000) (0.006) (0.006)
Lower-skilled farm workers (10) -0.001∗∗∗ -0.002∗∗∗ 0.002 0.003

(0.000) (0.000) (0.014) (0.014)
Unskilled workers (11) 0.002∗∗∗ -0.003∗∗∗ -0.074∗∗∗ -0.020∗∗∗

(0.000) (0.000) (0.005) (0.006)
Unskilled farm workers (12) 0.011∗∗∗ 0.005∗∗∗ -0.024∗∗∗ -0.015∗∗∗

(0.000) (0.000) (0.006) (0.006)
ln(Hiscam) -0.028∗∗∗ -0.012∗∗∗ -0.013∗∗∗ 0.299∗∗∗ 0.157∗∗∗ 0.190∗∗∗

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.010) (0.015) (0.017)
ln(Hiscam) x urban 0.003∗∗∗ -0.079∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.022)
Urban 0.001∗∗∗ -0.000∗∗∗ -0.012∗∗∗ 0.004 -0.005 0.301∗∗∗

(0.000) (0.000) (0.002) (0.004) (0.004) (0.085)
Woman -0.001∗∗∗ -0.003∗∗∗ -0.003∗∗∗ -0.062∗∗∗ -0.041∗∗∗ -0.040∗∗∗

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004)
Married -0.003∗∗∗ -0.005∗∗∗ -0.005∗∗∗ -0.032∗∗∗ -0.020∗∗∗ -0.020∗∗∗

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004)
Age 0–14 0.006∗∗∗ 0.010∗∗∗ 0.010∗∗∗ -0.083∗∗∗ -0.067∗∗∗ -0.066∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.011) (0.014) (0.014)
Age 15–19 0.027∗∗∗ 0.027∗∗∗ 0.027∗∗∗ -0.068∗∗∗ -0.070∗∗∗ -0.070∗∗∗

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004)
Age 20–24 0.016∗∗∗ 0.016∗∗∗ 0.016∗∗∗ -0.014∗∗∗ -0.017∗∗∗ -0.017∗∗∗

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004)
Age 25–29 0.005∗∗∗ 0.005∗∗∗ 0.005∗∗∗ 0.021∗∗∗ 0.021∗∗∗ 0.020∗∗∗

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005)
Age 30–34 -0.004∗∗∗ -0.003∗∗∗ -0.003∗∗∗ 0.048∗∗∗ 0.048∗∗∗ 0.048∗∗∗

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006)
Age 35–39 -0.009∗∗∗ -0.008∗∗∗ -0.008∗∗∗ 0.054∗∗∗ 0.060∗∗∗ 0.060∗∗∗

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007)
Age 40–44 -0.012∗∗∗ -0.012∗∗∗ -0.012∗∗∗ 0.047∗∗∗ 0.057∗∗∗ 0.057∗∗∗

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008)
Age 45–49 -0.014∗∗∗ -0.014∗∗∗ -0.014∗∗∗ 0.031∗∗∗ 0.045∗∗∗ 0.044∗∗∗

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.009) (0.009) (0.009)
Age 50– -0.017∗∗∗ -0.016∗∗∗ -0.016∗∗∗ -0.036∗∗∗ -0.016∗∗ -0.016∗∗

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.006) (0.007) (0.007)
Census year by county FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 6,382,301 6,378,026 6,362,533 6,358,108 6,358,108 98,987 98,984 97,812 97,809 97,809
Mean dep. var. 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.21 0.21 0.21 0.21 0.21

Notes: OLS regressions. In columns 1–5, the dependent variable is equal to one if an individual emigrates
in the following ten year period and zero if not and, additionally, has never migrated previously. In columns
6–10, the dependent variable is equal to one if an individual returns to Sweden in the following ten year
period and zero if the individual has emigrated, but not returned, in the same period. Standard errors
clustered at the individual level are given in parentheses. ∗∗∗ - p < 0.01, ∗∗ - p < 0.05, ∗ - p < 0.1.
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Figure 3:
Home selection by HISCLASS

Notes: Linear probability model regressions. The dependent variable is equal to one if an individual returned
within the last 10-year period within ≤ 15 km of to their birth parish centroid and zero if the individual has
returned within the last 10-year period, but outside the 15 km radius.
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Figure 4:
Migrant selection by HISCAM

Notes: This figure displays non-parametric relationships between migrant status and the natural log of hiscam scores.
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Figure 5:
Home bias by HISCAM

Notes: This figure displays non-parametric relationships between an indicator equal to one if the individual returns to its home municipality, and zero
otherwise, and the natural log of hiscam scores.14



In Figure 4 each point represents 1/100 of the estimation sample. The pattern is
very clear. We see (a) a negative selection pattern for emigrants in terms of hiscam score
for all decades, (b) positive selection for returnees and (c) individuals with higher scores
are less likely to return home. Moreover, emigrants become less negatively selected and
returnees less positively selected over time as seen from the curve becoming flatter over
time. On the other hand the occupational distance gradient seems to become steeper,
at least when gauged from the change from 1890 to 1900.

Figure 6 draws a map of the geographical distribution of emigration/population,
returnees/population and returnees/emigrants. The figure sums the cumulative flow
from 1880-1910 and relates it to population size in 1910. In the case of repeat-events on
the individual level, only the first emigration/return event is used. Some ’stylized’ facts
emerge. From panel (C), we can observe no systematic pattern in the return/emigration
ratio. Regions with much emigration tend to have the highest number of returnees. Of
course, certain locations deviate, but they seem mostly to be parishes which have low
emigration to start with, and so few returnees can account for a high variation. These
patterns also indicate that returnees did very indeed much more likely to return home.
Also, the most urbanized regions, Stockholm, Malmoe and Gothenburg, have very little
emigration in relation to population and are virtually ’blank’. It seems that a relatively
higher income in those regions made people less interested in emigrating. From the
returnee map, we can observe that well-known hot-spots for emigrants and returnees
appear in the geographical pattern of returnees. These include the island Öland, the
Bjäre peninsula in North-west Scania (Persson, 2007) The figures also indicate that
Småland was indeed an important region of emigration as is commonly known, but
also that the region of Västergötland, Halland, Dalsland and Värmland, all in West
Sweden, were important emigration and return regions. In future studies, these regions
are more likely candidates to find an impact of returnees.
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Table 4: Home bias
Dependent variable: ≤15 km ≤30 km ≤60 km ≤125 km

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)
High-skilled managers (1) -0.356∗∗∗ -0.485∗∗∗ -0.399∗∗∗ -0.283∗∗

(0.108) (0.107) (0.119) (0.116)
High-skilled profess. (2) -0.133∗∗∗ -0.198∗∗∗ -0.193∗∗∗ -0.189∗∗∗

(0.039) (0.040) (0.042) (0.041)
Medium-skilled managers (3) -0.196∗∗∗ -0.217∗∗∗ -0.173∗∗∗ -0.069∗∗∗

(0.035) (0.035) (0.033) (0.026)
Medium-skilled profess. etc (4) -0.104∗∗∗ -0.129∗∗∗ -0.101∗∗∗ -0.049∗∗∗

(0.022) (0.022) (0.020) (0.017)
Lower-skilled clerical, sales (5) -0.002 -0.021 -0.037 0.027

(0.039) (0.038) (0.035) (0.030)
Foremen (6) -0.047 -0.055∗ -0.047∗ -0.015

(0.031) (0.029) (0.026) (0.020)
Medium-skilled workers (7) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

(.) (.) (.) (.)
Farmers and fishermen (8) 0.171∗∗∗ 0.136∗∗∗ 0.088∗∗∗ 0.051∗∗∗

(0.013) (0.011) (0.009) (0.007)
Lower-skilled workers (9) -0.035∗∗ -0.038∗∗∗ -0.038∗∗∗ -0.028∗∗∗

(0.015) (0.014) (0.012) (0.011)
Lower-skilled farm workers (10) 0.088∗∗∗ 0.054∗∗ 0.035∗ 0.015

(0.025) (0.023) (0.020) (0.017)
Unskilled workers (11) 0.005 0.007 0.000 -0.007

(0.014) (0.013) (0.011) (0.010)
Unskilled farm workers (12) 0.067∗∗∗ 0.065∗∗∗ 0.051∗∗∗ 0.025∗∗∗

(0.014) (0.012) (0.010) (0.008)
ln(Hiscam) -0.146∗∗∗ -0.215∗∗∗ -0.262∗∗∗ -0.307∗∗∗ -0.222∗∗∗ -0.244∗∗∗ -0.111∗∗∗ -0.126∗∗∗

(0.034) (0.043) (0.033) (0.041) (0.031) (0.037) (0.027) (0.031)
ln(Hiscam) x urban 0.190∗∗∗ 0.124∗∗ 0.062 0.042

(0.062) (0.062) (0.061) (0.055)
Urban -0.186∗∗∗ -0.241∗∗∗ -0.990∗∗∗ -0.161∗∗∗ -0.208∗∗∗ -0.697∗∗∗ -0.115∗∗∗ -0.150∗∗∗ -0.395∗ -0.067∗∗∗ -0.088∗∗∗ -0.253

(0.012) (0.012) (0.244) (0.012) (0.011) (0.243) (0.011) (0.010) (0.240) (0.009) (0.009) (0.218)
Woman -0.056∗∗∗ -0.116∗∗∗ -0.116∗∗∗ -0.029∗∗ -0.091∗∗∗ -0.092∗∗∗ -0.003 -0.052∗∗∗ -0.053∗∗∗ 0.012 -0.014∗ -0.015∗

(0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.010) (0.009) (0.009) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008)
Married -0.085∗∗∗ -0.061∗∗∗ -0.060∗∗∗ -0.049∗∗∗ -0.032∗∗∗ -0.032∗∗∗ -0.024∗∗∗ -0.015∗∗∗ -0.014∗∗∗ -0.007 -0.002 -0.001

(0.008) (0.008) (0.008) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005)
Age 0–14 0.147∗ 0.132 0.126 0.197∗∗∗ 0.158∗ 0.154∗ 0.117∗∗ 0.077 0.075 0.098∗∗∗ 0.092∗∗∗ 0.091∗∗∗

(0.082) (0.113) (0.113) (0.049) (0.089) (0.089) (0.048) (0.087) (0.087) (0.020) (0.031) (0.031)
Age 15–19 0.027 0.016 0.013 0.098∗∗∗ 0.083∗∗∗ 0.082∗∗∗ 0.056∗∗∗ 0.043∗∗ 0.042∗∗ 0.033∗ 0.023 0.023

(0.032) (0.032) (0.032) (0.023) (0.023) (0.024) (0.020) (0.020) (0.020) (0.017) (0.017) (0.017)
Age 20–24 -0.002 -0.014 -0.015 0.015 0.003 0.003 0.021∗∗ 0.012 0.012 0.015∗ 0.007 0.007

(0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.009) (0.009) (0.009)
Age 25–29 0.005 -0.001 -0.001 0.008 0.002 0.002 0.015∗ 0.009 0.009 0.007 0.004 0.004

(0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007)
Age 30–34 -0.000 0.000 0.000 0.018∗ 0.018∗ 0.018∗ 0.011 0.009 0.009 0.008 0.007 0.007

(0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007)
Age 35–39 -0.005 -0.002 -0.002 0.002 0.008 0.008 0.011 0.013 0.013 0.008 0.009 0.009

(0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.009) (0.009) (0.009) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007)
Age 40–44 -0.029∗ -0.027∗ -0.027∗ -0.014 -0.011 -0.011 -0.011 -0.007 -0.007 -0.010 -0.007 -0.007

(0.015) (0.015) (0.015) (0.013) (0.013) (0.013) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.009) (0.009) (0.009)
Age 45–49 -0.051∗∗∗ -0.051∗∗∗ -0.050∗∗∗ -0.039∗∗∗ -0.038∗∗ -0.037∗∗ -0.031∗∗ -0.034∗∗ -0.033∗∗ -0.027∗∗ -0.026∗∗ -0.026∗∗

(0.017) (0.017) (0.017) (0.015) (0.015) (0.015) (0.013) (0.013) (0.013) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011)
Age 50– -0.070∗∗∗ -0.069∗∗∗ -0.069∗∗∗ -0.037∗∗∗ -0.035∗∗∗ -0.034∗∗∗ -0.018∗ -0.010 -0.010 -0.006 -0.001 -0.001

(0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.012) (0.013) (0.013) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008)
Census year by county FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 16,234 16,549 16,549 16,234 16,549 16,549 16,234 16,549 16,549 16,234 16,549 16,549
Mean dep. var. 0.63 0.62 0.62 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.88 0.88 0.88

Notes: OLS regressions. The dependent variable is dummy that takes the value (0/1) if a person returns
home ≤ 15, 30, 60 and 125 km from home. ∗∗∗ - p < 0.01, ∗∗ - p < 0.05, ∗ - p < 0.1.
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Figure 6:
Cumulative emigration and returnee flows by municipality 1880-1910

Notes: (A)-(B) show the cumulative flow of emigrants and returnees 1880-1910, related to municipality population in 1910. (C) shows the ratio of
the cumulative flow of returnees to the cumulative flow of emigrants by municipality 1880-1910. Legend categories are based on clustered k-means.
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4.3 Occupational upgrading
This section looks at occupation patterns for returnees and stayers. Individuals are
sometimes found to emigrate and/or return more than once. In order to define a
distinct group for comparison, a returnee is here defined according to first recorded
return event. For many individuals, typically women and children, have no occupation
information. We choose as Abramitzky et al. (2017) to focus on male individuals aged
28-60 in the outcome period. With four censuses available, we can make three sets
of comparisons: 1880-1890 emigration/returnee vs. stayers (i.e., never-emigrating),
similarly for 1890-1900 and for 1900-1910. Table 5 uses ln hiscam in the second census
as the dependent variable.

Table 5: Occupational upgrading 1880-1910 for returnees vs. stayers
Dependent variable: ln hiscam

1890 1900 1910
First returned 0.870*** 0.653*** 0.330***

(0.065) (0.069) (0.079)
First returned × ln hiscam prev census -0.223*** -0.167*** -0.084***

(0.017) (0.017) (0.020)
ln hiscam prev census 0.792*** 0.812*** 0.764***

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Urban 0.020*** 0.019*** 0.022***

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Married -0.002*** 0.001* 0.005***

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Age 25–29 0.002* 0.004*** 0.005***

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Age 30–34 0.004*** 0.006*** 0.006***

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Age 35–39 0.002*** 0.001*** 0.002***

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Age 40–44 -0.001* -0.001** -0.000

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Age 45–49 -0.003*** -0.002*** -0.003***

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Age 50– -0.005*** -0.004*** -0.007***

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Constant 0.831*** 0.751*** 0.941***

(0.004) (0.004) (0.004)
Observations 453,106 502,770 584,656
Mean dep. var. 3.95 3.95 3.96

Notes: OLS regressions. The dependent variable is the natural log of the occupation (hiscam) score for
individuals either (a) emigrating and first returning or (b) never emigrating, aged 28-60 years in the periods
1880-1890, 1890-1900 or 1900-1910.

This table shows that there are two countervailing forces that differentiate returnees
from stayers. First, there is a bonus effect just for being a returnee. On the other hand,
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this increase is lower for higher initial scores, as shown by the negative interaction effect,
and the net result is not obvious. In order to gain further understanding, Figure 7 plots
the estimated hiscam-scores from one census to the next using the results of Table 5.

(a) 1880-1890 (b) 1890-1900 (c) 1900-1910

Figure 7: Change in hiscam-scores from one census to the next; returnees vs. stayers
(dashed line)

Notes: The panels show the change in ln hiscam score for returnees and stayers based on the estimates from
Table 5. The interval 40-100 encompass the relevant scores for hiscam.

These graphs show that the occupation-curve is flatter for returnees, which means
that the returns to temporary migration are higher for low scores of occupation. The
turning point is at score 50 (1890 and 1900; 51 in 1910). The most common occupations
(almost 80 percent) below score 50 among returnees 1890/1900 and 1910 are in falling
order farm workers (27 percent), unspecified workers (25), farmer (small subsistence,
17).

Individuals above 50 scores benefit from staying home, on average. These panels
indicate that emigrants with lower ranked occupations rationally chose to emigrate
and return, and reinforces the conclusion about negative emigration selection found
earlier. The estimated lines also indicate that it emigrating and returning becomes less
economically attractive over time, also in line with estimates.

Instead of using the hiscam-score as explanatory variable, we can instead subdivide
workers by parameterized main occupation class and interact with the return variable
but maintain ln hiscam as our dependent variable. This is shown in Table 6. Miss-
ing values have been coded as category “0” in order to examine whether there are
differences also for this group. The results communicate a similar story, which can
now be understood by reading the First returned interaction variables directly. All
such interaction variables have negative sign with the exception of First returned x
Unskilled workers and First returned x Unskilled farmworkers, which are both positive
and significant.
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Table 6: Occupational upgrading 1880-1910 for returnees vs. stayers
Dependent variable: ln hiscam

1890 1900 1910
First returned -0.010 0.000 -0.001

(0.005) (0.005) (0.007)
0 0.001* 0.004*** -0.004***

(0.001) (0.001) (0.000)
High-skilled managers (1) 0.503*** 0.550*** 0.499***

(0.002) (0.002) (0.002)
High-skilled profess. (2) 0.454*** 0.475*** 0.474***

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Medium-skilled managers (3) 0.126*** 0.143*** 0.139***

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Medium-skilled profess. etc (4) 0.165*** 0.173*** 0.170***

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Lower-skilled clerical, sales (5) 0.169*** 0.183*** 0.165***

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Foremen (6) 0.061*** 0.092*** 0.115***

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Farmers and fishermen (8) -0.009*** -0.008*** -0.016***

(0.001) (0.001) (0.000)
Lower-skilled workers (9) -0.034*** -0.031*** -0.029***

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Lower-skilled farm workers (10) -0.001 -0.010*** -0.019***

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Unskilled workers (11) -0.021*** -0.024*** -0.029***

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
First returned × 0 -0.009 -0.013* -0.011

(0.006) (0.006) (0.008)
First returned × High-skilled managers (1) 0.024 -0.257*** -0.182***

(0.041) (0.050) (0.053)
First returned × High-skilled profess. (2) -0.152*** -0.060 0.017

(0.041) (0.035) (0.027)
First returned × Medium-skilled managers (3) -0.048** 0.028 0.030

(0.016) (0.019) (0.027)
First returned × Medium-skilled profess. etc (4) -0.048*** -0.026* -0.042**

(0.013) (0.012) (0.015)
First returned × Lower-skilled clerical, sales (5) -0.050** -0.039* -0.011

(0.019) (0.018) (0.019)
First returned × Foremen (6) -0.059** -0.059** 0.049

(0.020) (0.019) (0.027)
First returned × Medium-skilled workers (7) 0.000 0.000 0.000

(.) (.) (.)
First returned × Farmers and fishermen (8) 0.003 -0.003 0.003

(0.006) (0.007) (0.010)
First returned × Lower-skilled workers (9) 0.007 0.004 -0.004

(0.008) (0.008) (0.009)
First returned × Lower-skilled farm workers (10) -0.007 -0.006 0.010

(0.020) (0.018) (0.017)
First returned × Unskilled workers (11) 0.036*** 0.022** 0.027*

(0.008) (0.008) (0.011)
First returned × Unskilled farm workers (12) 0.013* 0.001 0.001

(0.006) (0.006) (0.008)
Urban 0.035*** 0.035*** 0.037***

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Married -0.015*** -0.012*** -0.000

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Constant 3.960*** 3.957*** 3.962***

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Age dummmy categories Yes Yes Yes
Observations 551,031 607,674 733,633
Mean dep. var. 3.95 3.95 3.96

Notes: OLS regressions. The dependent variable is the natural log of the occupation (hiscam) score for
individuals either (a) emigrating and first returning or (b) never emigrating, aged 28-60 years in the periods
1880-1890, 1890-1900 or 1900-1910.
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Appendix A: Definitions and data appendix

A.1 What is America?
A person is defined as a US-migrant (=0/1) if any of the strings were listed in the des-
tination field of the emigrant database EmiBas: "förenta staterna", “nordamer", “nord
amer", “nord am för st", “nordam för st", “n amer", “n am för st", “n amer för st", “norra
amer", “usa", “amerika", “ameriak", “america", “amerika,broclyn", “amerika,kalifornien",
“amerka", “hawai", “canada", “kanada", “n foundland", “new foundland". While for
some emigrants the destinations listed are in Canada, we know that most of them
ended up in the US.

A.2 Variable definitions
1. dummy “emigrate” (=0/1). Time-variant. A person emigrates in the 10-year

period following observation in last census (example: observed in Sweden 1880
(observation date Dec. 31st, 1880), emigrates sometime Jan. 1, 1881-Dec. 30th
1890).

2. dummy “firstemigrate” (=0/1). Time-variant. The first instance of “emigrate”
for an individual recorded.

3. dummy “emigrant” (=0/1). Time-variant. A person is an emigrant if “emigrate”
has taken the value one. This value stays one from then onwards.

4. “countemigrate” (>=0, integer). Time-invariant. Counts the number of recorded
“emigrate” episodes.

5. dummy “everemigrate” (=0/1). Time-invariant. Takes the value 1 if “countemi-
grate">0.

6. dummy “return” (=0/1). Time-variant. A person returns in the 10-year period
following observation in last census.

7. dummy “firstemigrate” (=0/1). Time-variant. The first instance of “emigrate”
for an individual recorded.

8. dummy “returnee” (=0/1). Time-variant. A person is a returnee if “return” has
taken the value one. This value then stays.

9. “countreturn” (>=0, integer). Time-invariant. Counts the number of recorded
“return” episodes.

10. dummy “everreturn” (=0/1, integer). Time-invariant. Takes the value 1 if “coun-
treturn">0.
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A.3 Occupational transitions
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Table A.1: Occupational transitions of male returnees 1880-1910
(0) (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) Total

Undefined (0) 1,589 2 54 57 170 38 54 543 1,508 419 126 374 897 5,831
% 27.3 0.0 0.9 1.0 2.9 0.7 0.9 9.3 25.9 7.2 2.2 6.4 15.4 100.0
High-skilled managers (1) 5 3 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 13
% 38.5 23.1 7.7 0.0 7.7 0.0 7.7 0.0 7.7 0.0 0.0 7.7 0.0 100.0
High-skilled professionals (2) 4 2 19 1 4 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 34
% 11.8 5.9 55.9 2.9 11.8 2.9 0.0 0.0 5.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.9 100.0
Medium-skilled managers (3) 20 0 3 25 4 1 9 4 19 2 1 8 2 98
% 20.4 0.0 3.1 25.5 4.1 1.0 9.2 4.1 19.4 2.0 1.0 8.2 2.0 100.0
Medium-skill profess etc (4) 30 0 9 8 103 8 1 13 13 12 3 16 6 222
% 13.5 0.0 4.1 3.6 46.4 3.6 0.5 5.9 5.9 5.4 1.4 7.2 2.7 100.0
Lower-skill clerical, sales (5) 6 3 5 4 33 22 2 3 3 5 2 7 3 98
% 6.1 3.1 5.1 4.1 33.7 22.4 2.0 3.1 3.1 5.1 2.0 7.1 3.1 100.0
Foremen (6) 10 0 1 3 2 1 29 4 8 3 1 5 4 71
% 14.1 0.0 1.4 4.2 2.8 1.4 40.8 5.6 11.3 4.2 1.4 7.0 5.6 100.0
Medium-skilled workers (7) 43 1 5 10 16 9 20 581 78 43 1 48 32 887
% 4.8 0.1 0.6 1.1 1.8 1.0 2.3 65.5 8.8 4.8 0.1 5.4 3.6 100.0
Farmers and fishermen (8) 186 0 2 10 13 5 4 59 1,074 27 19 71 164 1,634
% 11.4 0.0 0.1 0.6 0.8 0.3 0.2 3.6 65.7 1.7 1.2 4.3 10.0 100.0
Lower-skilled workers (9) 130 0 2 4 25 8 15 78 75 372 7 80 76 872
% 14.9 0.0 0.2 0.5 2.9 0.9 1.7 8.9 8.6 42.7 0.8 9.2 8.7 100.0
Lower-skilled farm workers (10) 9 0 0 0 4 1 3 4 16 5 36 7 21 106
% 8.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.8 0.9 2.8 3.8 15.1 4.7 34.0 6.6 19.8 100.0
Unskilled workers (11) 87 0 8 16 16 6 6 75 112 101 9 314 101 851
% 10.2 0.0 0.9 1.9 1.9 0.7 0.7 8.8 13.2 11.9 1.1 36.9 11.9 100.0
Unskilled farm workers (12) 275 1 3 36 43 12 22 177 719 236 70 238 948 2,780
% 9.9 0.0 0.1 1.3 1.5 0.4 0.8 6.4 25.9 8.5 2.5 8.6 34.1 100.0
Total 2,394 12 112 174 434 112 166 1,541 3,628 1,225 275 1,169 2,255 13,497

Note: The table reports frequencies and row-percentages of occupational transitions, from the occupation listed in the Swedish census preceding the
first emigration event, to the occupation listed in the census following upon the first recorded return event for male returnees, aged 28-60 years upon
returning. Emigration and returning takes place either 1880-1890, 1890-1900 or 1900-1910.
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Table A.2: Occupational transitions of male stayers 1880-1910
(0) (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) Total

Undefined (0) 119,567 1,281 6,721 7,120 14,062 5,262 4,447 37,485 113,194 32,041 9,592 34,769 54,017 439,558
% 27.2 0.3 1.5 1.6 3.2 1.2 1.0 8.5 25.8 7.3 2.2 7.9 12.3 100.0
High-skilled managers (1) 325 1,951 565 186 126 35 1,210 15 263 24 4 18 7 4,729
% 6.9 41.3 11.9 3.9 2.7 0.7 25.6 0.3 5.6 0.5 0.1 0.4 0.1 100.0
High-skilled professionals (2) 814 1,422 11,084 274 1,730 316 283 88 248 61 10 86 47 16,463
% 4.9 8.6 67.3 1.7 10.5 1.9 1.7 0.5 1.5 0.4 0.1 0.5 0.3 100.0
Medium-skilled managers (3) 2,280 521 256 13,796 1,530 363 3,068 443 3,432 556 239 782 1,069 28,335
% 8.0 1.8 0.9 48.7 5.4 1.3 10.8 1.6 12.1 2.0 0.8 2.8 3.8 100.0
Medium-skill profess etc (4) 4,142 566 1,706 3,638 32,958 2,322 846 1,120 2,541 1,186 220 1,306 676 53,227
% 7.8 1.1 3.2 6.8 61.9 4.4 1.6 2.1 4.8 2.2 0.4 2.5 1.3 100.0
Lower-skill clerical, sales (5) 1,349 363 878 1,456 5,542 8,813 401 467 780 809 82 875 265 22,080
% 6.1 1.6 4.0 6.6 25.1 39.9 1.8 2.1 3.5 3.7 0.4 4.0 1.2 100.0
Foremen (6) 2,032 514 189 2,219 473 165 10,524 949 1,195 1,062 213 721 471 20,727
% 9.8 2.5 0.9 10.7 2.3 0.8 50.8 4.6 5.8 5.1 1.0 3.5 2.3 100.0
Medium-skilled workers (7) 4,845 85 360 1,452 2,550 954 5,966 107,357 6,942 6,785 470 5,969 2,598 146,333
% 3.3 0.1 0.2 1.0 1.7 0.7 4.1 73.4 4.7 4.6 0.3 4.1 1.8 100.0
Farmers and fishermen (8) 19,268 312 252 1,710 2,271 1,090 898 6,473 282,873 4,770 2,606 7,701 15,516 345,740
% 5.6 0.1 0.1 0.5 0.7 0.3 0.3 1.9 81.8 1.4 0.8 2.2 4.5 100.0
Lower-skilled workers (9) 10,736 123 227 2,577 3,023 1,803 3,952 11,548 9,635 79,685 1,217 11,035 8,109 143,670
% 7.5 0.1 0.2 1.8 2.1 1.3 2.8 8.0 6.7 55.5 0.8 7.7 5.6 100.0
Lower-skilled farm workers (10) 947 11 41 389 352 110 838 563 3,134 1,103 10,712 1,005 1,719 20,924
% 4.5 0.1 0.2 1.9 1.7 0.5 4.0 2.7 15.0 5.3 51.2 4.8 8.2 100.0
Unskilled workers (11) 10,511 74 305 3,334 3,334 1,986 2,887 11,787 10,038 16,106 2,139 67,668 11,488 141,657
% 7.4 0.1 0.2 2.4 2.4 1.4 2.0 8.3 7.1 11.4 1.5 47.8 8.1 100.0
Unskilled farm workers (12) 19,103 108 281 5,591 3,796 2,111 2,366 16,720 60,399 29,774 8,236 33,173 126,342 308,000
% 6.2 0.0 0.1 1.8 1.2 0.7 0.8 5.4 19.6 9.7 2.7 10.8 41.0 100.0
Total 195,919 7,331 22,865 43,742 71,747 25,330 37,686 195,015 494,674 173,962 35,740 165,108 222,324 1,691,443

Note: The table reports frequencies and row-percentages of occupational transitions in the censuses 1880-1910, for male stayers, i.e., individuals that
never emigrate. As for returnees, the person has to be aged 28-60 years in the year to which occupational transition is recorded. An individual is
only recorded once in this table. If they fulfil the criteria more than once, the table reports the earliest observation.
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