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Summary 
This dissertation addresses questions in the areas of economic history and economics of 

migration. It consists of introduction, literature review, three empirical research chapters 

on Irish Migration to the United States at the Age of Mass Migration (1892-1924), and a 

conclusion. Chapter one is a general introduction of the thesis. Chapter two is a general 

literature review for the three empirical chapters. Chapter three is a detailed description 

of the construction of the dataset on Irish migrants who left for Ellis Island, the US (1892-

1924). Utilizing the 1901 and 1911 Irish Census Records and the Ellis Island 

Administrative Records on Irish migrants, I identify the individual Irish migrants in the 

Censuses. I apply several record linkage strategies for constructing the datasets on Irish 

migrants based on their county of origin and place of residence reported in the Censuses. 

I conclude that Irish migrants were more often male, young, literate, Gaelic-speaking and 

unmarried adults. I find that male migrants were more often engaged in agricultural 

occupations while female migrants were more often working in service sector. Chapter 

four, joint with Gaia Narciso and Battista Severgnini, investigates the role of the Great 

Irish Famine (1845-1850), one of the most lethal starvation in history, on the individuals’ 

migration decisions in the long-run (1901-1924). Applying two different measures for 

identifying the extent of Famine in the county of origin of the migrants, excess mortality 

rates and the extent of relief provided in the form of food rations, we find that Famine 

was a crucial driver of individuals’ migration choices. Instrumental variables estimation 

supports our findings. Finally, we construct a measure of migration networks through the 

identification of Famine migrants based on six rounds (1850-1910) of the US Census 

samples. Our results confirm that the migration in the long run was a chain movement 

since the Famine years. Chapter five examines return migration from the United States 

for the largest migrant sending country, Ireland, within the period of Mass Migration 

(1850-1913). I show that around eleven percent of migrants returned home. I measure 

self-selection of return migrants from the rest of the population. I conclude that return 

migrants were not different from permanent migrants before leaving Ireland.  I further 

that return migrants who were involved in agriculture and professional occupations, were 

positively selected from the rest of the population in Ireland, after their return. I also find 

negative selection of return migrants working in production, from the non-migrant 

population. Chapter six concludes.  
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Chapter 1  
 

Introduction 
 

The chapters in this dissertation investigate Irish migration to the United States at the 

Age of Mass Migration (1892-1924). The core of the thesis is the construction of a unique 

dataset based on extensive historical data collection and matching. Based on linking the 

1901 and 1911 Irish Censuses with Ellis Island Administrative Records on Irish migrants, 

the dataset combines the individual characteristics of Irish migrants with their migratory 

behaviour. The second chapter of the thesis is a general literature review on three 

remaining chapters. The third chapter of the thesis presents a detailed description of the 

strategies applied for linking the abovementioned datasets. The fourth chapter finds that 

the Great Famine (1845-1850) had a long-run impact on individuals’ migration choices. 

It further explains the migration decisions to the US in the long-run (1901-1924) due to 

the migrant networks generated during the Famine years. Chapter five estimates that the 

Irish return migration from the US was relatively high, thus adding new estimates of 

return migration for the period between 1892 and 1910 to the existing literature on 

European mass migration (1850-1913). This chapter further finds selection of return 

migrants from the non-migrant population and no selection of returnees from the migrant 

pool. The analysis conducted in chapters four and five are based on the data constructed 

in chapter three.   

 

1.1 From Ireland to the US: Historical Evidence from Irish Migration to Ellis 

Island at the turn of the twentieth century 

United States maintained a nearly open border for the migrants at the turn of the twentieth 

century Ellis Island immigration station opened at the start of 1892.1 Since then, till the 

first quarter of the twentieth century, the number of immigrants to the US reached more 

than 24 million (Bandiera et al. 2013, Abramitzky et al. 2016). A seventeen-year-old 

 
1 https://www.history.com/topics/immigration/ellis-island. 
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immigrant Annie Moore was the first to sail past the Statue of Liberty.2 Since then, for 

the next three decades, more than 800, 000 Irish immigrated to the States.   

This chapter describes the construction of a dataset on Irish Mass Migration between 

1892 and 1924. The dataset is based on linking three large historical datasets: the 1901 

and 1911 Irish Censuses and Ellis Island Administrative Records from 1892 and 1924 

on Irish Migrants. The dataset constructed in this chapter serves as the base for analysis 

conducted in chapters three and four. In this chapter, based on the constructed dataset, 

we identify the levels of migration in Irish counties and the individual characteristics of 

migrants.  

 

I start the chapter with the description of the main data sources, 1901 and 1911 Censuses 

and Ellis Island records. I provide descriptive statistics of the Censuses on the main 

characteristics of the individuals: age, gender, marital status, literacy, religion, ability to 

speak Gaelic, occupations and locations. The summary statistics of the Ellis Island 

Records on migrants provides information on their age, marital status when leaving 

Ireland, their last county of residence in Ireland where they left from, average year of 

emigration.  

 

Next, I address the issues of linking names and surnames across the Censuses and Ellis 

Island Records. For overcoming the difficulties of matching these string variables across 

the Census datasets, I manually check the writing difference for the most common names 

and surnames in the datasets, cleaning and standardizing them using STATA software. 

In section 3.4.4 of the chapter I apply fuzzy matching, using a user-written command 

“reclink” as an alternative and more automated way of accounting for the spelling 

differences in linking the abovementioned variables.  

 

I proceed, generating a dataset on the Irish migrants, applying various matching 

methodologies. Firstly, to distinguish between migrants and non-migrants in the 1901 

and 1911 Censuses, I link the individuals across the entirety of the censuses similar to 

Abramitzky’s matching strategy (2012). Matching is based on name, surname, age, 

county of birth and place of residence. Next, for the sample of individuals who has not 

 
2 https://www.irishcentral.com/roots/history/first-immigrant-through-ellis-island-annie-moore 
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been matched according to their place of residence, I drop the variables accounting for 

residence (census county, district and street) and proceed with the second phase of 

matching. Together, I match around 16 per cent of the Census population between 1901 

and 1911. I then match the generated sample of censuses with Ellis Island records on 

Irish migrants (1901-1924). Matching is based on name, surname, age and county of 

residence. I match about 20 per cent of the migrant records with the Census population. 

The match rates are in line with historical literature (Ferri 1996, Abramitzky 2014). The 

dataset constructed with this method serves as the bases for the analysis in section three. 

To address the issue of matching women across the historical records because of the 

change in their surnames upon marriage, I further construct migrant datasets on male and 

single women separately. To avoid dropping large number of duplicate observations, I 

identify migrants based on the 1911 Census only, adding the individual characteristics 

for the matched sample of population from the 1901 Census. Furthermore, the choice of 

utilizing the 1911 Census as a master dataset is based on making this dataset as the base 

for identifying the return migrants in the fourth chapter. I apply three strategies for 

linking the individuals: 1) based on the county of birth, 2) based on the county of birth 

and county of residence, 3) based on the county of birth and place of residence. I address 

the advantages and disadvantages of each of the described strategies. I finally match the 

Census sample with Ellis Island records on Irish migrants. Matching rate is about 20 per 

cent across all the strategies. The constructed datasets show that migrants are more often 

male, young, literate and able to speak Gaelic. Male migrants more often work in 

agricultural sector while female migrants are mostly occupied in service sector.  

 

My contributions to the literature is measuring the migration rates for the largest migrant 

sending country, Ireland within the period of Mass Migration (1850-1913) using granular 

level data. The only work identifying Irish migration in this period is by Connor (2019), 

who utilizes the US Census samples to identify the Irish-born population. My work 

complements his work adding new estimates of migration by utilization of different from 

already used datasets, Irish Censuses and Ellis Island records.  
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1.2 The long-run impact of historical shocks on the decision to migrate: 

Evidence from the Irish Migration, joint with Gaia Narciso and Battista Severgnini 

 

Do large negative historical events have a long-lasting impact on migration choices or 

does this impact fade away over time?  The main aim of this chapter is to provide both a 

qualitative and a quantitative investigation on whether personal characteristics and 

radical historical events matter in the decision to migrate in the long-run. The chapter is 

motivated by the work of Narciso and Severgnini (2016) who tested the intergenerational 

transmission of rebellion generated by a large negative radical shock, the Irish Potato 

Famine (1845-1852) on the probability of joining the movement of independence in 

Ireland during the Irish revolution over the period 1913-1921. This chapter of the thesis 

contributes to the recent literature analysing migration in response to natural shocks and 

migrant selection by Kirchberger, 2017. This chapter is also motivated by and contributes 

substantially to the ongoing literature investigating European Mass Migration to 

America. In particular, it adds to the works on Mass Migration by Karadja and Prawitz 

(2019) who analyse the impact of large-scale emigration from Sweden on political 

situation in the long-run.  

 

Firstly, we make use of the dataset on Irish migrants constructed in the third chapter of 

the thesis. Next, we construct two different measures of the extent of Famine in each 

county. The first measure is the excess mortality rate calculated as the ratio of excess 

deaths in the counties during the Famine years and the county population in 1841. We 

measure the excess deaths as a difference between postulated deaths, according to past 

death rates, and actual recorded deaths. Our second measure of Famine is the rate of food 

rations, the amount of food rations provided to the population in Ireland during the 

summer 1847, divided by county population in 1841. 

 

We estimate the role of the Famine in the probability of becoming a migrant. Firstly, we 

apply a linear probability estimation. We identify the two potential sources of bias in 

estimation. The variable Famine is based on historical data and thus may be subject to 

measurement errors. Secondly, the analysis may be biased due to omitted variables or 

other unobservable county characteristics that we are not able to account for. Similar to 
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Narciso and Battista (2016), we exploit the natural drivers of the intensity of Famine. The 

estimation of Famine is based on climatic and geographic characteristics of the county, 

e.g., the temperatures and rainfall in spring and summer during 1845 and 1846. We also 

include longitude and latitude in the regressions to account for other factors such as wind. 

The results of the estimation are firstly related to individual characteristics: we find that 

migrants are more likely to be male, young, Catholic and single. We further find a 

positive selection of the migrants: they are more likely to be literate, compared to the 

stayers. This result contradicts Connor’s work (2019). The reason behind can be that we 

include both, men and women in our analysis and that we examine a longer period of 

migration. Applying LPM, and SLS estimation to overcome the estimation biases, we 

find statistically strong positive impact of the Famine on individual migration decisions 

in the long-run. An interesting finding is that the point estimates for the coefficient of the 

Famine in the 1901 Census is twice bigger than the point estimate based on the analysis 

of the 1911 Census. This shows how the impact of Famine on the probability of migrating 

decreases over time. Finally, making use of the six rounds (1850-1910) of the 

representative samples from US Census, we create the new migrant network variable, 

based on the Irish born population in the US who went to the US during the Famine years, 

between 1845 and 1852. We identify the unique Irish surnames in the US Census samples 

and map them to Irish counties based on the frequency of Irish surnames in the 1901 and 

1911 Censuses. We then assign Irish migrants from the US Census samples to the county 

of origins in Ireland based on their surnames.  Including the new network variables, the 

estimation results are consistent across both Censuses.  This chapter adds to the 

characteristics of Irish migration in the long-run, as well as finds the link between large 

historical events and migration decisions.  

 

1.3 Return migration Decisions: Evidence from the Irish Mass Migration at the 

turn of the twentieth century 

 

Who were the return Irish migrants from the USA as the Age of Mass Migration (1892-

1924)? The chapter five analyses Irish return migration decisions from the States between 

1892 and 1910. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first study examining return 

migration for the largest migrant sending country to the US within the period of 
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Historical Mass Migration (1850-1913). Firstly, it contributes to the growing historical 

literature on European Mass Migration (Abramitzky et al. 2012, Bandiera et al. 2013, 

Abramitzky et al. 2016, Connor 2019). Secondly, it adds new estimates of return 

migration to the existing ones measured (Bandiera et al. (2013), Abramitzky et al. 

(2016)). Thirdly, it explores the individual characteristics of return migrants for Ireland 

using a granular level data which has not been exploited before. Finally, motivated by 

the work of Abramitzky et al. (2016) it addresses an interesting aspect of the return 

migration: the self-selection of return migrants from the non-migrant population and 

migrant pool, based on the occupations reported in the Irish Censuses.    

 

Firstly, I construct a dataset on return migrants, distinguishing between male and female 

migrants (1892-1910). Identifying the return migration rates and the individual 

characteristics of female migrants, I add to the work by Abramitzky et al. (2016). I 

identify return migrants in the 1911 Census based on their year of emigration to the 

United States and the assumption that the migrants return to the same counties were they 

originally left from in Ireland. It is common to assume in the academic literature that 

migrants tend to return to the regions were they originally left from (Gmelch 1980; King 

1986). I match the Census records with the Ellis Island Administrative Records on Irish 

migrants (1892-1924) based on name, surname, age and county of residence. The 

matching strategy is similar to Abramitzky (2014). The details on the data construction 

and matching are provided in chapter two of this thesis. The estimation shows that more 

than 11 per cent of the total Ellis Island migrants (1892-1924) returned home eventually. 

This rate of return adds to the estimates by Bandiera et al. (2013) who estimate more than 

70 per cent of the out-migration rates for Irish born population based on the US Census 

samples.  

 

This chapter sheds light on the individual characteristics of return migrants. For both, 

female and male returnees I find that the average return migrant was a young single adult 

at the moment of leaving Ireland. I find that male return migrants were more often 

working in agricultural sector, and women in service sector after returning home. I 

observe that return migration rates were higher in the Southern and South-Western 

counties. I link the higher return rates in these counties to the historical evidence of higher 
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percentage of landowners compared to the rest of the counties, following the land reforms 

of 1908 (British Parliamentary Papers 1908a and 1921a).  

 

Finally, I investigate the self- selection of returnees from the non-migrant population, in 

1911, after they returned to Ireland and from the migrant pool in 1901, before they left. 

I identify selection based on the change in the occupational sub-categories of the male 

migrants from the Censuses. Similar to Abramitzky et al. (2016) I analyse the selection 

only for male returnees. The choice of including male migrants only in the self-selection 

analysis of the chapter is based on the fact that, firstly, the sample size of women who 

report their occupations is quite small, secondly,  for the majority of women the main 

occupations were in Service sector from which we are unable to identify whether the 

occupational group is a higher or a lower-level without having information on the 

earnings.  The logit estimation results show that return male migrants who work in 

Agriculture and Professional occupations, after their return, were positively selected 

from the non-migrant population, while those engaging in Production were negatively 

selected. I find no evidence of selection of returnees from the migrant pool before 

migrants left Ireland, in 1901.  

 

Chapter 2 

Literature Review 
Summary: This section is a broad review on literature relating to the three main chapters 

(2-4) of the thesis. I start by discussing the literature on the key drivers of migration and 

the economic history approach to migration. I then summarize the key trends of Irish 

historical migration in the nineteenth-twentieth centuries. Next, I summarize the 

historical background on the Great Famine. Finally, this chapter ends with a short section 

on my contribution of the thesis.  

 Economics of Migration: Drivers of Migration  

What drives migration choices? How do people choose to leave for the States, or say for 

Britain, or not to migrate at all?  When making migration choices, we naturally assume 

that migrants would do some comparison between their average earnings home and 

abroad, say in the States, to make a decision about leaving or staying. In relation to this, 
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Borjas (1987) applies the Roy model (1951) to the decision to migrate, analyzing the 

ways in which the earnings of immigrants may differ from the earnings of the native 

population because of the endonegeity of migration decisions. The author shows that 

there are strong country-specific fixed effects in determining the quality of foreign-born 

population. Push and pull drivers of migration have been discussed by various authors. 

Hear et al. (2017) distinguish between predisposing, proximate, precipitating and 

mediating drivers of migration. The authors acknowledge the views of the critiques of 

the analysts who view push-pull factors of migration as too simple (Skeldon 1990, de 

Haas, 2011), however still supporting the simple push-pull model based on the idea that 

structural forces shape migration processes. the Scholarly consensus has established that 

structural forces lead to both, the inception of migration and the perpetuation of the 

movement ((Massey et al, 1998) . These forces are often understood as the key drivers 

of migration. Push-pull models in classical literature suggested migrants were pushed by 

low income in their home countries or regions and pulled by better prospects in wealthier 

countries (Lee 1966, Harris and Todaro. 1970). The authors claim that the decision about 

migration, and the emergence of wider patterns of migration are the outcome of an 

interplay between the social structures and agency3. 

According to the level of analysis, scholars distinguish between micro, macro and 

mezzo level of theories of migration (Hagen-Zanker, 2008). Macro theory of migration 

analyses the macro-level opportunity structures, e.g income and employment opportunity 

differentials of the migrants, while micro theory explains migration due to individua’s 

values and desires. On the other hand, meso-level analysis sees the social networks as 

the main cause of migration (Faist, 2000).  

At a macro level, migration is seen as a result of geographical differences in 

labour demand and supply: international migration exists because of differences in wage 

level and employment conditions between countries and labour markets (Taylor et al., 

1993). It is based on the notion of individuals’ decision to maximize their income. On 

the other hand, the new economics of migration considers conditions in a variety of 

markets, not just labour markets (Williamson, 1995). Migration is then viewed as a 

 
3 E.g, the 19th century migration of Irish smallholders to the US during the Great Famine was not only an 
exercise of a choice, but also showed the structural farming of the US migration policy, UK agrarian policy 
and the transatlantic shipping routes, among other drivers.  



 9 

decision of the household to minimize the risk to their family income or overcome capital 

constraints on family production activities. A key assumption is that migration decisions 

are not made by individuals but are rather based on the collective decision of larger units 

of related people, like the families and households ((Stark and Levhari, 1982; Stark, 

1984). According to Piore (1979), international migration is caused by a permanent 

demand for immigrant labour, it is not caused by push factors in sending countries, but 

rather by pull factors in receiving countries. The micro-level theory claims that people 

measure the costs and benefits of moving to other countries, and migrate to the locations 

where they expect the greatest return over a specific period of time. Thus, according to 

this theory, not only wage differentials matter, but also individual features determining 

employment and wages, as well as the social conditions and technologies, lowering the 

costs of emigration (Castelli, 2018).  

Considering the significance of large historical events, in the third chapter of the 

thesis we study one of the push factors of migration: our assumption is that the effects of 

the Great Famine were long-lasting and they pushed people out of Ireland even about 60 

to 70 years after it ended. 

 

 Historical Migration in the Nineteenth Century 

Historical emigration to the United States in the nineteenth-twentieth centuries has been 

in the centre of attention of many economic historians. Easterlin (1961) looks at the 

unprecedented overseas migration from Europe just before the World War First: more 

than forty million emigrated between 1850 and 1914, primarily for the United States. 

The mean population in Europe in this period was less than 400 million, thus there was 

a loss of about one tenth of the population. Looking for an evidence for some regular 

influences affecting the decision of the migration patterns, the author mentions two 

factors: the first one is the rate of natural increase about twenty years prior to the 

examined period of migration. The second explanatory factor is considered to be the per 

capita income. From the mid nineteenth to early twentieth centuries the emigration in 

most European countries rose, but to varying degrees. Among the variety of factors 

influencing emigration, several factors were at work. One element, the influence of 

which was widely diffused, was the fluctuations in the growth in the demand for labour 

abroad, particularly in the primary migrant destination country, the United States.  
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Abramitzky and Boustan (2017) look at three main questions related to the 

historical immigration to the United States: the selection of the immigrants in the sending 

countries, their assimilation into the US economy and society and the effects immigration 

may have had on the economy, particularly the effects of immigration on native 

employment and wages. The article reviews historical evidence on key issues related to 

the economics of immigration today.  

The rise of mass migration (Brinley, 1993) has been associated with the shift from 

sail to steam technology in mid-nineteenth century, and the corresponding decline in the 

trans-Atlantic passage. As a result, the levels of emigration increased from just one 

person per 1000 residents in 1820 to more than 15 per 1000 by 1850. According to Hatton 

and Williamson (1998), the 70 years of mass migration resulted in about 55 million 

emigrants leaving Europe with about 30 million out of which migrating to the States. 

Analysing the individual characteristics of migration from Southern and Eastern Europe, 

Hatton and Williamson (1998) find that migrants were more often young, more likely to 

be male, unmarried and less likely to be settling in the US permanently. Historical return 

migration has been studied by a few authors. According to the official statistics reported 

in 1908, about 30 percent of the European migrants to the States returned home 

eventually (Gould, 1980, Wyman, 1996). Return rates were higher, according to a more 

recent study by Bandiera, Rasul, Viarengo (2013). Strict immigration quotas resulted in 

decline of emigration rates from 14 percent in 1920 to 5 percent in 1970. Immigration 

quotas remained till 1960s. The quotas were put down in 1965, when the immigration 

cap was increased from 150,000 to 270,000 entrants per year.  The foreign-born share of 

population increased again from 5 to 14 percent between 1970 and 2010. In terms of 

selection4, migrants in the period of Mass Migration were positively selected for some 

European countries and negatively selected for others. In particular, the historical 

evidence suggests that the migration from Western Europe to the US was neutrally 

selected. On the other hand, the migration from the countries in European periphery, such 

as Ireland, Italy and Norway, is negatively selected (Abramitzky and Boustan, 2017). 

Mokyr and Ó Gráda, (1982); Cohn, 1995 indicate that Irish migrants from the pre-famine 

and famine years held lower-paid occupations than those who did not leave. As 

 
4 By positive (negative) selection we mean that migrants have more (less) productive skills than the 
residents who stayed behind in the source country.  
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mentioned by McLaughlin and et al. (2017), according to (Mokyr 1985), they were also 

more likely to age-heap (report a round-numbered age).   

 

Irish Historical Migration 

Emigration from Ireland is one of the most key features of the modern Irish society, and 

there is a large literature on Irish emigration to Britain, the States and Australia in the 

nineteenth and twentieth centuries (Delaney, 1998). While emigration to the States has 

been the most common feature of Irish emigration (Fitzpatrick, 1980), seasonal migration 

to England and to Scotland, as well as the internal migration within Ireland, have long 

been a typical feature of Irish rural life (Ó Gráda, 1973).  

 

Emigration trends: Emigration from Ireland was the highest among other 

Europeancountries in the late nineteenth century (Hatton and Williamson (1998); 

Maimbo and Ratha, (2005)), with one of the benefits of it being the supply of emigrant 

remittances, in the form of “American money”  to finance the subsequent migration and 

to contribute to the household income in Ireland. According to Akenson (1995), these 

migrants have fully integrated into the American society by the time of First World War, 

and towards the second half of the century Irish Catholics were the second most 

privileged group in the States.    

The Report of Commission on Emigration and other population problems, 1948-1954 

(1954), states that among various destination countries, during the period between 1840 

and 1914, migration to the States was the highest. However, according to McLaughlin 

(2009), this statement does not include migration to Great Britain, as it was hard to 

measure migration to the UK, because Ireland was a part of the UK, and there was a free 

movement between the countries. A significant feature of the Irish emigration of the 

nineteenth century is that before the Famine, the majority of the women experienced 

neither education, nor emigration,  while later in the century the majority of them 

experienced both (Fitzpatrick, 1986). More than three million women left Ireland during 

the nineteenth century. The changing characteristics of the rural society in post-Famine 

Ireland implied that almost the same number of men and women could expect 

agricultural livelihoods as farmers and their wives. According to Vaughan and 

Fitzpatrick (1978), both, male and female migration were in equal proportions by the end 
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of the century. The graphs on Irish migration to destination countries in the 19-20th 

centuries, as well as the migration numbers during the Famine are in chapters 2 and 3 of 

the thesis. 

 

Reasons behind emigration: There are various reasons behind the nineteenth century 

migration. Poverty has been considered to be one of the key drivers of migration in this 

time period. According to Fitzpatrick (1980), the decline in labour-intensive farming, 

limited land ownership and agricultural labouring opportunities were the main reasons. 

According to the literature, access to overseas opportunities affected the migration 

decisions substantially: e.g, Hatton and Williamson (1993) suggest that emigration 

decisions have been made through accessing the economic opportunities in the States 

relative to the home economies. The correlation of migration rates with rising wages in 

the States would apply that the pull factors are more important than the push ones 

(O’Rourke, 1995). If this was the case, then the individuals with personal characteristics 

that were better awarded in the States, would be attracted more to emigration 

(Abramitzky et al., 2012).  The importance of migration networks has also been stated in 

the literature: lower travel costs to the States at the turn of the century could be one of 

the most logical reasons why about the third of the Irish migrants crossed the Atlantic 

with a ticket paid by someone else (Harkness, 1931). Observing a negative selection for 

the Irish migrants to the States, in a more recent study (2019) Connor shows that 

migration networks were significant determinants of the migration choices of Irish 

towards the turn of the twentieth century.  

In terms of economic assimilation, according to Zimran and Collins (2018), Famine-era 

emigrants experienced very small occupational differences with the natives, compared 

to the pre-Famine migrants, which might indeed trigger the movement of next generation 

of emigrants to the States.  

 

The Economy Before and During the Great Famine (1845-1850) 

The potato blight that led to the Great Irish Famine, was caused by the Phythophthora 

infestants, suspected to have originated from Mexico (Goss et al, 2014).  According to ́ 

Ó Gráda (1989 and 1994) and Kinealy (2002), it hit much of the Europe, and then was 
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observed in Belgium, France, Germany, Scotland and Ireland. Bourke (1964) mentions 

that the disease was first noticed in Belgium towards the end of June 1845. 

In Ireland it was particularly severe, because of weather conditions (Yoshida et al. , 

2013). Failures in potato crops have happened in Ireland in the pre-Famine period as 

well. But none of those famines has reached a similar scale, neither has lasted for so long: 

according to Feehanan (2012), about thirty famines of various intensity occurred in the 

eighteenth century. The Great Famine started in 1845 and about one third of the crop was 

destroyed this year by the Phythophthora (́Ó́ Gráda, 2006). 1846 was a year of almost 

complete failure of the crop because of the unusually warm summer. In 1847 the levels 

of blight were minimal but still there were not enough seeds of potato from the previous 

year: the total yields were low but the yields per acre stood high. Famine resulted in one 

million deaths between 1845 and 1851, and another one million emigrated mainly to 

North America (Ó Gráda (1989 and 1994)). Famine relief was provided in 1847, 

establishing workhouses for the poor. In March of 1847, the workhouses were considered 

to be a failure, and they switched to a new measure, provision of soup kitchens. In July 

of 1847, 3 million people were in receipt of free food. This measure was considered to 

be more successful, as opposed to opening of workhouses.  

There are different views about the post-Famine economic growth. According to    

Kennedy et al. (1988),  the average income in Ireland in the post-Famine period grew not 

only more rapidly than in Britain, but also more rapidly than in the rest of the Europe. Ó 

Gráda (1994) supports this idea, claiming that Irish income per capita grew more rapidly 

than the British. Finally, Williamson (1994) suggests that the British-Irish real wage gap 

had narrowed more than the output per capita gap by the end of the century. He states 

that the role of emigration is higher compared to other, more traditional forces, such as 

capital accumulation and total factor productivity (TFP). This idea is also suggested by 

O’Rourke and Williamson (1997), who claim that Ireland solely relied on emigration in 

order to achieve convergence on the leader countries. Finally, Geary and Stark (2002, 

2014) calculate, based on the estimates of the likely levels of real output for England, 

Wales, Scotland and Ireland, for each of the Census years between 1861 and 1911, that 

in the second half of the nineteenth century, Ireland really did catch up on Britain, in 

terms of GDP per capita and per worker.   
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My Contribution to the Literature  

This thesis is based on utilization of three large historical datasets: the 1901 and 1911 

Irish Censuses and Ellis Island Administrative Records on Irish migrants. I contribute to 

the literature in the following ways: 

•  Characteristics of Irish Mass Migration: A key study in this field by Connor 

(2019) shows that the sons of farmers and illiterate men were more likely to migrate, 

compared to their literate and skilled counterparts. Connor conducts this analysis, 

utilizing both, the Irish Censuses and the US Census. In my thesis I utilize only the Irish 

Censuses. Compared to Connor, the analysis in all three papers of the thesis (excluding 

the final econometric analysis on return migration) is done for both, men and women. 

The analysis for female migrants is important, because, as was mentioned above, the 

percentage of women and male migrants was almost the same, in some decades of the 

turn of the century being even higher for women. According to Ó Gráda (1975), about 

51 per cent of migrants (1852-1921) were male. Secondly, in the second chapter of this 

thesis (first research paper), I apply different data linking techniques for identifying 

migrants in the Censuses, and address the issues associated with record linkage in each 

case. I apply matching for men and women separately: linking married women is 

problematic because of the change in their surnames after marriage. I drop them from the 

analysis and keep single women only.  

•  Contributing to the literature investigating European Mass Migration in 

America: Bandiera et al. (2013) measure migrant flows into and out of America in the 

Age of Mass Migration, at the turn of the 20th century. Karadja and Prawitz (2019) 

analyse the impact of large-scale emigration on the political situation of the sending 

countries with the example of Sweden. The third chapter of our analysis is the first study 

looking at the impact of large historical events on the decision to migrate during the Age 

of Mass Migration. Another important contribution of this chapter is the analysis of 

migrant selection and migration in response to natural shocks (Kirchberger, 2017).  

•  Return Migration at the Age of Mass Migration: I contribute to the burgeoning 

literature on return migration, particularly to the papers by Abramitzky et al. (2016) and 

Bandiera et al. (2013). My contribution to the first work is, that, firstly, I do the analysis 

also for female migrants, and, secondly, the identification of return migrants based on 

historical record linkage, as opposed to the direct measure of Norwegian return migration 
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in Abramitzky’s work. Secondly, my contribution to Bandiera et al., is the identification 

of the lower bound of return migration rates for Irish migrants at the turn of the twentieth 

century: according to the authors, the out-migration rates of the Irish were quite high 

(between 74 and 93 percent) which was about two/three times higher than the reported 

official statistics before. One of the key reasons for researching such a low rate of return 

compared to the mentioned papers, is our way of constructing the datasets: firstly, the 

potential measurement errors because of the record linkage, secondly, the assumption we 

made that migrants tend to return to the counties they originally left from. The last one 

excludes internal migration, however it is common in the literature to assume that 

migrants tend return to the regions they originally left from (Gmelch, 1980; King, 1986). 

Chapter 3 

From Ireland to the US: Historical Evidence from Irish 

Migration to Ellis Island at the turn of the twentieth 

century 

3.1 Introduction 
Historical migration to Ellis Island commenced back in 1892 when United States 

maintained a nearly open border. It served as a major immigration center for 60 years 

until it closed in 1954.5  
Bandiera et al. (2013) estimate that the number of emigrants to the Island reached more 

than 24 million by 1924. According to Abramitzky et al. (2016), the rise of European 

mass migration was associated with the shift from sail to steam technology in mid 

nineteenth century and the decline in the time of trans-Atlantic passage. In the mid of the 

century it took one month to sail from a European port to the State, while parallel to the 

improvement of ship technology travel time decreased up to eight days by 1870 (Hugill, 

1993; Cohn, 2005). Ellis Island in New York welcomed more than eight hundred 

thousand immigrants from Ireland. Indeed, Ireland was the largest migrant sending 

country during the entire mass migration period.6 The history of high levels of Irish 

 
5 https://www.history.com/topics/immigration/ellis-island. 
6 According to Hatton and Williamson (1993), annual emigration rate for Ireland was 13 per 1000 people  
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immigration to the United States has its roots back at the first quarter of the 19th century. 

Between 1815 and 1845, about 800,000 to 1,000,000 Irish sailed for North America, half 

of them settling in the States and the other half in Canada (Ó Gráda, 1994). Emigration 

and depopulation largely increased during the Great Famine (1845-1851). According to 

Ó Gráda (1989), the Famine resulted in one million deaths and an equal number of 

emigrants, mainly to North America. Improved economic conditions led to a decrease in 

emigration from Ireland in mid 1850s. However, high emigration rates started featuring 

again since 1870s, with the main migrant destination country for Irish being Great Britain 

till early 1880s (Harkness, 1931). US became the major migrant destination country since 

1880s. Migration to the US reached its peak between 1892 and 1896, with over 90 per 

cent of Irish migrants moving to the US.  

This paper describes the creation of a far-reaching dataset, based on an extensive data 

collection and data linking of various sources of historical data. The dataset allows the 

detailed analysis of the characteristics of Irish mass migration to the US through the port 

of Ellis Island at the Age of Mass Migration (1892-1924). I generate a unique dataset 

combining the individual characteristics of Irish migrants with their migratory behavior, 

which allows the investigation of the decision to migrate to the US, as well as the decision 

to return to Ireland after a migration spell in the US. To the best of my knowledge, the 

only other study that investigates the Irish migration to the US using granular level data 

is the recent work by Connor (2019). This chapter complements the work by Connor 

(2019) in providing an alternative way of measuring the migration decision, by using the 

Ellis Island emigrant records, thus adding new migration estimates and combining 

recently established historical data sources7. Next, this chapter contributes to the 

historical literature on mass migration by providing different approaches of linking 

historical records. Finally, the construction of dataset presented in this chapter serves as 

a base for answering questions on Irish mass migration. In the next chapter of the thesis, 

joint with Narciso and Severgnini, we examine the long-run impact of historical shocks 

on migration decisions in Ireland. In the third chapter I analyze Irish return migration 

from the States.  

 
  during the Age of Mass Migration (1850-1913). 
7 Connor (2019) makes use of the 1910 US Census to identify Irish population in the States. 
 



 17 

Mass migration to the United States is an emerging area of research for economic 

historians. A key question on this area is the estimation of both migrant inflows and 

outflows from the US. Bandiera et al. (2013) conduct a comprehensive analysis, utilizing 

the Ellis Island Administrative Records and the US Census samples from the twentieth 

century. Their estimations show that both the inflows into the US and the out-migration 

rates from the US were significantly higher than it had been stated in official statistics 

for 1900-1920. Abramitzky et al. (2012) present evidence of how migrants to the US 

were selected from the stayers, considering their wealth level and the laws of inheritance 

in Norway which give different incentives to migrate. They find negative selection and a 

higher likelihood to migrate for older brothers, conditional on family size and age. How 

well migrants assimilate in the States upon their arrival is investigated by Abramitzky et 

al. (2014) who conclude that an average European migrant, who settled in the States for 

a longer time-period, did not hold lower-paid occupations than the natives. Examining 

the long-run political impacts of emigration in Swedish municipalities, Karadja and 

Prawiz (2019) show that municipalities with more migration experience largely increased 

demand for political change. Nunn et al. (2017) look at the short and long run impacts of 

immigration to the States between 1850 and 1920 on the economic and social outcomes. 

Abramitzky et al. (2016) study return migration at the Age of Mass Migration. They find 

that Norwegian migrants were negatively selected from the migrant pull and positively 

selected from the non-migrant population. 

   In order to construct the dataset on Irish migrants, I link individuals across the 1901 and 

1911 Irish Censuses, digitized by Irish National Archives. Next I match the generated 

sample of Censuses to Ellis Island Administrative Records on Irish migrants between 

1892 and 1924. Firstly, I link the entirety of individuals across the two Census rounds 

based on name, surname, age, county of birth and place of residence. Next, for the rest 

of the population that was not matched based on residence I assume a change in their 

place of residence between 1901 and 1911 and drop that variable. Together I reach 16 

per cent match rate. The matching strategy is similar, to Abramitzky et. al (2012) with an 

addition of including the place of residence variable among key matching variables. The 

match rate is in line with historical record linkage literature. Abramitzky et al. (2012) 

reach around 16 per cent matching rate for the US-born native men across the 1900, 1910 

and 1920 US Censuses. Ferri (1996) reaches around 10 per cent matching rate for men 
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between the 1850 and 1860 US Censuses. Considering the problem of matching women 

correctly because of their change in surnames upon marriage, I next construct the dataset 

based on various matching strategies for male and single female migrants separately.8 

Abramitzky et al. (2016) conduct the analysis for male population only.  

   This paper is structured as follows. Section 3.2 provides the historical background on 

Irish migration. Section 3.3 describes the data sources. Section 3.4 presents matching 

strategies and summarizes migrants’ characteristics. Section 3.5 concludes. 

 

3.2 Historical background 

Irish emigration became an essential part of Irish life since the Great Irish Famine (1845-

1851).9 However, the history of Irish migration to the States started long before 1800. In 

1600s around 25,000 Irish Catholics left the island: some of them were forced to move, 

the rest left willingly, for the Caribbean and Virginia (Ó Callaghan, 2008). From 1680s 

the Irish Quakers and Protestant Dissenters began to leave for the Atlantic shores. From 

1710 onwards, many Presbyterians from Ulster emigrated, parallel to smaller Anglican 

Protestant and Christian communities of emigrants, from both Ulster and Munster 

(Miller, 2008). Migration continued until the end of Napoleonic Wars in 1814. In the 18th 

century, Irish migration had two main directions: the military migration to Spain, France, 

Austria, British Army, and industrial emigration towards Spain, France, Germany and 

North America, which was mainly caused by the decline in woolen industry (Harkenss, 

1931). Since 1815 till the start of Famine Ireland experienced a large emigration of 

around 800,000 to 1000,000 people: half of them settled in Canada and the other half in 

the States (Mokyr, 1983). At the start of the nineteenth century the population growth 

was dramatic, compared to average population growth in Europe. Between 1800 and 

1841 the population rose by 3 million, reaching 8 million people. Only a few years later, 

when the Irish Famine stroke, Irish population declined significantly: Ó Gráda (2000) 

estimates that the Famine claimed over one million lives and it induced the emigration 

of about one million individuals by 1851. Since 1851, over the next six years, more than 

2.5 million emigrated. By 1855, the number of Irish population who had left for the US 

 
8 I would like to thank Cormac Ó Gráda for suggesting to analyse single female population separately. 
9 https://www.ucc.ie/en/emigre/history/ 
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reached 1.8 million. Famine migrants, who arrived in the States between 1845 and 1855, 

were from much poorer background than the migrants who left before them (Ó Gráda 

and Ó Rourke, 1997). After the Famine, high levels of emigration continued up to 1860s. 

Emigration rate started decreasing since 1860s: from 15 per 1000 people it reached to 8 

per 1000 people just before the First World War (Hatton and Williamson, 1993). The 

decrease in the emigration rate, in particular, to the United States is explained by 

improved living standards, specifically, by the Irish wage convergence to the US level. 

Since the years of the Famine the main destination countries for Irish migrants were the 

United States, Great Britain, Australia, Canada and New Zealand. Figure 3.A.1 in the 

Appendix presents the distribution of Irish migrants across various destination countries. 

As can be seen in Figure 3.A.1, the most striking feature of Irish emigration was the high 

level of migration to the States (Fitzpatrick, 1980) which is considered to be a chain 

movement after the Famine.10 Emigration rate to the US fluctuated between 5 and 11 

people per thousand in a year for the period 1876-1914, reaching its highest rate between 

1886 and 1995. The second major destination was Great Britain, for which the emigration 

rate fluctuated between 0.5 and 2.5 per thousand people on average for the same period. 

According to Harkness (1931), migrants to the US between 1876 and 1895 were mainly 

from counties with many Irish speakers, fewer protestants and larger agricultural 

population.  

3.3  Data 

I construct an extensive dataset, which allows the analysis of the migration decision at a 

very granular level. I combine three large historical datasets: the 1901 and 1911 Irish 

Censuses and Ellis Island Administrative Records on Irish migrants. Firstly, I clean and 

standardize names and surnames across the Censuses and Ellis Island records. Next, I 

link individuals across the two Census rounds. Then, I link the generated sample of 

Census data to the Ellis Island Administrative records on migrants. This section describes 

the various matching strategies for constructing the dataset and identifying the migrants. 

  

 

 
10 The next chapter explores the long-run effect of the Famine in influencing the migration decision two generations 
after the famine events. 
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3.3.1 Standardizing key string variables 

A key challenge for matching historical records is the spelling differences in string 

variables, such as first and last names. This is particularly relevant in the case of Irish 

names, given the structure of Irish last names: many common names and surnames may 

differ by just one letter/an apostrophe or a space across the two Censuses or between the 

Censuses and Ellis Island records. To account for spelling differences, I manually 

standardize the names and surnames in the 1901 and 1911 Censuses, using STATA. In 

particular, I standardize the prefixes of surnames according to the way they are written 

in Ellis Island Records. For example, the prefix “Mac” may be spelled differently in the 

datasets, such as “MaC”, “mAC”, “Mc”, etc., all of which I standardize to “Mac”. 

Another example is replacing “Ob”, “O b” with an “OB”. This way I standardize more 

than 200 prefixes of the reported Census names and surnames. I clean and standardize 

the key variables for almost half of the Census population. I further remove the 

unnecessary characters from the entire datasets, such as question marks, apostrophes, 

spaces, punctuation marks, etc. 

3.3.2 1901 and 1911 Censuses 

The first two data sources are the 1901 and 1911 Irish Censuses, which provide 

information at both, individual and household level. I make use of the entirety of both 

Censuses: the 1901 Census consists of almost 3,900,000 observations and the 1911 more 

than 4,300,000. Each of the Censuses reports name, age, sex, religion, occupation, marital 

status, country or county of birth, literacy, language (speaking English, Irish or both), 

type of disability (if any) for each individual across the thirty-two Irish counties.11 

Censuses also provide information on the exact place of residence, namely  county, 

district electoral division (ded) and street.12 Tables 3.1 and 3.2 present the summary 

statistics for the main variables in both Censuses.   

The 1901 Census Sample consists of around 3,870,000 individual observations. An 

average individual is 32 years old in 1901. I exclude children until the age of five from 

my dataset. The youngest individual in the sample is six years old, the oldest is 83. 

Around 51 per cent of the sample is female, almost 88 per cent is literate, 31 per cent is 

 
11 The Censuses have been digitized by Irish National Archives.  
See http://www.census.nationalarchives.ie/.  
 
12 Figure 2.A.2 and Figure 2.A3 present pictures of individual forms from the Census.  
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married in 1901 and 17 per cent speaks Gaelic. Nearly 69 per cent of individuals in the 

sample report their occupations: around 30 per cent of these are involved in Agriculture, 

just above 18 in Production, 12 per cent in Service, more than 3.5 per cent in sales and 

just above 1 per cent are Professionals. More than 35 per cent of the population is from 

Ulster province, 26 per cent is from Leinster, just above 24 per cent is from Munster and 

more than 14 per cent is from Connacht.  

In 1911 an average individual is almost 34 years old. More than 50 per cent of the 

population is female, almost 90 per cent is literate. Almost 70 per cent of the Census 

Population report their occupations in 1911: 30 per cent works in Agriculture, around 19 

per cent is engaged in Production, 8 per cent is from Service sector, almost 4 per cent is 

from Sales and just above 1 per cent are respectively from Professional and Clerical 

sectors. More than 35 per cent of the population is from Ulster province, almost a quarter 

is from Leinster and the other quarter is from Munster. The least populated province is 

Connacht with only 15 per living in Connacht in 1911.  
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Table 3.1: Descriptive Statistics of Census Sample 1901 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Variable   Mean      
(St.Dev.) 

Min Max      N 

Demographics 
Age 31.685 

(18.899) 
6 83 3,869,114 

Female 

 

0.508 
(0.499) 

0 1 3,861,620 
 

Literate 0.878 
(0.327) 

0 1 3,869,114 

Marital Status 0.309 
(0.462) 

0 1 3,815,937 

Gaelic 

 

Catholic 
 

Protestant 

0.169 
(0.375) 

       0.741 
      (0.438) 
       0.252 
      (0.435) 

0 
 
0 
 
0 

1 
 
1 
 
1 

3,869,114 
 
3,869,030 
 
3,869,030 

Occupations 
Agricultural 0.298 

(0.458) 
0 1 2,665,126 

Production 0.181 
(0.385) 

0 1 2,665,126 

Professional 0.011 
(0.105) 

0 1 2,665,126 

Sales 0.035 
(0.183) 

0 1 2,665,126 

Service 0.122 
(0.327) 

0 1 2,665,126 

Clerical 0.011 
(0.104) 

0 1 2,665,126 

Location 
Connacht 0.144 

(0.351) 
0 1 3,869,114 

Leinster 0.259 
(0.438) 

0 1 3,869,114 

Munster 0.242 
(0.428) 

0 1 3,869,114 

Ulster 0.355 
(0.479) 

0 1 3,869,114 

Dublin 0.099 
(0.299) 

0 1 3,869,114 
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Table 3.2: Descriptive Statistics of Census Sample 1911 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Variable Mean 
(Std. dev.) 

Min Max N 

Demographics 
Age 33.028 

(20.028) 
6 83 3,821,069 

Female 0.502 
(0.499) 

0 1 3,838,818 
 

Literate 0.899 
(0.301) 

0 1 3,764,919 

Marital Status 0.318 
(0.466) 

0 1 3,680,183 

Gaelic 

 
Catholic 

 

Protestant 

0.149 
(0.356) 
0.738 

     (0.438) 
     0.254 
    (0.436) 

0 
 
0 
 
0 

1 
 
1 
 
1 

3,821,069 
 

3,821,069 
 

3,821,069 

Occupations 
Agricultural 0.301 

(0.459) 
0 1 2,441,031 

Production 0.190 
(0.392) 

0 1 2,441,031 

Professional 0.014 
(0.116) 

0 1 2,441,031 

Sales 0.035 
(0.185) 

0 1 2,441,031 

Service 0.080 
(0.271) 

0 1 2,441,031 

Clerical 0.013 
(0.113) 

0 1 2,441,031 

Location 
Connacht 0.139 

(0.346) 
0 1 3,821,069 

Leinster 0.266 
(0.442) 

0 1 3,821,069 

Munster 0.236 
(0.425) 

0 1 3,821,069 

Ulster 0.360 
(0.480) 

0 1 3,821,069 

Dublin 0.109 
     (0.312) 

0 1 3,821,069 
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3.3.3 Occupations 

 

I group occupations according to the HISCO Classification System into six groups: 

Agricultural, Production, Professional, Sales, Service and Clerical.  

Table 1.3 summarizes the occupational subcategories for the six groups. The majority of 

agricultural population is a farmer/farmer’s son. This comprises around 69 per cent of 

the agricultural population. The next largest group is an agricultural labourer, or a farmer 

servant with 25 per cent. Almost 30 per cent of people working in Production is a general 

labourer in 1901, and the figure is more than 35 per cent in 1911. Next common 

occupations are milliner, dressmaker, staymaker; flax, linen- manufacturer, dealer, 

carpenter and joiner; shirt maker, seamstress; carman, carrier, carter, haulier; blacksmith; 

shoe, boot maker, dealer and tailor. In both years the most common professional 

occupation is a schoolmaster with 34-37 per cent. Almost 15 per cent of professionals in 

1901 and 13 per cent in 1911 are teachers, lecturers and professionals. Around 8 per cent 

of Professionals are musicians and music makers in both Census years. More than 5 per 

cent work as a barrister or a solicitor, and 4-5 per cent is an accountant. Occupational 

subcategories for the remaining groups are presented in the table as well. 
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                          Table 3.3: Occupational categories in the 1901 and 1911 

Census Samples 

Occupations     1901          1911 
Agriculture                                        
Farmer, Grazier 51.59    53.54 
Farmer, Grazier’s Son 17.77    15.28 
Agricultural Laborer, Farm Servant 25.18    25.64 
Production 
General Laborer 29.80 35.73 
Milliner, Dressmaker, Staymaker 8.50 5.99 
Flax, Linen - Manufacturer, Dealer 5.78 5.49 
Carpenter, Joiner 5.15 5.29 
Shirt Maker, Seamstress  4.70 
Carman, Carrier, Carter, Haulier  3.00 
Blacksmith 2.53 2.49 
Shoe, Boot - Maker, Dealer 3.16 2.73 
Tailor 2.87 2.96 
Professional 
Schoolmaster 34.07 37.79 
Teacher, Professor, Lecturer 14.86 12.71 
Musician, Music Master 8.59 7.86 
Barrister, Solicitor 5.80 5.13 
Accountant 5.05 4.01 
Medical Student, Assistant  3.58 
Omnibus, Coach, Cab owner,  4.16 2.64 
Chemist, Druger 3.57 3.86 
Clergymen (Established Church) 3.56 3.98 
Sales 
General Shopkeeper, Dealer 33.57 29.71 
Grocer. Tea, Coffee, Chocolate   
Maker 

13.49 13.39 

Draper, Linen Draper, Mercer 9.40 10.62 
Seaman (Merchant Service) 6.13 5.70 
Butcher, Meat Salesman 5.58 6.51 
Service 
Domestic Indoor Servant 82.18 71.27 
Washing and Bathing Service 2.79  
Innkeeper, Hotel Keeper, Publican 2.57 3.79 
Other Railway Officials and 

Servants 

2.30 4.26 

Messenger, Porter, Watchman (not 
Railway or Government) 

2.28 4.25 

Clerical 
Commercial Clerk 55.79 56.48 
Civil Service (messengers, etc.) 21.03 22.84 
Office keeper (Not Government) 9.87 6.68 
Civil Service (Officers and Clerks) 6.27 6.86 
Law Clerk and others connected 
with law  

5.23 5.04 
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3.3.4 Ellis Island Administrative Records 

The third source of historical data relies on the Ellis Island Administrative Records on 

Irish migrants who left between 1892 and 1924.13 In 1819 the Federal Government of the 

States passed a Steerage Act according to which the ship captains were required to report 

the passenger lists on board. These passenger lists were created using passenger 

documents that were required to enter the US (Bandiera et al. 2013). These records 

provide information on immigrant name, surname, gender, age, marital status, port of 

departure, name of vessel, date of arrival, ethnicity and residence. 

The entire dataset on Irish migrants consists of over 800,000 observations. I exclude the 

observations from the analysis for whom name, age or the last place of residence is not 

reported. I drop approximately 40 per cent of the migrant records. For more than 50 per 

cent of the migrants the main departure point was Queenstown. Almost equal number of 

migrants left from Londonderry and Liverpool, each of them comprising around 16 per 

cent of the migrant population.  

               Table 3.4: Descriptive Statistics of Ellis Island Records 
Variable Mean St. dev. Min Max           N 

Individual 
characteristics 

     

Age when migrating 25,148 9.267 6 70 428,282 
Marital Status when 
migrating (%) 

12.78  0 100 394,520 

Female (%) 53.95  0 100 489,743 
 

Location/ Last county 
of residence (%) 

     

Cork 9.20  0 100 394,989 
Mayo 8.65  0 100 394,989 
Antrim 6.96  0 100 394,989 
Kerry 6.85  0 100 394,989 
Galway 5.51  0 100 394,989 
Donegal 4.79  0 100 394,989 
Dublin 3,87  0 100 394,989 
Migratory Behaviour      
Day of emigration  15.362 8.92 1 31 394,989 
Year of emigration 1908.32 7.682 1892 1924 394,989 

 

According to Table 3.4, the average migrant was about 25 years old when leaving Ireland. 

The oldest migrant was 70 years old. More than half of emigrants were female. Counties 

 
13An Ellis Island passenger list manifest is presented in Appendix. 
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with the highest number of migrants were western and south-western counties: Cork, 

Mayo, Galway, Kerry, and Northern counties Antrim and Donegal.  Migrants on average 

were leaving in the middle of the month.  

 

3.4 Matching 

3.4.1 Strategies 

I combine the individual characteristics of Irish migrants with their migratory behaviour. 

I generate a dataset linking individuals across the 1901 and 1911 Census records first and 

next matching the generated sample of Censuses with Ellis Island Administrative 

Records.  

I apply two main matching strategies for linking the records. The datasets created by each 

of the methodology described below serve as the basis for the analysis in the second and 

third chapter of this dissertation.  

1) Matching the entirety of Census records with Ellis Island (1901-1924) dataset. To 

identify migrants in both 1901 and 1911 Censuses I link the entire population from the 

1901 Census to the 1911 Census based on name, surname, age, county of birth and place 

of residence. Place of residence is considered to be the Census county, ded and street.  

For the rest of the individuals who are not matched based on these variables, I assume 

they have changed their place of residence during the ten-year time period and conduct 

the matching based on name, surname, age and county of birth. I construct the sample of 

Censuses as the entirety of individuals who are present either in the 1901 or 1911 Census 

or in both of them. I then match the generated sample of Censuses with Ellis Island 

Administrative Records (1901-1924) on migrants. I distinguish between migrants and 

non-migrants in 1901 and 1911 years separately. My matching strategy is similar to 

Abramitzky et al. (2012). Compared to Abramitzky et al. (2012), I add the place of 

residence variable among the key matching variables. The dataset generated based on 

this strategy serves as the basis for the analysis in the second chapter.  

2) Constructing the dataset on migrants, distinguishing between male population and 

single women. Considering the difficulties of matching women migrants because of the 

change in surnames upon marriage, I construct datasets on migrants, distinguishing 
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between male and single female population14. Another difference of constructing the 

dataset, compared to the first methodology, is that I distinguish between migrants and 

non-migrants based on the 1911 Census sample only, adding information on the 

individual characteristics from 1901 year for the sample of 1911 Census that has been 

matched with the 1901 Census. The dataset constructing with this methodology serves as 

the basis for the analysis on return migration in the third chapter. Next, I suggest three 

ways of linking the 1901 and 1911 records: 

• Based on name, surname, age and county of birth.  

• Based on name, surname, age, county of birth and the county of residence.  

• Based on name, surname, age, and the place of residence: census county, ded           

and street.  

In section 3.4.2 and .4.3 I discuss the abovementioned strategies.  

 

.4.2 Matching the entirety of Censuses with Ellis Island records (1901-1924) 

In order to construct the data on migrants I match the entirety of Census population 

between 1901 and 1911.  I exclude kids below the age of 6 from the 1901 Census and 

below the age of 16 from the 1911 Census. I drop the duplicates based on all variables 

from both datasets, prior to conducting the matching. Duplicates comprise around 0.1 per 

cent of each Census. Firstly, I assume that two individuals with the same name, surname, 

age, county of birth and, county of residence, district and street are a perfect match across 

the Censuses. Thus, I assume no change in address during the ten-year time period. I drop 

the duplicate observations based on the key matching variables. I drop approximately 0.5 

per cent of the observations from the both Censuses. The final sample of the 1901 Census 

prior to matching consists of 2,973,399 observations, while the final sample of the 1911 

Census consists of 3,856,137 observations. I match 133,805 individuals assuming no 

change in the place of residence, which accounts for around 4.5 per cent of the 1911 

Census records. For the rest of the individuals who were not matched, I assume they 

changed their place of residence between 1901 and 1911: the key variables for matching 

are the same, excluding residence. I match 333,901 individuals, which is approximately 

11.5 per cent of the 1911 Census dataset. Together I match around 16 per cent of the 

 
14 Abramitzky (2016) links male population for identifying Norwegian return migrants. 
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1911 Census observations with the 1901 Census, comprising 467,706 individuals. 

Abramitzky et al. (2012) achieve around 16 per cent matching rate for the US-born native 

men across the 1900, 1910 and 1920 US Censuses. Ferri (1996) achieves around 10 per 

cent matching rate for men between the 1850 and 1860 US Censuses. Including the place 

of residence at the first phase decreases the number of false positive matches, however, 

excludes the geographical mobility (Abramitzky et al. 2019). One advantage of including 

the place of residence variable for linking the Irish Censuses is dropping as small as 0.5 

per cent of the Census population from each Census. Not including the place of residence 

would have resulted in dropping more than 15 per cent of the observations from each 

Censuses at first place from the analysis. I next match the generated sample of Censuses 

with the Ellis Island Administrative Records on Irish migrants between 1901 and 1924. 

I do not include the 1892-1900 migrants from the Ellis Island records, as they are 

considered returnees, in case of being matched with one of the Census records. Ellis 

Island records do not report the county of birth. The dataset on Ellis Island migrants 

consists of around 227,000 observations. I match the generated sample of Censuses with 

Ellis Island Records based on name, surname, age and the last county of residence. Here 

also I assume that people do not change their residence between their year of emigration 

and the 1901 and 1911.  Similar to Abramitzky (2014) and Narciso and Severgnini 

(2016), I allow for a two-year margin of error in the reported Census ages. If there is a 

perfect match based on the key variables, I assume that the record is a match. In this way 

I match 34,605 migrants Next, for the rest of census population, I assume the reported 

Census age is one year more than the actual age of an individual in the 1911: I match 

28,188 migrants. Finally, I assume the reported census age is one year less than the age 

of the individual in 1911: I match 26,423 migrants. Together I match 89,216 migrants 

out of which I drop the duplicate matches generated during the three stages. The final 

sample of matched migrants consists of 47,144 observations equivalent to a match rate 

of about 19.6 %. I further distinguish between the migrants in the 1901 Census and 

migrants in the 1911 Census. I define migrants in the 1901 Census year those who left 

Ireland between 1901 and 1924. Migrants in the 1911 are those who left between 1911 

and 1924. Table 1.5 presents the summary statistics of Census samples 1901 and 1911.  
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                            Table 3.5: Descriptive Statistics of Census Samples 1901 and 1911 

   Migrants      Non-migrants    
 Mean Median SD Min Max Obs Mean Median SD Min Max Obs 
     Demographics        

Migrant 
1901 

1.32 - - 1.00 1.00 38,680 98.68 - - 0.00 0.00 2,906,370 

Migrant 
1911 

0.41 - - 1.00 1.00 9,702 99.59 - - 0.00 0.00 2,334,485 

Age 1901 17.87 17.00 8,59 6.00 73.00 38,680 31.92 28.00 18.72 6.00 79.00 2,897,360 
Age 1911 23.56 21.00 8.54 16.00 82.00 9,702 41.08 38.00 18.32 16.00 88.00 2,334,485 
Female 
1901 

46.71 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 38,680 52.08 1.00 - 0.00 1.00 2,890,014 

Female 
1911 

44.18 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 9,702 51.85 1.00 - 0.00 1.00 2,331,123 

Literate 
1901  

94.75 1.00 - 0.00 1.00 38,679 88.50 1.00 - 0.00 1.00 2,897,297 

Literate 
1911  

97.59 1.00 - 0.00 1.00 9,662 89.59 1.00 - 0.00 1.00 2,305,358 

Catholic 
1901  

82.22 1.00 - 0.00 1.00 38,679 70.87 1.00 - 0.00 1.00 2,906,370 

Catholic 
1911  

80.80 1.00 - 0.00 1.00 9,639 71.01 1.00 - 0.00 1.00 2,307,654 

Protest 
1901 

17.42 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 38,679 28.51 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 2,897,303 

Protest 
1911 

18.60 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 9,639 28.24 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 2,307,654 

Married 
1901  

7.72 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 38,215 31.76 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 2,857,805 
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Married 
1911  

13.86 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 9,529 40.61 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 2,292,417 

Gaelic 
1901 

16.82 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 38,680 14.69 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 2,897,360 

Gaelic 
1911 

19.03 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 9,702 14.17 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 2,334,485 

Disabled 
1901  

0.19 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 38,678 0.46 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 2,896,999 

Disabled 
1911  

0.14 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 9,702 0.60 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 2,334,485 

     Occupations        
Agri 
1901 

21.07 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 29,435 29.31 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 1,978,081 

Agri 
1911 

36.88 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 6,187 41.78 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 1,327,918 

Profess 
1901 

0.48 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 29,435 1.26 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 1,978,081 

Profess 
1911 

 1.24 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 6,187 2.12 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 1,327,918 

Prod 
1901 

13.22 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 29,435 18.19 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 1,978,081 

Prod 
1911 

24.09 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 6,187 25.80 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 1,327,918 

Clerical 
1901  

0.98 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 29,435 1.15 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 1,978,081 

Clerical 
1911 

2.19 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 6,187 1.87 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 1,327,918 

Sales 
1901 

2.06 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 29,435 3.67 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 1,978,081 

Sales 
1911 

4.18 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 6,187 5.13 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 1,327,918 
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Service 
1901  

7.48 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 29,435 12.20 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 1,978,081 

Service 
1911 

10.28 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 6,187 10.85 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 1,327,918 

     Location        
Leinster 
1901 

13.59 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 38,680 27.33 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 2,897,360 

Leinster 
1911 

14.29 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 9,702 27.97 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 2,334,485 

Munster 
1901 

28.51 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 38,680 21.10 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 2,897,360 

Munster 
1911 

26.90 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 9,702 21.09 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 2,334,485 

Connacht 
1901 

25.06 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 38,680 13.89 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 2,897,360 

Connacht 
1911 

24.74 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 9,702 13.42 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 2,334,485 

Ulster 
1901 

32.83 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 38,680 37.66 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 2,897,360 

Ulster 
1911 

34.90 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 9,702 37.51 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 2,334,485 
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According to Table 3.5, around 1.32 per cent of the 1901 Census population are migrants. 

Migrants in the 1911 Census are approximately three times less, accounting for only 0.44 

per cent of the population. Average migrant in the 1901 Census is almost 18 years old, 

while the average migrant in 1911 is a few year older, being a 23 year-old adult in 1911. 

The age difference of an average non-migrant between the censuses is almost twice as 

the average difference between migrants: an average non-migrant is 32 in 1901 while a 

non-migrant in 1911 is 41 years old. In both census years male migrants account for more 

than half of the migrant population. The percentage of female migrants is however 

slightly higher in 1901: almost 48 percent of migrants are female while the figure for 

1911 is 44 per cent. Migrants in both Census years are more often literate compared to 

non-migrants. Compared to the migrants in 1901, migrants from the 1911 Census are 

more literate. In both years, migrants are more often catholic and less often protestant. 

The percentage of catholic migrants is higher in 1901 than in 1911, and the percentage 

of protestant migrants is higher in 1911. In both years, migrants are more often single: 

the percentage of married non-migrants is four times higher than the percentage of 

married migrants in 1901 and three times higher for 1911. People who speak Gaelic are 

more likely to migrate. People with any type of disability are less likely to leave. Migrates 

are more most often engaged in agricultural occupations and: around 21 and almost 37 

per cent of migrants work in agriculture in 1901 and 1911 respectively. The percentage 

of migrants involved in production is almost twice as high in 1901 than in 1911, being 

13 and more than 24 per cent respectively. For non-migrants also the main occupations 

are agricultural and production. Migrants more often originate from western and south-

western provinces Connacht and Munster. Figure 3.1 presents migration rates across Irish 

counties in each Census year.  
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Figure 3.1: Migration rates in Census 1901 and 1911 
 

Census sample 1901          Census sample 1911 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
Source: authors’ calculations are based on matching. The distribution of migrants is presented by migration rate which is the ratio between the number of migrants in the county 

and the county population. Migration rate in 1901 fluctuates between 0.5 and 3.2 per cent. Darker shades represent higher migration rate. Migration rate in 1911 fluctuates between 

0.08 and 1.15 per cent. 
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.4.3 Matching Census males and single women with Ellis Island records (1892-1924) 

 

I construct different datasets on migrants, distinguishing between male population and 

single women. First, I apply three matching strategies for generating the datasets for the 

male population. Next I conduct the matching for single women based on one of the three 

discussed strategies.  

 

.4.3.1 Constructing the dataset on male migrants 

I generate the dataset on male population considering the 1911 Census sample as the 

master dataset for identifying the migrants. I link individuals from 1911 Census with the 

1901, keeping all the observations from the 1911 Census, adding the characteristics from 

the 1901 Census sample. I then link the 1911 Census observations with Ellis Island 

records (1892-1924) on Irish migrants: As mentioned in section 2.4.1 I apply three 

matching strategies for linking the Census records. I then match the 1911 Census with 

Ellis Island records.  

• Linking males in censuses based on name, surname, age and county of birth 

I apply a standard iterative matching strategy, similar to Abramitzky et al. (2012) for 

linking Census samples. I conduct the matching based on name, surname, age and county 

of birth. Firstly, I drop the duplicate observations based on key variables. I identify 

1,562,099 unique observations in the 1911 Census sample of males. The sample of the 

1901 Census consists of 1,514,536 unique observations. I drop approximately 27 per cent 

of each sample before performing the matching. I allow for a one-year (older and 

younger) margin of error in the reported Census ages: Firstly, if there is a perfect match 

based on key variables, I assume the record is a match. I match 244,565 observations. 

For the rest of the population that have not been perfectly matched I assume the 

individual’s age in 1901 was one year less than what was reported in 1901 Census. At 

this stage I match 125,557 observations. Finally, for the rest of the population I assume 

that individual’s age in 1901 was one year more than what has been reported in the 1901 

Census sample. At this stage I match 96,057 people. I then drop the duplicate matches. 

Altogether I match 389,846 individuals across the two Censuses which is approximately 

25.74 per cent of the 1901 Census sample. This matching rate in line with the historical 

literature on Census record linkage. Abramitzky et al. (2016) match 23.4 per cent of the 
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Norwegian male population between 1900 and 1910 Censuses. Abramitzky et al. (2012) 

match around 29 per cent    of the Norwegian male population between 1865 and 1900 

Censuses.  

 

The strength of this strategy is that all key variables of matching are time-invariant, 

considering age being equivalent to year of birth.  Including only time-invariant 

variables decreases the probability of false positive matches. The drawback of this 

strategy is that I drop a significant number of individuals prior to matching. This might 

decrease the number of potential correct positives. I then link the generated census 

sample of males with Ellis Island Records on migrants.  Matching is based on name, 

surname, age and county of residence. I drop duplicate observations based on these 

variables. The final Ellis Island records consists of around 400,000 individuals. 45% of 

these migrants, around 185,000 people are male. I allow for a two-year margin of error 

in the reported age in the 1911 Census. I reach 14,398 perfect matches, 12,139 

observations assuming migrants’ age in 1911 has been a year less than reported in the 

Census samples and 14,498 observations assuming the age in 1911 has been a year more 

than reported in the Census samples.  I match 41,035 observations, which comprises 

around 22.14 per cent of the Ellis Island migrant records. I then drop the duplicates 

generated through the three stages of matching, which are 5321 observations. The final 

sample of matched migrants comprises of 35,714 observations equivalent to match rate 

of 19.27% of Ellis Island records.  This match rate is in line with the literature on 

historical records linkage, as mentioned in the previous section.  

 

• Linking males in censuses based on name, surname, age, county of birth and 

county of residence 

With this strategy I assume individuals do not change their county of residence between 

1901and 1911. One disadvantage of this strategy is not taking into account the internal 

migration between counties during the ten-year time period. This might result in non-

representativeness of the generated sample of migrants because of not matching 

migrants who changed their location from the year of emigration and 1911 (Abramitzky 

et al. 2019). On the other hand, an advantage is that the reduction in the number of 

duplicate observations before matching increases the likelihood of achieving a higher 
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number of correct positives. Furthermore, only for around 23 to 25 per cent of the male 

population in 1901 and 1911 Censuses the county of birth is different from county of 

residence. Including county of residence variable is not unusual when there is a lack of 

key variables between historical    datasets for identifying the matches.15 E.g., Narciso 

and Severgnini (2016) match Irish rebels (1913-1921) with 1911 Census including the 

place of residence as one of the key variables. Thus, adding county of residence variable 

might not over- or under- estimate the matching results significantly. I drop less than 24 

per cent of the individual observations from both Censuses. I identify 1,610,548 and 

1,564,310 unique observations based on name, surname, age county of birth and county 

of residence in 1911 and 1901 Censuses respectively. Firstly, if there is a perfect match 

based on key variables, I assume the record is a match. I match 226,785 observations. 

Next I assume individual’s age in 1901 was a year less than reported in the 1901 Census. 

At this stage I match 116,500 observations. Finally, for the rest of the population I 

assume that individual’s age in 1901 was one year more than what has been reported in 

the 1901 Census sample. I match 88,879 people. Altogether, I match 367,584 

individuals across the two Censuses which is approximately 23.5 per cent of the 1901 

Census sample. The match rate is lower compared to the match rate without adding the 

county of residence variable.  I then link the generated census sample of males with Ellis 

Island Records on migrants.  I match 15,594 migrants perfectly, 13,191 migrants, 

assuming age in 1911 has been a year less than in the generated Census samples and 

15,460 observations assuming the age in 1911 has been a year more than in the generated 

Census samples. Together I match 44,245 observations, from which I drop 6424 

duplicate observations. The final matched sample of migrants is 37,821    observations 

which is 20.41 of Ellis Island records. 

• Linking males in censuses based on name, surname, age, county of birth and place 

of residence: county, ded and street 

I match individuals between two Censuses assuming no change in their place of 

residence. Matching is based on name, surname, age, county of birth county of residence, 

 
15 In next section of matching when I match the generated sample of Census records with Ellis Island Administrative 

records on Irish migrants, one of the key matching variables is county of residence: Ellis Island records do not report 

migrants’ county of birth and I assume migrants did not change their last county of residence for the period since their 

emigration (1892-1924) and 1911. 
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ded and street.16 This matching strategy is likely to considerably reduce possible matches 

because of excluding the movement of people both within and between counties. On the 

other hand, this strategy reduces false positives that are generated when applying the first 

matching methodology, based on county of birth, not including the place of residence. I 

identify 1,896,603 and 1,890,440 unique observations based on key variables. I drop only 

13 per cent from the master dataset, the 1911 Census and only 1 per cent from the 1901 

Sample. Similar to above strategies, allowing for a two-year margin of error in the 

reported Census ages, I perfectly match 85,192 individual records, 44,909 in the second 

stage and 31,970 in the third one. Together I match 161,029 individuals which is 

approximately 8.5 per cent of the 1911 Census observations.  The match rate is relatively 

low however expected because of including the residence variable. I then match the 

generated sample of census with Ellis Island records on migrants. There are 17,129 

perfect matches, 12,139 observations assuming age in 1911 has been a year less than 

reported in the Census samples and 14,498 observations assuming the age in 1911 has 

been a year more than reported in the Census samples. After dropping the duplicate 

matches based on name, surname, age county, the sample of matched migrants consists 

of 39,664 observations, which comprise around 21.40 per cent of Ellis Island records on 

migrants. Table 3.6 indicates match rates between the censuses based on all three linking 

strategies. Table 3.7 shows match rates between the generated sample of censuses and 

Ellis Island records.  

Table 3.6: Match Rates between 1901 and 1911 Census Samples on Male Population  
Match Rates Including county 

of birth, excluding 
residence 

Including 
county of 
residence 

Including 
place of 
residence 

Perfect matches 16% 14.50% 4.46% 

One-year positive age bound 8.29% 8% 2.35% 

One-year negative age bound 6.34% 5% 1.67% 

Overall 25.74% 23.50% 8.48% 
Master data: 1911 Census. Match rate is calculated as the ratio of the number of matches presented above and   observations in 
1901 Census. E.g, perfect matches according to the first methodology were 244,565. Match rate=244565*100/1514536=16.17 
 

          
 

16 I would like to thank Kevin O’Rourke for suggesting this methodology. Although according to the common way of 

linking historical records in the mass migration literature authors normally include only the county of birth and not the 

county of residence (for Norway and United States, in particular), in Irish Censuses we suggest this strategy, including 

exact place of residence to deal with the large number of duplicates generated based on name, surname , age and county 

of birth variables in the raw Census datasets. 
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         Table 3.7: Match Rates: Ellis Island Records and Census Samples 
Match Rates Including county 

of birth, 
excluding 
residence 

       Including county of 
residence 

Including 
place of 
residence 

Perfect matches 7.77% 8.41% 9.24% 

One-year positive age 
bound 

7.82% 8.34% 7.82% 

One-year negative age 
bound 

6.55% 7.12% 6.55% 

Overall 19.27% 20.41% 21.40% 
Master data: Sample of Censuses. Match rate is calculated as the ratio of the number of matches presented above and observations 
in Ellis Island records. E.g, there are 14,398 perfect matches according to main methodology Match 
rate=14398*100/185325=7.77%. 
 
Matching rates with Ellis Island Records based on the three strategies above are about 

the same. Following the matching methodology by Abramitzky et al. (2012), I compare 

migrants and non-migrants based on the dataset generated by linking individuals across 

the two Census years based on county of birth. A detailed analysis of the individual 

determinants of migration is presented in the next chapter of the thesis. Tables 3.8 and 

3.9 present the comparison. Table 3.8 shows the differences between migrants and non-

migrants based on the 1911 Census and Table 3.9 presents the differences in the 

characteristics of migrants and non-migrants based on the matched sample of 1901 and 

1911 Censuses. From Table 3.8 we can see that on average migrants were around seven 

years younger compared to stayers. They were more literate, single, speaking Gaelic, 

more often Catholic and less often protestant compared to the stayers. Migrants were 

more often engaged in Agriculture and less often in other occupational sectors, compared 

to the stayers. This is in line with the analysis of the nineteenth century Irish migration 

by Fitzpatrick (1980), who finds that late nineteenth century migrants to the States were 

more often from backward counties: these counties had many Irish speakers, large 

agricultural population and fewer protestants. Table 3.9 shows the comparisons between 

migrant and non-migrants who are in both, the 1901 and 1911 Censuses. The results are 

consistent with the results of table 3.8: in 1901 an average non-migrant was around nine 

years older and around seven years older than a migrant in 1911. Both, in 1901 and in 

1911 non-migrants were less literate, compared to migrants. Non-migrants were more 

often married in both Census years, less often Gaelic speakers. Non-migrants were less 

often Catholic, more often protestant. They were less likely to hold Agricultural 
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occupations, compared to migrants. The non-migrant population was less likely to be 

from Connacht and Munster provinces.  

 
Table 3.8: T test results between male migrants and non-migrants 

based on the 1911 Census sample 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Variable Migrant 
Mean 
(Obs.) 

Non-migrants 
Mean (Obs.) 

Difference in 
means 

      Demographics 
Age  27.316 

(35,670) 
       33.615 
   (1,409,051) 

-6,298** 

Literacy   0.968 
(35,670) 

        0.977 
    (1409051) 

-0.009** 

Marital Status   0.243 
(34,773) 

        0.325 
  (1,354,238) 

 0.081** 

Gaelic   0.188 
(35,670) 

        0.135 
     (1,409,051) 

 0.036** 

Catholic   0.847 
(35,441) 

0.712 
  (1,390,091) 

 0.135** 

Protestant 0.149 
(35,441) 

        0.280 
    (1,390,091) 

        -0.131** 

Occupations 
Agricultural 0.436 

(32,316) 
       0.384 
  (1,245,517) 

     0.052** 

Production    0.214 
(32,316) 

       0.213 
  (1,245,517) 

     0.001 

Professional 0.008 
(32,316) 

       0.014 
  (1,245,517) 

     0.005** 

Sales    0.033 
(32,316) 

       0.040  
  (1,245,517) 

    -0.007** 

Service   0.028 
(32,316) 

       0.033 
(1,245,517) 

    -0.005** 

Clerical   0.014 
(32,316) 

0.016 
  (1,245,517) 

    -0.002** 

    
Location 

Connacht   0.225 
(35,670) 

       0.138 
  (1,409,051) 

       0.086** 

Leinster   0.138 
(35,670) 

       0.281 
   (1,409,051) 

     -0.144** 

Munster   0.332 
(35,670) 

       0.208 
  (1,409,051) 

      0.124** 

Ulster   0.305 
(35,670) 

      0.372 
  (1,409,051) 

     -0.067** 
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Table 3.9: T test results between male migrants and non-migrants  
from the matched sample of 1901 and 1911 Censuses 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Variable Migrant 
Mean (Obs.) 

Non-migrants 
Mean (Obs.) 

Difference 
in means 

Demographics in 1901 
Age  27.316 

(35,670) 
         33.615 
      (1,409,051) 

    -6,298** 

Literacy   0.968 
(35,670) 

           0.977 
       (1,409,051) 

    -0.009** 

Marital Status   0.243 
(34,773) 

0.325 
(1,354,238) 

       0.081** 

Gaelic   0.188 
(35,670) 

           0.135 
      (1,409,051) 

       0.036** 

Catholic   0.847 
(35,441) 

0.712 
(1,390,091) 

       0.135** 

Protestant   0.149 
(35,441) 

          0.280 
      (1,390,091) 

      -0.131** 

Demographics in 1911 
Age  27.316 

(35,670) 
         33.615 
      (1,409,051) 

   -6,298** 

Literacy   0.968 
(35,670) 

         0.977 
     (1,409051) 

    -0.009** 

Marital Status   0.243 
(34,773) 

0.325 
(1,354,238) 

       0.081** 

Gaelic   0.188 
(35,670) 

          0.135 
      (1,409,051) 

       0.036** 

Catholic    0.847 
 (35,441) 

         0.712 
(1,390,091) 

       0.135** 

Protestant    0.149 
(35,441) 

          0.280 
      (1,390,091) 

       0.131** 

Occupations in 1901 
Agricultural 0.436 

(32,316) 
     0.384 
  (1,245,517) 

       0.052** 

Production   0.214 
(32,316) 

       0.213 
 (1,245,517) 

       0.001 

Professional   0.008 
(32,316) 

0.014 
(1,245,517) 

      0.005** 

Sales   0.033 
(32,316) 

           0.040  
       (1,245,517) 

     -0.007** 

Service   0.028 
(32,316) 

0.033 
(1,245,517) 

     -0.005** 

Clerical    0.014 
(32,316) 

0.016 
      (1,245,517) 

     -0.002** 

Occupations in 1911 
Agricultural    0.436 

 (32,316) 
           0.384 
       (1,245,517) 

      0.052** 

Production    0.214 
(32,316) 

         0.213 
        (1,245,517) 

      0.001 

Professional    0.008 
(32,316) 

0.014 
   (1,245,517) 

      0.005** 

Sales    0.033 
(32,316) 

        0.040  
  (1,245,517) 

    -0.007** 

Service    0.028 
(32,316) 

  0.033 
   (1,245,517) 

    -0.005** 

Clerical   0.014 
(32,316) 

0.016 
  (1,245,517) 

    -0.002** 

Location 
Connacht   0.225 

(35,670) 
0.138 

(1,409,051) 
     0.087** 

Leinster   0.138 
(35,670) 

0.281 
(1,409,051) 

    -0.143** 

Munster   0.332 
(35,670) 

0.208 
(1,409,051) 

     0.124** 

Ulster   0.305 
(35,670) 

0.372 
(1,409,051) 

   - 0.067** 
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3.4.3.2 Constructing the dataset on single female migrants 

To construct the dataset on female migrants I apply the first matching strategy for 

linking census records: based on name, surname, age and county of birth. I identify 

1,115,445 and 1,160,116 single women in the 1911 and 1901 Census samples 

respectively. I allow for a two-year bound in the reported Census ages: one year older 

and younger. If a record is matched based on name, surname, reported age and county 

of birth, I consider it as a perfect match. There are 114,317 perfect matches between 

the Census Samples. Next, for the rest of the population I assume that individuals’ age 

in 1911 was one year less than the reported Census age. In this stage I match 51,659 

individuals. Finally, for the remaining of the population, I assume the age was one year 

more than the reported Census age, I match 51,189 individuals. Together the three 

phases of matching generate 217,165 matches out of which I drop 29,809 duplicates, 

and the matched sample between Censuses is 187,356 people. The match rate is 16.79 

per cent. Similar to the case of male population, I proceed keeping all observations 

from the 1911 Census and adding the characteristics from the 1901 Census for the 

matched sample. I next match the generated sample of Censuses with female migrants 

from Ellis Island Administrative Records. Similarly, I allow for a two-year error in 

1911 Census age in the generated Census samples. In the first stage I match 9,999 

female migrants. Next, age being one year less than the one in the generated sample 

of Censuses, I match 8,008 individuals, and in the third stage I match 9,634 

individuals. Together the three phases generate 27,641 matches. I drop 3,202 

duplicates, and the final sample of matches consists of 24,386 female migrants. 

Matching rate is 13.04 per cent. Table 3.10 and 3.11 present the results of the T-test 

for female migrants and non-migrants. From table 2.10 we can see that on average 

single female migrant was around eight years younger compared to a non-migrant. 

They were more literate, speaking Gaelic, more often Catholic and less often protestant 

compared to the stayers. Single female migrants were more often engaged in 

agriculture and less often engaged in service sector. Table 3.11 shows the comparisons 

between migrant and non-migrants who are in both, the 1901 and 1911 Censuses. An 

average migrant was around seven years younger than a non-migrant in 1911. Both, in 

1901 and in 1911 female migrants were more often literate, compared to non-migrants, 

less often Gaelic speakers. Migrants were more often catholic, less often protestant. 
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Migrants were more likely to hold agricultural occupations, compared to non-

migrants. Similar to male population, female migrants were also more likely to 

originate from Connacht and Munster provinces.  
 
Table 3.10:  T test results between single female migrants 

and non-migrants based on the 1911 Census sample 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

Variable Migrant 
Mean 
(Obs.) 

Non-migrants 
Mean (Obs.) 

Difference 
in means 

Demographics 
Age   22.974 

(24,386) 
    30.478 
 (1,035,150) 

-7.504** 

Literacy   0.954 
(24,286) 

     0.904 
 (1,035,150) 

-0.050** 

Gaelic   0.225 
(24,386) 

     0.125 
 (1,035,150) 

     0.100** 

Catholic   0.847 
(35,441) 

      0.712 
 (1,390,091) 

     0.135** 

Protestant 0.149 
(35,441) 

     0.280 
  (1,390,091) 

    -0.131** 

Occupations 
Agricultural 0.044 

(12,291) 
       0.094 
    (545,366) 

     0.051** 

Production    0.121 
(12,291) 

       0.124 
    (545,366) 

     0.002 

Professional 0.015 
(12,291) 

     0.016 
(545,366) 

     0.001** 

Sales    0.025 
(12,291) 

       0.029  
    (545,366) 

-0.007** 

Service   0.025 
(12,291) 

0.029 
(545,366) 

-0.004* 

Clerical   0.005 
(12,291) 

0.008 
    (545,366) 

    -0.003** 

Location 
Connacht   0.278 

(24,386) 
    0.110 
(1,035,150) 

     0.169** 

Leinster   0.138 
(24,386) 

    0.278 
(1,035,150) 

     0.086** 

Munster   0.343 
(24,386) 

    0.204 
(1,035,150) 

     0.139** 

Ulster   0.259 
(24,386) 

    0.390 
(1,035,150) 

     0.132** 
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Table 3.11: T test results between female migrants and non-migrants from 
the matched sample of 1901 and 1911 Censuses 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Variable Migrant 

Mean 

(Obs.) 

Non-migrants 

Mean (Obs.) 

Difference in 

means 

Demographics in 1901 

Age  16.758 

 (9,163) 

23.538 

(171,830) 

  -6,779** 

Literacy   0.938 

(9,163) 

0.906 

(171,830) 

0.032** 

Gaelic   0.195 

(9,163) 

0.108 

(171,830) 

    0.087** 

Catholic   0.906 

(9,125) 

0.695 

(171,066) 

    0.211** 

Protestant   0.091 

(9,125) 

0.295 

(171,066) 

   -0.204** 

Demographics in 1911 

Age  26.758 

(9,163) 

33.538 

(171,830) 

-6,779** 

Literacy   0.963 

(9,163) 

0.936 

(171,830) 

0.027** 

Gaelic   0.228 

(9,163) 

0.127 

(171,830) 

      0.101** 

Catholic   0.905 

(9,125) 

0.692 

(171,826) 

      0.213** 

Protestant   0.092 

 (9,125) 

0.299 

(171,826) 

     -0.206** 

Occupations in 1901 

Agricultural 0.436 

(32,316) 

0.384 

(1,245,517) 

      0.052** 

Production    0.214 

(32,316) 

0.213 

(1,245,517) 

      0.001 

Professional 0.008 

(32,316) 

0.014 

(1,245,517) 

      0.005** 

Sales    0.033 

(32,316) 

0.040 

(1,245,517) 

    -0.007** 

Service   0.028 

(32,316) 

0.033 

(1,245,517) 

    -0.005** 

Clerical   0.014 

(32,316) 

0.016 

(1,245,517) 

   -0.002** 

Occupations in 1911 

Agricultural   0.069 

(3,372) 

0.135 

(66,206) 

     - 0.068** 

Production   0.219 

(3,372) 

0.261 

(66,206) 

     - 0.042** 

Professional   0.033 

(3,372) 

0.035 

(66,206) 

     - 0.002** 

Sales   0.038 

(3,372) 

0.051 

(66,206) 

      -0.013** 

Service   0.333 

(3,372) 

0.278 

(66,206) 

0.055** 

Clerical   0.009 

(3,372) 

0.017 

(66,206) 

       -0.008** 

Location 

Connacht   0.266 

(9,163) 

0.117 

(171,830) 

      0.150** 

Leinster   0.111 

(9,163) 

0.274 

(171,830) 

     -0.163** 

Munster   0.348 

(9,163) 

0.211 

(171,830) 

     0.137** 

Ulster   0.275 

(9,163) 

0.398 

(171,830) 

     -0.123** 
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Regions of Origin 

The maps below present migration rates in thirty-two Irish counties for male 

population and for single female population. Migration rates in the counties is 

calculated as the ratio between the number of migrants and total county population 

in 1911. Migration rates for both female and male population are higher in the 

western and south-western province, Connacht and Munster.  
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Figure 3.2:  Male and female migration rates17 

                           

 

 

 
17 Male migration on the left, female on the right. The map is based on matching results of Ellis Island Records with 1911 Census. County migration rate is calculated as the ratio 
between the number of matched migrants and county population in 1911.  
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3.4.4 Fuzzy Matching 

In this section I conduct fuzzy matching for names and surnames based on the entirety of 

1911 population Census. While in the matching strategy described in section 3.4.2 I 

manually correct the spelling differences in names and surnames across the three Census 

sources, this strategy allows me to account for the differences in a more automated way, 

using STATA software.  Compared to the strategy in 3.4.2, I do not create a sample of 

both censuses.  I utilize the 1911 Census only, not dropping duplicate observations for 

linking the 1911 and 1901 Censuses.  

I match the 1911 Census records with Ellis Island records (1892-1924) on migrants based 

on name, surname, age and county of residence. Matching is performed in STATA, 

applying a user-written command “reclink”.18 The command allows to apply fuzzy 

matching on more than one variable, having the option of keeping the values of other key 

matching variables constant. It uses record linkage methods, applying a bigram string 

comparator to assess imperfect string matches. I set the values for county and age to be 

fixed across the Census dataset and Ellis Island records.  

Fuzzy match is a crucial strategy for checking the robustness of matching strategies for 

historical datasets with many spelling differences in string variables, e.g. in Ellis Island 

Records one can find spelling of name John as “Jhon”.  

The Fuzzy matching procedure is the following. 

1. I drop children below the age of 16 and the duplicate observations based on key 

matching variables in the 1911 Census. The Sample consists of 2,498,617 observations. 

I next drop the duplicates in Ellis Island dataset: remaining sample consists of around 

324,000 observations. The advantage of “reclink” command in STATA, compared to 

other commands for matching, such as “matchit”, is its speed. However, the speed of 

running in STATA is decreasing after reaching 100,000 observations in the master 

dataset. For this reason I split the Census dataset into 29 different datasets and then match 

each of which with Ellis Island records separately. Another major advantage of the 

 
18 https://www.princeton.edu/~otorres/Stata/merge. 
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command is that it allows to set similarity score between the strings. I set the matching 

score between names and surnames equal to minimum 0.97 for the observations to be 

matched.  

2. I match 64,511 migrants which comprise around 19.90 % of the Ellis Island 

records. As I match each sample dataset from the Census with Ellis Island dataset 

separately, I generate duplicates by matching the same person from Ellis Island to 

different sets of Census dataset. I drop 14,460 duplicates, and the final sample of matched 

migrants consists of 50,052 observations.  

3. I have initially set the minimum match score to be 0.97 for an individual record 

to be considered as matched. After completing the matching, I manually check around 40 

per cent of the matches to ensure I did not create false positive matches. The manual 

check shows that matches for which the score was below 0.975 were controversial: the 

difference in the reported name and surname was because of one letter in the reported 

name/surname, however this letter very often was not a spelling difference, but rather a 

different name, e.g.  

 “O’Connell” and “O’Donnell”. I drop the observations for which the matching score is 

between 0.97 and 0.975 equivalent to 1,801 matches. 

4. I match 48,065 individuals, achieving around 14.85 % match rate, 49 % out of 

which (23,512 individuals) are perfect match, the rest have been matched with a 

similarity score between 0.9753 and 0.9999.  

Table 3.12 presents the summary table of the main variables based on fuzzy matching. 

The comparison between migrants and non-migrants shows similar patterns to the 

comparison described in chapter 3.4.2.   
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Table 3.12: Fuzzy Matching: T test results between migrants 
and  non-migrants based on the 1911 Census sample 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  

Variable Migrant 
Mean 
(Obs.) 

Non-migrants 
Mean (Obs.) 

Difference 
in means 

Demographics 
Age 
 
Female 
 

  29.929 
(48,065) 
  0.506 
(48,059) 

    40,683 
(2,428,922) 
     0.514 
  (2,426,353) 

   -10.754** 

 
       -0.008** 

Literacy   0.949 
(47,865) 

     0.898 
 (2,399,010) 

    0.050** 

Gaelic   0.204 
(48.065) 

     0.139 
(2,428,922) 

       0.065** 

Catholic   0.855 
(47,816) 

0.711 
(2,400,088) 

       0.135** 

Protestant 0.141 
(47,816) 

     0.282 
(2,400,088) 

      -0.141** 

Occupations 
Agricultural 0.406 

(27,723) 
       0.413 
   (1,388,786) 

    -0.007** 

Production 0.245 
(27,723) 

       0.262 
   (1,388,786) 

    -0.016** 

Professional 0.017 
(27,723) 

       0.021 
   (1,388,786) 

    -0.004** 

Sales 0.046 
(27,723) 

       0.051 
   (1,388,786) 

  -0.007** 

Service 0.105 
(27,723) 

       0.109 
   (1,388,786) 

    -0.004 

Clerical 0.017 
(27,723) 

       0.019 
   (1,388,786) 

    -0.002** 

Location 
Connacht   0.233 

(48,065) 
    0.131 
(2,428,922) 

        0.102** 

Leinster   0.131 
(48,065) 

    0.282 
(2,428,922) 

       -0.151** 

Munster   0.333 
(48,065) 

    0.210 
(2,428,922) 

        0.123** 

Ulster   0.302 
(48,065) 

    0.377 
(2,428,922) 

       -0.075** 
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3.5 Conclusion 

Irish emigration to the States in the late nineteenth-early twentieth century was substantial 

to an extent that Ireland was considered as one of the major migrant-sending countries 

by the end of the century. This paper examines Irish migration to Ellis Island, US at the 

turn of the twentieth century. Migration to the States has been a representative of the 

overall Irish migration in this period. I generate a unique dataset on American-Irish to 

study their demographics and to draw lines of comparisons between migrant and non-

migrant population. I make use of three large historical datasets and combine them: I 

firstly match the 1901 and 1911 Census records, and then matched the created sample of 

Censuses with Ellis Island Administrative Records on Irish migrants. I suggest different 

matching strategies managing to link 19 to 21% of Ellis Island migrants to the Census 

samples. The matching scores are in line with the existing literate on historical record 

linkage. I find that male migrants were more likely to be young, single adults, who are 

more often literate, catholic and engaged in agricultural occupations, compared to the 

stayers. I find similar trends for single women. For both genders, migrants are more likely 

to come from Western and South-Western provinces, Connacht and Munster. The 

generated dataset in this paper serves as the basis for studying the return Irish migration 

in the third chapter of my thesis.  
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Appendix 3.A: Figures 

 

Figure 3.A.1: Irish Emigration to destination countries 

 

 
   

    Source: Fitzpatrick D. (1980) 
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Figure 3.A.2: 1901 Census: Form A 
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Figure 3.A.3: 1911 Census: Form A 
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Figure 3.A.4: Ellis Island Passenger List 
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Chapter 4 
 

The long-run impact of historical shocks on the 
decision to migrate: Evidence from the Irish Migration 
 

 
4.1 Introduction 
 

The Age of Mass Migration (1850-1913) witnessed an unprecedented movement of 

individuals: between 1850 and 1913 about 30 million people emigrated from Europe to 

the US (Hatton and Williamson, 1998, Abramitzky et al. 2012), with Ellis Island, New 

York, being the main port of entry since 1892. The aim of this paper is to study the long-

run impact of large negative historical events on the individual decision to migrate during 

the Age of Mass Migration. We investigate the role of one of the major disasters in the 

19th century Europe, the Great Irish Famine (1845-1850), on the decision to migrate of 

subsequent Irish generations. Following the historical literature on the Famine, this paper 

explores the individual characteristics of migrants and tests the hypothesis that the 

Famine continued to have a crucial role in shaping the long-run migration decision. In 

order to test for this hypothesis, we construct a unique data set combining different 

sources of historical data and proceed in two steps. First, we make use of the two waves 

of early 20th century Irish Censuses, 1901 and 1911, which offer detailed information on 

individuals’ characteristics. We link individuals across the two Census years with the 

Ellis Island Administrative Records, which provide extensive information on migrants 

arriving in the US through the main port of entry. This allows us to present a detailed 

picture of Irish migrants to the US at the turn of the 20th century. We provide evidence 

that migrants were more likely to be male, catholic, young and single adults. We also 

provide evidence of migrants’ positive self-selection, as measured by literacy. As a 

second step, we explore the long-run effect of the Great Irish Famine on the decision to 

migrate of subsequent generations. We construct two different measures of the Famine 

at county level based on county excess mortality rates and Famine relief. Individuals born 
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in counties that were more severely affected by the Great Irish Famine had a higher 

probability of migrating, even 50 to 70 years after the events. Finally, using information 

from the US Census Samples, we are also able to investigate the role of migration 

networks, generated from the Famine, in providing support to subsequent generations of 

migrants moving to the US.  

 

According to the US Census, over 32 million (about 10 per cent) of the population in the 

US claim to have Irish origin.19 Analysing the Irish migration to the US is therefore a 

very relevant exercise that can contribute to the understanding of the historical roots of 

the society in the US nowadays. Previous research analyses the characteristics of Irish 

migrants for the period between 1876 and 1895 (Fitzpatrick, 1980). We contribute to 

these findings by looking at the individual decision to migrate during the Age of Mass 

Migration. This study also complements the recent work by Connor (2019), which 

highlights the role of migration networks in providing support to male migrants 

originating from poor farming communities.  

A second contribution of the chapter is to investigate the long-run effect of negative 

historical shocks on the individual probability of migrating. The Great Irish Famine 

(1845-1850), caused by the diffusion of the Phytophthora infestans, a potato blight, was 

one of the most lethal starvation in modern history. Over the span of 5 years, about 1 

million individuals, out of a population of 8.5 million, died due to starvation and related 

diseases, while around 1 million migrated, mainly to North America (Ó Gráda 1989 and 

1994). The demographic impact of the Famine was immediate and long-lasting: 

according to Hatton and Williamson (1993), over 4.2 million individuals emigrated from 

Ireland over the period 1850 to 1910, with chain migration facilitating the movement of 

subsequent cohorts of migrants (Fitzpatrick, 1980, O’Rourke, 1995).20 Indeed, according 

to O’Rourke (1995), Irish emigration remained sustained throughout the 50 years 

following the Famine. As pointed out by Hatton and Williamson (1994), the scale of Irish 

emigration was significant, even in comparison to the scale of the Norwegian, Swedish 

or Italian migratory flows during the Age of Mass Migration. Using individual data over 

 
19https://www.census.gov/content/dam/Census/newsroom/facts-for-features/2018/fff-irish-american.pdf 
20 See also Guinnane (1984) and O’Rourke (1995). Whelan (1999), adapting Krugman’s (1991) theoretical framework, 
shows how the Famine, together with development in transportation and demand for industrialization, have caused 
persistent depopulation and relative industrial decline. 
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the period 1901-1924, this paper provides empirical support to the effect of the Great 

Famine in the shaping the migration decision of subsequent generations of Irish migrants. 

Using US Census data, we also uncover the role of historical migration networks, 

originated from the Famine, in influencing the migration decision of individuals at the 

turn of the 20th century. Applying instrumental variables specifications, we find strong 

positive effect of the Great Famine on migration in the long-run, even after controlling 

for the role of migration networks. 

 

This chapter also contributes to the literature investigating European Mass Migration to 

America. Using the Ellis Island Administrative Records, Bandiera et al. (2013) measure 

migrant flows into and out of America in the Age of Mass Migration, at the turn of the 

20th century. Abramitzky et al. (2012a) examine selectivity in Norwegian migration, 

finding evidence for negative selection from urban areas. Karadja and Prawitz (2019) 

study the impact of large-scale emigration on political situation of the sending countries 

in the long-run with the example of Sweden. Our paper is the first study to look at the 

impact of large historical events on the decision to migrate during the Age of Mass 

Migration. This chapter also contributes to the recent literature that analyses migrants’ 

selection and migration in response to natural shocks (Kirchberger, 2017). While this 

literature has mainly focused on the immediate response of the migration decision to 

natural shocks, this paper takes a long-run perspective and shows how large negative 

historical shocks can have still a long-run effect on the decision to migrate through the 

role played by migration networks.  

 

The rest of the chapter is structured as follows. Section 4.2 provides historical 

background on Irish migration and the Great Famine. Section 4.3 presents the data 

sources and describes the matching strategy. Section 4.4 provides the empirical strategy. 

Section 4.5 summarizes the results, while Section 4.6 presents the robustness checks. 

Finally, Section 4.7 concludes.  
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4.2 Historical Background 

4.2.1 Irish Migration 

 

The history of Irish emigration started long before its Independence (1921). In 1600s 

around 50,000 Irish left primarily for Europe, and an approximately equal number left 

for the Americas (Cullen, 1994). In particular, it is towards the end of the 17th century 

that Irish Protestants began migrating towards North America (Kirkham 1997). Canny 

(1994) identifies famines, economic crises, conflicts the main determinants of migration 

in the 17th century. According to Harkness (1831), Irish migration in the 18th century took 

two main directions: first, military migration towards France, Austria, Spain and later in 

the century to British Army.21 Second, industrial migration to Europe and North America 

due to the decline of the woollen industry in Ireland. It is estimated that around 200,000 

Ulster Presbyterians moved from Northern Ireland to America between 1700 and 1775 

(Shannon 2015), with the first wave of immigrants moving to Boston and New England 

took place in this period.22 After a brief interruption due to the American revolution 

(1776-1783), Irish migration to the USA resumed after 1783, due to high unemployment 

and low income caused by the decline in linen trade in northeast Ulster (Shannon 2013). 

Again, most of Irish migration until 1815 was crisis-driven, following the economic 

depression in late 18th century (1783-1785), a famine in 1799-1801, and political changes 

after 1793 (Doyle 1981). During the three decades before the start of the Famine in 1845, 

between 800,000 and one million Irish migrated to North America (Adams 1932), while 

about half million individuals, for whom the transatlantic fares were high, migrated to 

Great Britain (Fitzpatrick 1989). A minimum 35,000 migrants settled in Australia 

(O’Farrell, 1989), while a small proportion of migrants left for Argentina. 

International emigration rose significantly during the Great Famine (1845-1850).23 High 

levels of poverty and starvation resulted in a staggering level of over one million people 

leaving Ireland (Ó Gráda, 1993). In terms of self-selection, according to Ó Gráda and 

O’Rourke (1997), the 1.8 million Irish arriving in the United States between 1845 and 

 
21 According to Conaill (2005), significant emigration occurred with the start of Williamite wars towards the end of 
the seventeenth century, the defeat of James Second’s Army in Ireland. In exchange for the contingent of French 
soldiers sent to Ireland, around 5,000 Irish soldiers sailed from Kinsale to Brest in France. 
22 According to the National Archives of the PC (USA). Presbyterianism is the system of church government by 
representative assemblies called presbyteries, in opposition to government by bishops (episcopal system), or by 
congregations (congregationalism). They were among the earliest Reformed immigrants to America.  
23 See Figure 3.A.1 in the Appendix.  
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1855 came from much poorer background than the Irish migrants who had moved to the 

US before the Great Irish Famine. However, the migrants were not the poorest class of 

the society: according to Ó Gráda and O’Rourke (1997) emigration reduced the level of 

Famine mortality and in the long-run it may have allowed the convergence of living 

standards between Ireland and the rest of the world (Ó Gráda and Ó Rourke 1997). After 

the Irish Famine, emigration remained sustained up until 1860s, when emigration rates 

started decreasing: from 15 per 1,000 people, the level reduced to 8 just before the 

beginning of World War I (Hatton and Williamson, 1993). The improved economic 

conditions and the decrease in the number of agricultural classes may have contributed 

to the decrease in emigration rates.  

It is estimated that between 1880 and 1921 about 87 per cent of Irish migrants moved to 

the US, while Great Britain became the main destination country for Irish migrants only 

after the 1930s (Barrett, 1999).24 Figures A2 and A3 in Appendix show Irish migration 

to destination countries between 1876 and 1914. The US features as the main destination 

for Irish migration: emigration rates to the US fluctuated between 5 and 11 people per 

thousand in a year for the period 1876-1914 with the highest rate reached in the years 

1886-1895 (Fitzpatrick 1980). Overall, the proportion of emigrants to the USA accounted 

for around two thirds of the total for the period between 1880 and 1914. In 1893 almost 

94 per cent of the emigrants settled in the US. Emigration to the US declined after 1914.  

According to Fitzpatrick (1980), the analysis of 1876-1895 emigration shows that the 

American-Irish came from “backward” counties, i.e. counties characterized by many 

Irish-speakers, fewer Protestants, larger agricultural populations, and with lower farm 

valuation per capita. Since 1856 the majority of the migrants in the nineteenth century 

were in the age range between 15 and 24 (Harkness 1931). The recent work of Connor 

(2019) on Irish migration over the period 1901-1911 provides evidence of negative self-

selection, with male migrants originating from poor farming communities. Our analysis 

complements the work by Connor (2019) by extending the time period considered and 

by investigating the long-run drivers of the Irish migration to the US.  

 

 

 
24 Our analysis focuses on the Irish migration to the US between 1901 and 1924. Given the role of the US as the major 
destination country over that period, migration to the US can be considered as a good representative of overall Irish 
migration.  
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4.2.2 The Great Famine (1845-1851)   
 
The Great Irish Famine was caused by the Phytophthora infestans, a potato blight, which 

originated from Mexico in 1843 (Goss et al., 2014) and spread across Europe, reaching 

Ireland in 1845, when one third of the potato crop failed. Excess mortality was limited in 

1845 (Ó Gráda (1993), however, the following year was characterized by an almost 

complete failure of the potato crop. The prices of all types of potatoes dramatically 

increased, while average agricultural wages became lower than the average costs of a 

man’s food with below-average income. Relief was provided in the form of workhouses 

and public works, which were introduced in March 1846 (Ó Gráda, 1999). In 1847 the 

extent of the blight was limited, however because of the limited availability of seed 

potatoes from the previous year, the total potato yields were low. In March 1847, soup 

kitchens were introduced, under the Destitute Poor Act (Dudley-Edwards and Williams 

1956) and by summer 1847 local relief committees provided up to 3 million of meals 

daily. In 1848 the blight hit significantly again, leading to almost complete crop failure. 

The blight appeared again in 1849 and in some areas in 1850 as well (Goodspeed, 2016). 

Excess mortality rates were particularly high in 1846-1847 (Ó Gráda 2006), and they 

continued up until 1851. Figure 4.1 presents the distribution of the Famine in Irish 

counties, based on excess mortality levels and the extent of relief provided, in the form 

of food rations. 

 

4.3 Data 

4.3.1 Data sources 

The analysis rests on a substantial effort of data collection, digitization and linking of 

historical datasets. We employ four sets of data sources. 

First, we collect data on the entirety of the 1901 and 1911 Irish Census, which provides 

information at individual level. The two Census datasets provide information about name, 

age, gender, religion, occupation, marital status, country or county of birth, literacy, type 

of disability (if any) of all individuals living in the 32 Irish counties in 1901 and 191125. 

In addition, the Census provides information on the exact place of residence of 

 
25 http://www.census.nationalarchives.ie/.  
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individuals: county, district electoral division (ded) and street. Overall, the two rounds of 

the Irish Census consist of more than 4 million observations each.26  

The second source of data is the Ellis Island Administrative Records27. In 1819 the 

Federal Government of the US passed an Act called Steerage Act, also known as Manifest 

of Immigrants Act. According to the Act ship captains were required to report the list of 

passengers on board. Passenger lists were created using passenger documents required to 

enter the US (Bandiera, et al, 2013). The entire dataset consists of information on 

migrants from 1892 until 1924. Given the availability of the 1901 and 1911 Census, we 

use the records on Irish migrants from 1901 to 1924. The records contain information on 

immigrants’ name, surname, gender, age, marital status, port of departure, name of 

vessel, date of arrival, ethnicity and residence. The Ellis Island dataset on Irish migrants 

consists of over 800,000 observations. 

Third, we employ two measures of the extent of the Famine. The first measure relies on 

excess mortality rates as a measure of the severity of the famine at county level 

(Counsens, 1960). Excess mortality rate is calculated as the ratio of excess deaths in the 

counties during the Famine years and the county population in 1841. Excess deaths are 

measured as the difference between the postulated deaths, according to past death rates, 

and actual recorded deaths. As a robustness check, we introduce a second measure of the 

severity of the famine, based on the rate of food rations, i.e. the amount of food rations 

provided to the Irish population during the summer 1847, divided by county population 

in 1841. The data on food rations by county are available in the Enhanced British 

Parliamentary Papers on Ireland, seventh report of the relief commissioners. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
26 We exclude children from our analysis. In particular, we exclude any children under 6 from the 1901 Irish Census 
and any children under 16 from the 1911 Census. Unlike Connor (2019), we include women in the analysis.  
27 Ellis Island records are available at https://stevemorse.org.  
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Figure 4.1: The extent of Famine at county level. 

 
Note: Darker shades represent higher extent of the Famine. Map on the left: the measure of the famine is 
the excess mortality rate in the counties between 1846 and 1851, according to Counsens (1960). Map on 
the right: authors’ calculations using data from Commission on Relief: fifth, sixth and seventh reports, 
Enhanced British Parliamentary Papers on Ireland. 

 

Finally, we construct a measure of the extent of Irish migration in the US, generated 

during the Great Irish Famine. In order to do so, we link the six rounds of the 

representative US Census Samples (1850, 1860, 1870, 1880, 1900 and 1910).28 with 

abovementioned sources. In order to create the migration network variable, we consider 

Irish-born individuals who moved to the US during the Famine years (1845-1852). Using 

the 1901 and 1911 Irish Census data, we measure the frequency of the Irish last names 

by county. There are 91,213 unique surnames identified across the thirty-two counties. 

We then identify the unique surnames of Irish-born migrants in the US. We identify 

32,861 surnames. We then assign Irish Famine migrants to their county of origin in 

Ireland, on the basis of a weight of their surname. On the basis of this, we construct 

county emigration rates to the US during the Famine years.  

4.3.2 Data linking 

We proceed with the matching of historical data, by employing the linking strategy 

proposed by Abramitzky et al. (2012). Matching between the 1901 and 1911 Irish 

Censuses and the Ellis Island Administrative records is conducted in two steps. First, we 

 
28 In the analysis, we employ the 1 per cent samples of 1850, 1860, 1870 US Censuses, 10 per cent sample of 1880, 5 
per cent sample of 1900 and 1.4 per cent sample of 1910 US Censuses.  
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match individuals across the 1901 Irish Census and the 1911 Census. Second, we match 

the overall census sample set with the Ellis Island records on Irish migrants. The matching 

procedure is described in details in Chapter 3. 

 

Matching the 1901 and the 1911 Censuses: We match individuals assuming no change 

of address between 1901 and 1911. Matching is done based on key variables: name, age, 

gender, county of birth and place of residence. As the place of residence, we consider 

census county, electoral districts and street. We match 133,805 individuals, which 

accounts for around 4.5 per cent of the 1911 Census observations. For the rest of the 

individuals we assume a change in the place of residence: the key variables for matching 

are the same, excluding residence. We match 333,901 individuals, which is 

approximately 11.5 per cent of the 1911 Census dataset. Together we match 467,706 

individuals across the two Census years: around 16 per cent of the 1911 Census 

observations are matched with the 1901 Census. As matter of comparison, Abramitzky 

et al. (2012) achieve around 16 per cent matching rate for the US-born native men across 

the 1900, 1910 and 1920 US Censuses, while Ferrie (1996) reaches around 10 per cent 

matching rate for men between the 1850 and 1860 US Censuses.  

 

Matching the sample of 1901 and 1911 Censuses with Ellis Island administrative records. 

We match the sample of the 1901 and 1911 Censuses with the Ellis Island records on 

Irish migrants based on name, gender, age, county of residence. We allow for a two-year 

margin of error in the reported census ages. Overall, we match 44,543 migrants out of the 

total around 227,000, thus achieving around 19.62 per cent matching rate. The matching 

rate is in line with the literature, e.g., Ferrie (1996) and Abramitzky (2014). Figure 4.2 

presents the migration rates, by Census year and by county. In both Census years, western 

and south-western counties display higher emigration rates to the US.   
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Figure 4.2: Migration rates – 1901 and 1911 

 
Source: Authors’ calculations based on 1901 and 1911 Irish Censuses. Darker shades represent higher 
migration rate.  
 

 

4.3.3 Summary Statistics 

 

Table 4.1 presents the first part of our summary statistics. Our final dataset consists of 

the 1901 and 1911 Census data. The final census dataset has 4,892,216 observations with 

44,543 migrants, which is 0.91 per cent of the sample. We describe the 1901 and 1911 

Census data separately, distinguishing between migrants and non-migrants. For the 1901 

Census dataset, migrants are considered those who appear in the Ellis Island Database 

between 1901 and 1924. For the 1911 Census dataset, individuals are labelled as migrants 

if they appear in the Ellis Island Database between 1911 and 1924. 

 

The 1901 Census sample: Migrants are about 1.3 per cent of the 1901 Census. The 

average migrant is around 18 years old, while a non-migrant almost 32. Around 52 per 

cent of the non-migrants and 46 per cent of migrants are female. Migrants are on average 

more literate than non-migrants. The corresponding figures are around 95 per cent and 

88.50 per cent. Migrants are more often catholic and less often protestant in comparison 

with non-migrants: around 82.5 per cent of migrants and 71 per cent of non-migrant 

population is catholic. Around 17 per cent of migrants and 28 per cent of non-migrants 

are protestants. Only 7.7 per cent of migrants and 32 per cent of the non-migrant 

population in 1901 are married. Approximately 17 per cent of the migrants are Irish 
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speaking while less than 15 per cent of non-migrants spoke Irish. The most common 

occupations among the entire population were agricultural occupations, with around 30 

per cent of the non-migrants and slightly above 21 per cent of migrants being involved 

in agriculture. 

Around 33 per cent of migrants are from Ulster while the province having the lowest 

percentage of migrants is Leinster, 13.6 per cent. Non-migrants are also mainly from 

Ulster, around 38 per cent, while the lowest percentage of non-migrant population was 

in Connacht being around 13.9 per cent29.  

 

The 1911 Census sample: Around 0.4 per cent of the Census 1911 sample are migrants. 

Average migrant is around 24 years old, while a non-migrant is 41. Almost 52 per cent 

of the non-migrants and 44 per cent of migrants are female. Migrants are on average more 

literate than non-migrants. The corresponding figures are 97.60 per cent and 89.60 per 

cent. Migrants are more often catholic and less often protestant in comparison with non-

migrants: around 81 per cent of migrants and 71 per cent of non-migrants are catholic. 

Around 28 per cent of non-migrants and 18.6 per cent of migrants are protestants. 

Migrants are mostly unmarried with only 14 per cent being married while slightly more 

than 40 per cent of the non-migrant population in 1911 is married. Around 19 per cent of 

the migrants are Gaelic speaking while slightly more than 14 per cent of non-migrants 

speak Irish. The most common occupation among the entire population is agricultural 

occupations, with around 42 per cent of the non-migrants and just above 37 per cent of 

migrants being involved in agriculture.  Almost 35 per cent of migrants are from Ulster 

province. Around 27 and 25 per cent are from Munster and Connacht correspondingly. 

Almost 38 per cent of the non-migrant population is from Ulster, with the second largest 

location for non-migrants is Leinster. 

 

Migrants in 1901 compared to migrants in 1911 Census sample: Migrants in the 1901 

Census are on average 5 years younger than migrants in the 1911. There are almost equal 

proportions of female migrants in both Census years. Migrants in 1911 are slightly more 

often literate, less often catholic, more often protestant compared to those in 1901. On 

 
29 Around 37 per cent of the population in 1901 is from Ulster. The corresponding figures for Leinster, Munster and 
Connacht are 27; 21 and 14 per cent respectively. 
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average, migrant population in 1911 are married more often than the migrant population 

in 1901. Around 19 per cent of the 1911 migrants are speaking Gaelic with 17 per cent 

speaking in 1901. The most common occupation among the migrants according to both 

Census years is agriculture.  

Non-migrants in 1901 Census sample compared to non-migrants in 1911 Census sample:   

Non-migrant population in Census sample 1901 is on average 9 years younger than the 

non-migrant population in 1911.  In both years the percentage of females among non-

migrant population is around 52 per cent.  The proportion of literate non-migrants was 

slightly more in 1911 than in 1901. Around 31 per cent of non-migrants were married in 

1901 and about 41 per cent in 1911.  
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                        Table 4.1: Descriptive Statistics of Census Samples 1901 and 1911 

   Migrants      Non-migrants    
 Mean Median SD Min Max Obs Mean Median SD Min Max Obs 
     Demographics        

Migrant 1901 1.32 - - 1.00 1.00 38,680 98.68 - - 0.00 0.00 2,906,370 
Migrant 1911 0.41 - - 1.00 1.00 9,702 99.59 - - 0.00 0.00 2,334,485 

Age 1901 17.87 17.00 8,59 6.00 73.00 38,680 31.92 28.00 18.72 6.00 79.00 2,897,360 
Age 1911 23.56 21.00 8.54 16.00 82.00 9,702 41.08 38.00 18.32 16.00 88.00 2,334,485 
Female 1901 46.71 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 38,680 52.08 1.00 - 0.00 1.00 2,890,014 
Female 1911 44.18 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 9,702 51.85 1.00 - 0.00 1.00 2,331,123 

Literate 1901  94.75 1.00 - 0.00 1.00 38,679 88.50 1.00 - 0.00 1.00 2,897,297 
Literate 1911  97.59 1.00 - 0.00 1.00 9,662 89.59 1.00 - 0.00 1.00 2,305,358 

Catholic 1901  82.22 1.00 - 0.00 1.00 38,679 70.87 1.00 - 0.00 1.00 2,906,370 
Catholic 1911  80.80 1.00 - 0.00 1.00 9,639 71.01 1.00 - 0.00 1.00 2,307,654 

Protest 1901 17.42 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 38,679 28.51 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 2,897,303 
Protest 1911 18.60 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 9,639 28.24 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 2,307,654 
Married 1901  7.72 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 38,215 31.76 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 2,857,805 
Married 1911  13.86 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 9,529 40.61 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 2,292,417 

Gaelic 1901 16.82 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 38,680 14.69 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 2,897,360 
Gaelic 1911 19.03 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 9,702 14.17 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 2,334,485 

Disabled 1901  0.19 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 38,678 0.46 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 2,896,999 
Disabled 1911  0.14 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 9,702 0.60 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 2,334,485 
     Occupations        
Agri 1901 21.07 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 29,435 29.31 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 1,978,081 
Agri 1911 36.88 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 6,187 41.78 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 1,327,918 
Profess 1901 0.48 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 29,435 1.26 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 1,978,081 
Profess 1911  1.24 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 6,187 2.12 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 1,327,918 
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Prod 1901 13.22 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 29,435 18.19 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 1,978,081 
Prod 1911 24.09 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 6,187 25.80 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 1,327,918 
Clerical 1901  0.98 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 29,435 1.15 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 1,978,081 
Clerical 1911 2.19 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 6,187 1.87 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 1,327,918 
Sales 1901 2.06 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 29,435 3.67 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 1,978,081 
Sales 1911 4.18 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 6,187 5.13 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 1,327,918 
Service 1901  7.48 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 29,435 12.20 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 1,978,081 
Service 1911 10.28 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 6,187 10.85 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 1,327,918 
     Location        
Leinster 1901 13.59 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 38,680 27.33 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 2,897,360 
Leinster 1911 14.29 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 9,702 27.97 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 2,334,485 
Munster 1901 28.51 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 38,680 21.10 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 2,897,360 
Munster 1911 26.90 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 9,702 21.09 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 2,334,485 
Connacht 1901 25.06 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 38,680 13.89 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 2,897,360 
Connacht 1911 24.74 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 9,702 13.42 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 2,334,485 
Ulster 1901 32.83 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 38,680 37.66 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 2,897,360 
Ulster 1911 34.90 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 9,702 37.51 0.00 - 0.00 1.00 2,334,485 
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4.4 Econometric Specifications 

 

We investigate the determinants of migration and the role of the famine in the 

probability of becoming a migrant. We estimate the following equation by Census year:  

 

!"#$%&'!"# = 	a+ 	b+%,"&-" + g.! + /0" + 12# + Î!"#  (1) 

The dependent variable !"#$%&'!" is an indicator variable which takes the value 1 if 

individual " born in county 3, resident in electoral district d, migrated from Ireland to the 

US, according to our linking strategy, and 0 otherwise. Individuals in the 1901 (1911) 

census are labelled as migrants if they appear in the Ellis Island Database over the period 

1901-1924 (1911-1924), as described in Section 3. The variable Faminej captures the 

extent of the Great Irish Famine in the county of origin. As discussed in Section 3, we 

employ two measures of the extent of the Famine: excess mortality rates according to 

Counsens (1960) and the rate of food rations in July 1847. We control for a set of 

individual characteristics (.!)	such as age, gender, literacy, occupational dummies, being 

catholic, marital status and whether the individual speaks Gaelic. The econometric 

specification also includes county of origin characteristics, such as the outmigration rates 

between 1851 and 1852, as measured by the Irish Emigration database. We also include 

a set of characteristics at the residence at the time of the census at electoral district (ded) 

level (2#), i.e. the literacy rate, the share of Catholics, and the share of young adults (age 

18-40) at electoral district level.   

 

The results of the linear probability model regression should be interpreted with caution. 

We can identify two potential sources of bias in the estimation. First, the variable Famine 

is based on historical data and it may be subject to measurement error. Second, the 

analysis may be biased due to omitted variables or other unobservable characteristics at 

county level, which ate not accounted for in the analysis. In order to solve these issues, 

we propose an instrumental variables approach. We follow Narciso and Severgnini 

(2016) and exploit the natural drivers of the intensity of the famine. According to Bourke 

(1964), Bourke and Hubert (1993), high humidity and warmer temperature during spring 

and summer are positively correlated with the intensity of the famine in Ireland. Indeed, 

Cavalli-Sforza and Feldman (1981) define the spread of the potato blight in Europe as a 
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classical example of smooth and isomorphic dispersion. we estimate the effect of the 

famine based on climatic and geographical characteristics of the county, namely 

temperatures and rainfall in spring and summer 1845-46. In addition, we include 

longitude and latitude for controlling other potential concurrent factors, such as wind.  

 
 
4.5 Estimation Results 
 
Tables 4.2 and 4.3 present the results of the linear probability model, distinguishing 

between the 1901 and 1911 dataset. Column 1 in Table 4.2 presents the results of the 

estimation, which only includes individual characteristics. Irish migrants to the US were 

more likely to be young, male, Catholic and single. Interestingly, the analysis provides 

evidence of positive self-selection of Irish migrants to the US, as literacy is positively 

correlated with the probability of migrating to the US. This result is in contrast with the 

recent findings of Connor (2019), who shows that high-skilled individuals were under-

represented among Irish migrants. We can identify three potential reasons for this 

difference in results. First, our dataset includes men and women, rather than just men. 

Second, our analysis focuses on a longer time period, i.e., from 1901 until 1924. Third, 

we identify Irish migrants by linking Irish Census data with the Ellis Island database. 

This allows us to identify individuals who have just arrived to the US, rather than Irish-

born individuals who stayed in the US according to the US Census, as in Connor (2019). 

Overall, the results related to the positive self-selection of migrants hold across the 

various specifications and the samples (1901 or 1911 Census) employed. Column 2 of 

Table 4.2 includes further individual characteristics (occupations) and electoral districts 

control variables. The main results regarding migrants’ characteristics, with respect to 

the Irish population are confirmed also when controlling for these variables. Next, 

column 3 presents the results of the specification that includes one of the two measures 

of the extent of the Great Irish Famine, i.e., excess mortality rate. The coefficient is 

positive and statistically significant at the 1 per cent level: individuals born in counties 

that were more affected by the Famine are more likely to migrate to the US, two 

generations afterwards. This result is consistent also to the inclusion of variables 

capturing the extent of the migration rates during the Famine period (column 4). Finally, 

column 5 presents the results of the estimation where the extent of the Famine is measured 

using the information on food rations in 1947. The estimation results show a positive and 
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statistically significant impact of the famine (about 0.06 per cent at the mean) on the 

probability of migrating from Ireland to the US on the basis of the 1901 Census.  
Table 4.2: Estimation results - 1901 Census 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

VARIABLES Migrant 
      

Excess mortality rate   0.058*** 0.058***  

   [0.006] [0.007]  

Food rations     0.014*** 

     [0.002] 

Emigration rates    -0.000 0.000*** 

    [0.000] [0.000] 

Age -0.002*** -0.002*** -0.003*** -0.003*** -0.003*** 

 [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] 

Age^2 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 

 [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] 
Female -0.003*** -0.003*** -0.003*** -0.003*** -0.003*** 

 [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] 

Literate 0.002*** 0.002*** 0.002*** 0.002*** 0.002*** 

 [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] 

Catholic 0.004*** 0.003*** 0.002*** 0.002*** 0.002*** 

 [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] 

Married -0.001*** -0.001*** -0.001*** -0.001*** -0.001*** 

 [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] 

Irish 0.004*** -0.000 -0.001** -0.001** -0.001** 

 [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] 

Share catholic DED  0.005*** 0.005*** 0.005*** 0.004*** 
  [0.001] [0.001] [0.001] [0.001] 

Share age1840 DED  -0.024*** -0.022*** -0.022*** -0.023*** 

  [0.003] [0.003] [0.003] [0.003] 

Literacy rate DED  0.017*** 0.014** 0.014** 0.013** 

  [0.006] [0.006] [0.006] [0.006] 

Connacht  0.003*** -0.000 -0.000 -0.001 

  [0.001] [0.001] [0.001] [0.001] 

Leinster  -0.007*** -0.008*** -0.008*** -0.008*** 

  [0.000] [0.000] [0.001] [0.000] 

Munster  0.000 -0.003*** -0.003*** -0.002*** 

  [0.001] [0.001] [0.001] [0.001] 

Dublin  0.000 -0.000 -0.000 0.001*** 
  [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] 

      

Occupations No Yes Yes Yes Yes 

      

Observations 2,217,363 1,403,940 1,329,919 1,329,919 1,329,919 

R-squared 0.013 0.015 0.016 0.016 0.016 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Standard errors, clustered at the electoral district level, are presented in 

parentheses 

 

Next, Table 4.3 presents the estimation results of the analysis using the 1911 Census data. 

The estimation results present consistent outcomes also when considering the 1911 data, 

either in terms of migrants’ characteristics or in terms of the effect of the Great Irish 

Famine. One point to note is the estimated coefficient on the Famine: as in Table 2, the 
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coefficient is positive and statistically significant. However, the point estimate is less than 

half than the coefficient presented in Table 4.2. This is an interesting result, as it 

highlights how the effect of the severity of the Famine on the probability of migrating 

decreases over time.  
Table 4.3: Estimation results - 1911 Census 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

VARIABLES Migrant 
      

Excess mortality rate   0.023*** 0.021***  

   [0.003] [0.004]  

Food rations     0.009*** 
     [0.001] 

Emigration rate    0.000 0.000*** 

    [0.000] [0.000] 

Age -0.001*** -0.001*** -0.001*** -0.001*** -0.001*** 

 [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] 

Age^2 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 

 [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] 

Female -0.001*** -0.001*** -0.002*** -0.002*** -0.002*** 

 [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] 

Literate 0.001*** 0.002*** 0.002*** 0.002*** 0.002*** 

 [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] 

Catholic 0.002*** 0.001*** 0.001*** 0.001*** 0.001*** 
 [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] 

Married -0.001*** -0.001*** -0.001*** -0.001*** -0.001*** 

 [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] 

Gaelic 0.002*** 0.000 0.000 0.000 -0.000 

 [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] 

Share of Catholics  0.000 0.000 0.000 -0.000 

  [0.001] [0.001] [0.001] [0.001] 

Share of young 18-40  -0.013*** -0.010*** -0.010*** -0.011*** 

  [0.002] [0.002] [0.002] [0.002] 

Literacy rate  -0.005*** -0.006*** -0.006*** -0.004*** 

  [0.002] [0.002] [0.002] [0.002] 
Connacht  0.002*** 0.001** 0.001*** -0.000 

  [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] 

Leinster  -0.002*** -0.003*** -0.003*** -0.003*** 

  [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] 

Munster  0.001*** -0.000 -0.000 -0.001 

  [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] 

Dublin  0.001*** 0.001** 0.001*** 0.001*** 

  [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] 

      

Occupations No Yes Yes Yes Yes 

      

Observations 2,277,949 1,310,942 1,249,046 1,249,046 1,249,046 
R-squared 0.006 0.007 0.008 0.008 0.008 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Standard errors, clustered at the electoral district level, are presented in 

parentheses 

 

As discussed in Section 4, the analysis presented so far could suffer from two potential 

sources of bias, i.e. measurement error, due to the way the famine variables are 
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constructed and omitted variable bias, as there could be potential confounding factors 

which might be positively related both to the impact of the famine and the probability of 

migrating. In order to deal with this issue, we refer to the scientific literature based on the 

dispersion of the potato blight and construct instruments on the basis of the natural and 

exogenous drivers of the intensity of the famine. Tables 4.4 and 4.5 present the results of 

the instrumental variable analysis using the 1901 and 1911 Census data respectively. The 

estimated coefficient on the extent of the Famine, measured either as excess mortality or 

as food rations, is positive and statistically significant, using either dataset.   

 
Table 4.4: 2SLS analysis - 1901 Census  
 (1) (2) (3) (4) 
Variables Migrant 
     
Excess mortality rate 0.0948*** 0.0999*** 0.112*** 0.0314*** 
 (0.00571) (0.00754) (0.00921) (0.00237) 
Food rations     
     
Emigration rate      -0.000133*** 0.000104*** 
   (4.66e-05) (3.32e-05) 
     
Individual  Yes Yes Yes Yes 
characteristics     
Occupations Yes Yes Yes Yes 
DED characteristics No Yes Yes Yes 
Location indicators No Yes Yes Yes 
     
     
Observations 1,329,919 1,329,919 1,329,919 1,329,919 
     

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Standard errors, clustered at the electoral district level, are 
presented in parentheses 
 

Table 4.5 IV analysis – 1911 Census 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) 
Variables Migrant 
     
Excess mortality 
rate 

0.0356*** 0.0233*** 0.0213*** 0.0148*** 

 (0.00264) (0.00345) (0.00373) (0.00139) 
Food rations     
     
Emigration rate   3.07e-05 6.00e-05*** 
   (2.17e-05) (2.05e-05) 
     
Individual  Yes Yes Yes Yes 
characteristics     
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Occupations Yes Yes Yes Yes 
DED characteristics No Yes Yes Yes 
Location indicators No Yes Yes Yes 
     
     
Observations 1,249,046 1,249,046 1,249,046 1,249,046 
     

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Standard errors, clustered at the electoral district level, are 
presented in parentheses 
 
4.6 The role of migration networks 

 

After the Famine, Irish emigration continued to be sustain compared to other European 

countries. Hatton and Williamson (1998) estimate that for every 1000 previous migrants, 

an additional 41 migrants were attracted each year. Fitzpatrick (1980) and O’Rourke 

(1995) emphasize the role of chain migration in facilitating the movement of subsequent 

cohorts of migrants. Similarly, Connor (2019) highlights the role of migration networks 

in providing support to negatively selected migrants. The analysis presented so far has 

taken into account the role of migration, as measured by the emigration rate at the county 

of origin between 1851 and 1852, on the basis of the Irish emigration database30. This 

section further explores the role of migration networks, by providing an alternative 

measure. As discussed in section 3, we make use of representative sample from the 1850, 

1860, 1870, 1880, 1900 and 1910 US Census. In order to create the new migrant network 

variable, we consider Irish-born migrants who moved to the US during the Great Irish 

Famine between 1845 and 1852, according to the US Census samples. Next, we identify 

the unique surnames of Irish migrants in the US and map migrants’ last names to counties 

in Ireland.31 To do so, we use the 1901 and 1911 Irish census and measure the frequency 

of Irish last names by county. We then assign Irish migrants reported in the US Census 

sample to a county of origin in Ireland, on the basis on their surname. From this, we 

obtain the migration rate at county of origin during the Famine. 

Table 4.6 presents the results of the estimation, which include the new migration network 

variable. The results are consistent with the previous findings for both Census years and 

also using both estimation methods, namely the linear probability model and the 2SLS.  

 
30 https://www.irish-genealogy-toolkit.com/emigration-Ireland-19th-century.html 
31 According to the dataset we have generated in the US Census Sample, there are 32,861 unique surnames in the US 
Census samples.  
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  Table 4.6: Estimation including the network variable 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 
Variables Migrant 
 Census 1901 Census 1911 
     
Excess mortality rate 0.062*** 0.0983*** 0.024*** 0.0384*** 
 [0.006] (0.00753) [0.003] (0.00406) 
Migration Network 0.008*** 0.00848*** 0.001** 0.00168*** 
 [0.001] (0.00114) [0.001] (0.000649) 
     
Individual  Yes Yes Yes Yes 
characteristics     
Occupations Yes Yes Yes Yes 
DED characteristics Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Location indicators Yes Yes Yes Yes 
     
Estimation method LPM 2SLS LPM 2SLS 
     
Observations 1,329,919 1,329,919 1,249,046 1,249,046 
R-squared 0.016 0.016 0.008 0.008 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Standard errors, clustered at the electoral district level, are 
presented in parentheses 
 

 

4.7 Conclusion  

 

This paper studies the role of a large negative historical event on individuals’ decision to 

migrate. We tackle this question by looking at the impact of the Great Famine on Irish 

mass migration to the USA at the start of the twentieth century.  Supported by the existing 

literature, we assume that the impacts of Great Famine on individuals’ decision to migrate 

were long-lasting. We contribute to the literature investigating the role of the Great 

Famine in the long-run, finding strong evidence of its effect on individuals’ migration 

choices.  

We firstly exploit three different historical administrative data sets. Combining the 1901 

and 1911 Census sets with the Ellis Island Administrative Records on Irish migrants we 

find characteristics of individuals who left Ireland. We conclude that migrants were 

mostly young, single adults. Male, catholic and literate individuals had higher likelihood 

of migrating. This is in line with the literature on the characteristics of Irish migration 

after the Famine. We further plan to explore family migration. Our contribution is the 
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granular data that has not been used before, as well as the time period of investigation. 

We also contribute to the literature studying emigration from Europe to Ellis Island.  

Secondly, we suggest different measures of Famine for assessing its impact on emigration 

decisions. We find a strong positive relation between the severity of the famine in the 

counties and the individuals’ probability of deciding to migrate.  We find that our main 

measure of famine, excess mortalities increases of 0.02-0.05 per cent the probability to 

migrate both in 1901 and 1911 years. As a robustness check, the rate of food rations 

confirm our results.   

Given the usage of two large historical Census data sets and the precise records on Irish 

migrants, we believe that our findings are important. We are positive that we were able 

to shed light on the characteristics of Irish migration in the turn of the twentieth century 

as well as finding link between large historical events and migration decisions in the long-

run.   
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Appendix 4.A Figures 
 
Figure 4.A.1 Irish Emigration during the Great Famine (1845-1850).   
 

 
Source: Fitzpatrick (1980).   
 
 
Figure 4.A.2 Irish emigration to destination countries, 1876-1914, emigration per 
thousand, per annum.  
 

 
Source: Fitzpatrick (1980).   
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Figure 4.A.3: Percentage of total emigration, 1876-1914, by destination country.  
 

 
Source: Fitzpatrick (1980).   
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Appendix 4.B: IV Probit First Stage OSL Estimates 
Table 4.B.1: The 1901 Census Sample 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Dependant Variable Measure of Famine 
Measure of Famine Excess Mortality Rate Rate of Food Rations 
Precipitation Spring 1844 -0.00347 

(0.00250) 
   0.0238*** 

(0.00709) 
Precipitation Spring 1845 0.00517 

(0.00356) 
-0.0417* 
(0.0239) 

Precipitation Spring 1846 -0.00360 
(0.00215) 

0.0195 
(0.0167) 

Precipitation Summer 1844 -0.00300* 
(0.00174) 

-0.0163 
(0.0107) 

Precipitation Summer 1845 0.00770*** 
(0.00223) 

0.0244** 
(0.0111 

Precipitation Summer 1846 -0.00294*** 
(0.000933) 

-0.0141 
(0.00844) 

Temperature Spring 1844 -2.175*** 
(0.407) 

-7.039*** 
(2.309) 

Temperature Spring 1845 0.910*** 
(0.264) 

1.275 
(0.991) 

Temperature Spring 1846 0.982*** 
(0.316) 

6.755*** 
(2.326) 

Temperature Summer 1844 0.548 
(0.339) 

1.780 
(2.032) 

Temperature Summer 1845 -0.511** 
(0.201) 

2.661 
(1.972) 

Temperature Summer 1846 0.226 
(0.221) 

0.453 
(1.726) 

Longitude -0.563** 
(0.226) 

1.763* 
(0.928) 

Latitude 0.0360 
(0.0268) 

-0.130 
(0.165) 

Longitude*Latitude 0.0104** 
(0.00434) 

-0.0329* 
(0.0181) 

Constant -2.345* 
(1.363) 

6.360 
(7.693) 

Observations 2,763,295 2,763,295 
R2 0.936 0.885 

Standard errors clustered at county of birth level 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 4.B.2: The 1911 Census Sample 

Standard errors clustered at county level. 
                                 *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 
 

 

Dependant Variable Masuree of Famine 
Measure of Famine Excess Mortality Rate Rate of Food Rations 
Precipitation Spring 1844 -0.00354 

(0.00248) 
    0.0240*** 

(0.00691) 
Precipitation Spring 1845 0.00526 

(0.00352) 
-0.0424* 
(0.0233) 

Precipitation Spring 1846 -0.00362* 
(0.00211) 

0.0197 
(0.0163) 

Precipitation Summer 
1844 

-0.00297* 
(0.00172) 

-0.0160 
(0.0108) 

Precipitation Summer 
1845 

0.00768*** 
(0.00222) 

0.0244** 
(0.0108) 

Precipitation Summer 
1846 

-0.00297*** 
(0.000896) 

-0.0141* 
(0.00811) 

Temperature Spring 1844 -2.181*** 
(0.402) 

-7.002*** 
(2.228) 

Temperature Spring 1845 0.919*** 
(0.262) 

1.214 
(0.972) 

Temperature Spring 1846 0.980*** 
(0.305) 

6.760*** 
(2.218) 

Temperature Summer 1844 0.540 
(0.339) 

1.860 
(2.030) 

Temperature Summer 1845 -0.514** 
(0.200) 

-2.676 
(1.967)) 

Temperature Summer 1846 0.235 
(0.219) 

0.400 
(1.697) 

Longitude -0.565** 
(0.223) 

1.797* 
(0.904) 

Latitude 0.0364 
(0.0266) 

-0.136 
(0.163) 

Longitude*Latitude 0.0105** 
(0.00427) 

-0.0336* 
(0.0176) 

Constant -2.360* 
(1.353) 

6.640 
(7.604) 

Observations 2,201,109 2,201,109 
R2 0.936 0.886 
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Chapter 5 
 
Return Migration Decisions: Evidence from the Irish Mass    
Migration at the turn of the twentieth century 

 
5.1 Introduction 
 
 

During the Age of Mass Migration (1850-1913) more than 30 million people moved 

across from Europe to the US and one in three returned home eventually (Wyman 1993, 

Abramitzky et al 2016). Bandiera et al. (2013) show that out-migration rates in the mass 

migration period were even significantly higher than what has been reported in the 

official statistics, ranging between 76 and 97 per cent. This rate of return is significantly 

higher, compared to current European return migration rates from the US. (Dustmann 

and Gorlach (2016)). Much of the existing literature on mass migration has focused on 

examining the individual characteristics of migrants to the States while there is very 

little work done on return migration in this period. This paper fills in that gap. 

 

Return migration has been an underestimated area in the research of international 

migration: from 1960s it has been mainly considered as a sub-process of international 

migration (Durand, 2004). Despite the existence of return migration, research started 

rising from 1980s, coinciding with the end of temporary migration programs to Western 

Europe (Batistella, 2018). An analysis by OECD (2017) highlights the importance of 

research on return migration for a growing number of developing countries: the global 

economic crisis of 2008 resulted in an unexpected high level of immigrants returning 

home. Jain (2013) shows that the primary motive of return for Indians have been the 

economic conditions rather than the job prospective. Czaika and Varela (2015) relate 

Indian (from Kerala region) return migrants’ participation in the labor market or their 

occupation on the duration of their stay in the Gulf in 2008.  
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Studies on return migration emphasize the importance of savings in destination countries 

in determining their decision to leave home and return later, as well as the effects of 

their return decision on home countries’ economies. E.g., an OECD analysis (2004) 

shows that return migration had increased the GDP in Ireland in 1990s. Dustmann and 

Weiss (2007) show that return migration decisions are closely related to differences in 

relative prices in home and host countries and the possibility of accumulating human 

capital abroad. Wahba J. (2015) find that migrants accumulate savings in host countries 

which increases the probability of them setting up a business upon returning to their 

home countries. Remittances are a crucial factor for remigration. Constant and Massey 

(2002) find that remitters who have a spouse and a high rate of employment in the home 

country are more likely to return. Çağlar (2006) describes remittances as an indicator of 

migrants’ attachment to the home land and failure to integrate to the country of 

settlement. Other factors are also at work: King and Ahrens (2011) stress the importance 

of non-economic reasons, e.g family, lifestyle for the return decisions of Greek migrants.  

 

While there are more contemporary studies on return migration, historical return 

migration is an emerging area of research.  Borjas (1996) argues that the return migration 

from the US during the mass migration period occurred due to two main reasons: either 

because of the decision to change their life cycle or for the purpose of a short-run stay 

in order to accumulate savings. The most common investment upon returning would be 

buying a farm, expanding an existing farm, or building a farm house (Cinel, 1982). A 

survey of migrants returning to a parish in Sweden showed that 16 out of 23 purchased 

some farmland with their savings (Wyman, 1993, p. 132). Cerase (1974) classifies return 

migration from the US based on migrants’ activity in the States and economic benefits 

at home: return of failure, return of conservatism, the increase in income of the origin 

countries. Abramitzky et al. (2016) study the selection of European return migrants at 

the Age of Mass Migration: they find that Norwegian migrants who returned were 

negatively selected from the migrant pool, both, before and after moving to the States, 

compared to those who stayed in the US.  Although hailing from poorer backgrounds, 

Norwegian immigrants held higher paid occupations than  those who never moved.  

 

More than one million Irish emigrated to the States during the Great Famine (1845-

1850), and the patterns of high emigration continued till the turn of the twentieth century 
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(Ó Gráda 1993). According to Fitzpatrick (1980), in the later nineteenth century Irish 

population decreased nearly twice disappeared due to massive emigration. I study Irish 

return migration from the States during the mass migration period (1892-1924). This 

paper contributes to the rising literature on return migration during European mass 

migration (1892-1924). Contribution to the literature is three-fold. First and foremost, it 

adds to the emerging literature on return migration within mass migration period (1850-

1913), by analyzing it for a country with highest emigration rate and by linking the return 

decisions to the decisions to purchase land back home.32 Secondly, this paper adds to 

the historical work on the estimates of European mass migration, particularly suggesting 

new estimates of return migration utilizing recently established Irish Census records. 

Finally, it contributes to the emerging literature on Irish migration at the turn of the 

twentieth century, using granular level data. 

 

The analysis proceeds in two steps. First, I examine the individual characteristics of 

returnees.33 Next I analyse their selection from the migrant pool and the non-migrant 

population and the reasons for their return. My analysis is based on a variety of historical 

data sources. To identify the entire migrant population and returnees, I match the male 

population from the 1911 Irish Census sample with Ellis Island Administrative Records 

on Irish migrants who left between 1892 and 1924.34 Matching is based on name, 

surname, age and county of residence, similar to the strategy of Abramitzky et al. (2012, 

2016). Matching rate is around 19.24 per cent which is in line with the literature on 

historical Census record linkage (Abramitzky 2016, Ferri 1996). I find that around 57 

per cent of the matched sample of male migrants returned to Ireland by 1911.35 This 

comprises approximately 10.89 per cent of male Irish migrants from Ellis Island 

Administrative Records. These findings add to the literature estimating out-migration 

rates from the States. According to Bandiera et al.(2013), Irish out-migration rates from 

 
32 According to Hatton and Williamson (1993), Ireland had a 1.3 per cent (13 out of 1000 people) emigration rate, 
being the highest migrant sending country. 
33 In the second chapter of the thesis, joint with Narciso and Severgnini (2019) we analyze the characteristics of Irish 
migrants, both permanent and temporary, to the USA. We find that migrants were younger, more often single, literate, 
Gaelic-speaking, compared to the ones that never moved. Migrants were more often Catholic and holding agricultural 
occupations, compared to the stayers. 
34 More details on matching are presented in Chapter 1 of the thesis. Prior to this I match individuals across the 1911 
and the 1901 Irish Census sample to identify the characteristics of a sample of population who are also present in the 
1901 Census. The matching details are in section 2.4.3.2 of the thesis. 
35 From the entire records on Ellis Island migrants around 68 per cent had left before 1911. This number shows that 
the matched sample of migrants is representative of the population. 
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the States fluctuate between 74 and 93 per cent, measured by US Census records and 

Ellis Island Administrative Records. Next, observing the selection of return migrants 

from the non-migrant population and migrant pool, I find that return migrants upgrade 

their within sectoral occupations in agriculture after returning home. They more often 

become farm owners and less often work as general agricultural servants, compared to 

the stayers. I further link this to the historical evidence on land acts and find that western 

and south- western counties with higher return migration rate have experienced drastic 

increase in the proportion of land owners among landholdings towards the beginning of 

1900s. 

The rest of the paper is structured as follows. Section 5.2 provides historical background 

on Irish migration. Section 5.3 describes the data sources and characteristics of 

returnees. Section 5.4 provides the empirical strategy. Section 5.5 summarizes the 

results. Section 5.6 is a brief summary of return decisions, section 5.7 concludes.  
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5.2 Historical Background 

 

Studies on return migration at the turn of the twentieth century largely focus on return 

migration from the States. Abramitzky et al. (2016) emphasize that the rise of mass 

migration of the 19-20th century, and in particular, the high return migration associated 

with shift from sail to steam technology in the mid nineteenth century, and the decline in 

time of trans-Atlantic passage. Parallel to the improvement of ship technology, the travel 

time declined, reaching eight days by 1870, compared to a one-month sail from a 

European port to the US in the mid-century (Hugill, 1993; Cohn, 2005). 

Bandiera et al.(2013) estimate that the out-migration rate for the Europeans in the mass 

migration period was significantly higher than reported in the official statistics. They find 

that more than 76 per cent of migrants who left between 1900 and 1910 returned and 

more than 97 per cent of migrants from the next decade were returnees. According to 

Wyman (1993), return migration rates were higher in the years of economic downturn, 

following the Panics of 1893 and 1907. Jasso and Rosenzweig (1982) estimates that 

between 1908 and 1957 around 15.7 million people migrated to the States, and between 

20 and 50 per cent, depending on their nationality, returned home in 1970’s.  

Moltmann (1980) states that US harbour lists show around 18 per cent return rate for 

German migrants to the States between 1908 and 1924. Ward (2016) analyses a different 

aspect of return migration, self-selection issues between planned and actual return 

migration for various immigrant nationalities to the US between 1908 and 1932. He 

shows that temporary migrants were lower skilled compared to the rest of the migrant 

population. Planned return migrants were positively selected based on their occupational 

scores. According to Warren and Peck (1980), about one third of legal immigrants to the 

United States re-emigrated in the 1960’s. Many successful migrants returned home to 

buy a farm or build houses, while others left the US after facing a period of high 

unemployment or illnesses. Several studies examine return decisions from other 

destination countries.  

Analyzing immigration to Canada since 1980, Aydemir and Robinson (2008) find that 

the estimated out-migration rate among the young working-age male migrants is 35 per 

cent. They calculate that majority of people who return, do so within one year from their 

arrival. Their findings state the importance of economic shocks, suggesting that those 
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who arrive during the recession are more likely to leave than those who arrive on later 

years. Glytsos (1988) estimates that 85 per cent of approximately one million Greek 

population who migrated to West Germany between 1960 and 1984, returned home. 

Despite the existence of historical research on return migration, no study has so far 

analysed the Irish case. 
 
 
5.3 Data 
 
To construct the dataset on return migrants I combine Irish Census records with Ellis 

Island Administrative Records on Irish migrants. I construct two different datasets, 

distinguishing between male and female migrants.  The detailed data description and 

matching are presented in the Chapter 3.  
 
 

5.3.1 Male population 

 

In this section I construct a dataset construct a dataset on male returnees. The dataset 

serves as the base for identifying the individual characteristics of return male migrants 

in the Census, and for observing their selection from the rest of the population before 

they left and after their return.  

I firstly link male population from the 1901 to the 1911 Irish Census. The matching is 

based on name, surname, age and county of birth. The matching strategy is similar to 

Abramitzky et al. (2016). Based on these variables I identify 1,514,536 unique male 

individuals in the 1901 Census and 1,562,009 in the 1911 Census. The 1911 Census 

serves as the master dataset. I keep all observations from the 1911 Census sample, 

adding for the matched sample of population the characteristics from the 1901 Census. 

I allow for a two-year margin of error in the reported Census ages. I successfully link 

around 26 per cent of the individuals from the 1901 Census Sample to the 1911 

equivalent to around 390,000 individuals. This matching rate is in line with the historical 

record linkage literature, e.g. Abramitzky et al. (2012) and Ferri (1996). I next match 

the generated census data with Ellis Island Administrative Records on Irish migrants. 

The matching is based on name, age and last county of residence. I drop the duplicate 

observations based on these variables and identify 185,325 unique male migrants. I 

match around 19.30 per cent of Ellis Island records with the Census samples, comprising 
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35,700 observations. I identify the return males based on their year of emigration from 

Ireland: those who left before 1911 and who are matched with the 1911 Census, are 

considered as returnees. I make use of the assumption that migrants return to the counties 

where they originally left from.36 I find that 20,180 migrants came back. This comprises 

11 per cent of Ellis Island records. Further I look at the sample of return migrants who 

left Ireland between 1902 and 1910 and who are matched with both Irish Censuses. This 

sample allows me to analyze the changes in the individual characteristics of return 

migrants before and after their return. The sample of returnees for whom I can observe 

both, pre-and post-migration characteristics in Ireland, comprises more than the third of 

the sample of returnees, equivalent to around 7,300 observations. Table 5.1 analyses the 

individual characteristics of return migrants based on the 1911 census sample. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
36 Returning to the county of origin is typical to migrants, as stated in the academic literature (Gmelch, 1980; King, 
1986). Push and pull social and economic factors in origin areas, as well as individuals’ capacities to adapt to 
environments they are unfamiliar with explain this tendency (Cerase, 1970; Gmelch, 1980). 
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Table 5.1: Descriptive Statistics of return male migrants (1892-1910) in 
the 1911 Census Sample 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

An average male return migrant was almost 25-years old at the moment of migrating. 

The average age of a returnee is 33 in 1911, maximum eight years after the return. An 

average return male migrant stays in the States for approximately eight years. More than 

92 per cent of return male migrant population was literate. More than 19 per cent speak 

Gaelic. Return migration was higher in the western and south-western counties.  

 

Table 5.2 presents the pre- and post-migration characteristics of return migrants (1902-

1910) before leaving and after their return to Ireland. An average male return migrant is 

21-year old in 1901 and 31 in 1911. An average return migrant at the moment of 

migrating is 25 years old. The majority of return male migrants were single before and at 

the moment of leaving: only 11 per cent was married before leaving, with only 12 per 

cent being married at the moment of migrating. After their return more than 30 per cent 

Variables Mean Std. dev. Min  Max    N 

Demographics 

Age 33.36 10.11 6 82 20,170 

Age Migrating 24.62 9.12 0 78 20,170 

Literacy  92.41   - 0 100 20,170 

Gaelic 19.27   - 0 100 20,170 

Mar Status 36.45   - 0 100 20,170 

Mar Status Mig 10.70   - 0 100  

Year of Mig 1903.26 4.65 1892 1910 20,170 

Occupations 

Agriculture  52.31 - 0 100 18,648 

Production  25.47 - 0 100 18,648 

Professional  0.98 - 0 100 18,648 

Clerical  1.34 - 0 100 18,648 

Sales 3.59 - 0 100 18,648 

Service  3.17 - 0 100 18,648 

Location 

Connacht 20.28 - 0 100 20,170 

Leinster 14.22 - 0 100 20,170 

Munster 34.73 - 0 100 20,170 

Ulster 30.76 - 0 100 20,170 
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was married. The main occupation for return migrants is Agriculture, both before and 

after return. The second largest group is Production. 

 
                 Table 5.2: Pre and post migration characteristics of return male migrants 

(1902-1910)    in the 1901 and 1911 Censuses 
Main Variables Mean Std.dev. Min Max N 
      

Demographics in 1901 
Age 21.27 8.59 6 82 7,333 

Age Migrating 25.29 8.16 0 78 7,333 

Literacy 94.40  0 100 7,333 

Gaelic  19.46  0 100 7,333 

Mar Status  11.28  0 100 7,333 

Mar Status Mig 12.18  0 100 7,333 

Year of Emigration 1906.03  1902 1910 7,333 
Demographics in 1911 

Age 31.27 8.59   7,333 

Age Migrating 25.29 8.16 6 78 7,333 

Literacy  94.19  0 100 7,333 

Gaelic  17.96  0 100 7,333 

Mar Status   30.12  0 100 7,333 

Mar Status Mig   12.18  0 100 7,333 

Year of     Emigration 1906.03  0 100 7,333 
      

Occupations in 1901 
Agriculture   45.68  0 100 3,146 

Production   21.36  0 100 3,146 

Professional   1.11  0 100 3,146 

Clerical   1.75  0 100 3,146 

Sales   3.97  0 100 3,146 

Service   2.51  0 100 3,146 
Occupations in 1911 

Agriculture   51.68  0 100 6,759 

Production   26.78  0 100 6,759 

Professional   0.98  0 100 6,759 
Clerical   1.33  0 100 6,759 
 
Sales   3.65  0 100 6,759 
Service   3.40  0 100 6,759 
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Location 
Connacht 20.65  0 100  7,333 

Leinster 13.50  0 100  7,333 

Munster 32.50  0 100  7,333 
 
Ulster 33.36  0 100  7,333 

 
 
5.3.2 Single Women 
 
 
In this section I construct a dataset on single women. The aim of this section is to estimate 

the share of single female migrants who returned home and to identify their individual 

characteristics from the Censuses. I firstly match single women across the 1901 and 1911 

Censuses, keeping all observations from the 1911 Census. For the matched sample of 

individuals, I add their characteristics from the 1901 sample. I match them based on 

name, surname, age and county of birth There are 1,115,445 and 1,160,116 single women 

in the 1911 and 1901 Census samples respectively. I allow for a two-year margin of error 

in the reported Census ages. I match approximately 16 per cent of single women from 

the 1901 Census with the 1911 Census, equivalent to 187, 171 individuals.  
 
Next, I match the generated Census samples with single women from Ellis Island records 

on Irish migrants. Matching is based on name, surname, age and last county of residence. 

The dataset on single women from Ellis Island migrants record is 182,680 observations. 

I match 24,386 female migrants from Ellis Island records with the Censuses which is 

equivalent to 13.37 per cent of matching rate. The sample of single female return 

migrants consists of 11,973 observations which is around 49 per cent of the matched 

sample. The sample of female returnees (migrated between 1902 and 1910) for who I can 

observe both pre- and post-migration characteristics, comprises around 36 per cent of 

return females, equivalent to 4,310 migrants.  Table 5.3 and 5.4 present the characteristics 

of single return female migrants.  

Table 5.3 shows the characteristics of return females (1892-1924) based on the 1911 

Census. An average single woman who left Ireland was 21.5 years old. The duration of 

stay has been on average seven years. An average single return female migrant was 

almost 30 years old in 1911. More than 94 per cent of single female return migrants was 

literate in 1911. Almost 22 per cent of the single female returnees could speak Gaelic. 
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The majority of 33 per cent of single return females has been working in service sector. 

The second largest occupational group was production with about 20 per cent working 

in this sector. Only around 9 per cent of single female returnees were from Agriculture, 

while just about 5 per cent was engaged in Sales. 

Table 5.4 presents the pre- and post-migration characteristics of single female return 

migrants (1902-1910) who are matched with both, the 1901 and 1911 Censuses. On 

average a single female returnee was almost 18 years old in 1901 and 28 in 1911. At the 

moment of leaving Ireland the average age of a female returnee was 21.The vast majority 

of almost 96.5 per cent were literate before migrating, and almost 99 per cent was literate 

after return, in 1911. The percentage of migrants who spoke Gaelic was around 21 and 

22 per cent in 1901 and 1911 respectively. On average, a single return female migrant 

stayed in the States for five years. The percentage of women involved in all the 

occupations increased around twice during the ten-year with the majority being involved 

in Service sector. Figure 4.1 presents return migration rates for male and female migrants 

based on the 1911 Census.  
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                 Table 5.3: Descriptive Statistics for single female return migrants 
                        in the 1911 Census Sample 

Variables Mean Std. dev. Min Max N 
      
  Demographics    
Age 29.49 8.99 6 83 11,973 

Age_Mig 21.41 8.09 0 75 11,973 

Literacy   94.38 - 0 100 11,973 

Gaelic   21.87 - 0 100 11,973 

Mar Status   0 - 0  0 11,973 

Mar Status Mig 0 -   0 11,973 

Year of Mig. 1903.91 3.89 1892 91 11,973 
      
  Occupations    
Agriculture   8.94 - 0 100 4,472 

Production   20.17 - 0 100 4,472 

Professional   2.88 - 0 100 4,472 

Clerical   0.74 - 0 100 4,472 

Sales   5.05 - 0 100 4,472 

Service  33.59 - 0 100 4,472 
                                             Location 

Connacht 24.02 - 0 100 11,973 

Leinster 11.94 - 0 100 11,973 

Munster 37.09 - 0 100 11,973 

Ulster 26.95 - 0 100 11,973 
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Table 5.4: Pre and post migration characteristics of single return female    
migrants (1902-1910) in the 1901 and 1911 Censuses 

Main Variable Mean Std.dev. Min Max N 
      

Demographics in 1901 

Age 17..75 6.87 6 63 4,310 
Age Migrating 21.38 8.19 0 70 4,310 

Literacy 96.48   - 0 100 4,310 

Gaelic  20.72   - 0 100 4,310 
Mar Status  0.00   - 0 100 4,310 

Mar Status Mig 0.00     - 0 100 4,310 
Year of  Mig. 1905.89  2.49 1902 1910 4,310 
      

Demographics in 1911 
Age 27.75 8.59 16 73 4,310 
Age Migrating 21.38 8.16 0 82 4,310 

Literacy  98.83   - 0 100 4,297 

Gaelic  21.67   - 0 100 4,310 
Mar Status   0.00   - 0 100 4,310 

Mar Status Mig   0.00   - 0 100 4,310 
 
Year of Mig. 1905.89 2.49 1902 1910 4,310 

Occupations in 1901 

Agriculture   2.67   - 0 100 1,573 

Production   11.13   - 0 100 1,573 

Professional   0.51   - 0 100 1,573 

Clerical   0.32   - 0 100 1,573 

Sales   1.53     - 0 100 1,573 

Service   15.45   - 0 100 1,573 
Occupations in 1911 

Agriculture   7.27   - 0 100 1,514 

Production   22.79   - 0 100 1,514 

Professional   4.11   - 0 100 1,514 

Clerical   1.12   - 0 100 1,514 

Sales   4.63   - 0 100 1,514 

Service   33.88   - 0 100 1,514  
Location 

Connacht 25.24 - 0 100 4,310 
Leinster 10.45 - 0 100 4,310 

Munster 35.91 - 0 100 
 
4,310 

Ulster 28,18 - 0 100 4,310 
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Figure 5.1: Return migration rate in Irish counties (1892-1910) 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The map on the left is male return migration (1892-1910) based on the 1911 Census, the map on the right is the female return migration. Return migration rate is   

calculated as the ratio between the number of return migrants over the county population in 1911. 
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5.4 Econometric Specifications 
 
 

I analyse the selection of return male migrants from the rest of the population. I follow 

the literature and analyze self-selection only for male population. The main reasons for 

not analyzing self-selection of women is firstly the small sample size of matched single 

women who report the occupations (abound 1000 return females). Furthermore, the main 

occupational group for women is service sector based on the subcategories of which we 

cannot infer whether their selection, e.g. whether a woman works as a domestic indoor 

servant or in the washing and bathing service does not inform about selection. On the 

contrary, for male migrants the main occupational groups are agricultural occupations 

and production. Among agricultural occupations the sub-category “farmer’ represents 

positive selection and among production “general laborer” represents a negative 

selection, as opposed to working as a specialist, such as a watch maker, ship carpenter, 

etc. Next, among professional occupations, I consider working as a schoolteacher/master 

or a lecturer as a measure for positive selection.  

 

In the first part of the analysis I look at the selection of return male migrants from the rest 

of the population. I measure migrant selection by looking at how the occupations of the 

returnees after they came back were different from the occupations of stayers in 1911.To 

measure migrant selection from the non-migrant population in 1911 after migrants return, 

I construct occupational sub-categories within the three groups of occupations, 

agriculture, production and professional. Abramitzky et al. (2016) consider as main 

measure for male selection occupation-based earnings. For Irish case the dataset on 

earnings for this period is not available. I estimate the following equation:  

 

!!"
#$## = # + %!%&'(%) + &'()"#$## + *+,-./,0	2/,/34"#$## + 56" + 	78-9:.;<)" +

=" (1) 

Where >  represent each of the three occupational categories,  !!"
#$## is the measure of 

selection: a dummy variable equal to 1 if an individual .	belongs to a higher-rewarded 

occupational sub-group within in each group and 0 if an individual . holds a lower-paid 

occupation within each group.  6" represents the ability to speak Gaelic, and literacy. For 
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agricultural occupations !!"
#$## is equal to 1, if an individual . is a farmer and 0 if an 

agricultural labourer. For the sub-categories of occupations in Production, I generate a 

dummy variable for measuring the selection of returnees, holding production 

occupations, equal to 1 if an individual who works in production, is a general labourer, 

and 0, otherwise. Working as a general labourer is assumed to be less profitable than 

having other specialties in production. I group Professional occupations into two 

categories: teaching professionals and others. I assume that working as 

schoolmaster/teacher professor or a lecturer more often after returning home,  compared 

to those who did not leave, represents a positive selection of return migrants. All teachers 

are literate, thus I drop the variable literacy from the analysis on professional occupations.  

Next I identify the selection of return migrants from the migrant pool before they left 

Ireland. For this, I make use of the migrant population that has been matched with both, 

the 1901 and 1911 Censuses based on which I identify the occupations of return migrants, 

who left between 1902 and 1910 as pre-emigration occupation. I compare these with the 

occupations of permanent migrants (1911-1924) from the 1901 Census sample. This 

sample of return migrants consists of more than 5000 individuals. Permanent migrants 

are 1.5 times more this number. I again distinguish occupations for each category 

separately. I estimate the following equation: 

 

!!"
#$*# = # + %!%&'(%) + &'()"#$*# + *+,-./,0	2/,/34"#$*# + 56" + 	78-9:.;<)" +

=" (2) 
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5.5 Estimation Results 
 
 
Tables 5.5 and 5.6 present the results of logit estimation for the migrant selection from 

the non-migrant population and migrant pool respectively.  

The results show positive selection of return migrants compared to the stayers for 

agricultural occupations: return migrant has a higher probability of becoming a farmer, 

than a labourer in 1911, after their return, compared to non-migrants in 1911. The 

statistically significant positive coefficients for marital status and age show that married 

and older male returnees are positively selected from the rest of the agricultural 

populations. Next, for production occupations I find that being a young labourer is 

correlated positively with being a returnee in 1911. The positive coefficient shows as a 

negative selection of returnees from the population. Finally, I find a positive selection for 

older married professional returnees from the non-migrant population. The statistically 

insignificant coefficients for return migrants from the migrant pool from table 4.6 show 

no selection of returnees compared to permanent migrants before they left Ireland. 

Table 5.5 Return migrants vs non-migrants in 1911 

Dependent Variable: occupational dummy in agriculture=1 if farmer 

Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) 
     
Migrant  0.213***   0.139*** 0.160**    0.128*** 
 (0.068) (0.041) (0.066) (0.042) 
 
 
Location 
indicators 
 

 
 

    No 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

No 

 
 

Yes 

Marital Status 0.565*** 0.528*** 0.527***  0.507*** 
 (0.095) (0.092) (0.088) (0.089) 
Age 0.024*** 0.025*** 0.029***    0.030*** 
 (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) 
Gaelic   0.774*** 0.523*** 
   (0.210) (0.105) 
Literacy   1.100*** 1.207*** 
   (0.0980) (0.0929) 
Constant -0.319*** -0.265** -1.564*** -1.560*** 
 (0.109) (0.116) (0.182) (0.159) 
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Observations 456,002 456,002 456,002 456,002 

  

Dependent Variable: occupational dummy in production=1 if general 

laborer 

Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) 
     
Migrant 0.104**   0.047 0.098** 0.053 
 (0.052) (0.045) (0.048) (0.0428) 
 
 
Location indicators 
 

 
 

       No 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

No 

 
 

Yes 

Marital Status     -0.407***  -0.351*** -0.388*** -0.337*** 
 (0.050) (0.043) (0.045) (0.0411) 
Age      0.007*** 0.006*** 0.001 -0.001 
 (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 
Gaelic   0.162* 0.020 
   (0.021) (0.072) 
Literacy   -1.502*** -1.489*** 
   (0.051) (0.048) 
Constant    -0.421*** -0.737**  1.201***  -0.879*** 
 (0.117) (0.071) (0.143) (0.101) 
     
Observations    264,659 266,741     264,659  264,659 
     

 

Dependent Variable: occupational dummy in professions=1 if 

teacher/professor 

Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) 
Migrant        0.559**             0.439*             0.357*           0.303 
                                          (0.231)              (0.242)            (0.210)           
(0.223) 
 
 
Location Indicators           No                    Yes                  No                  Yes 

 

Marital Status     -0.407***  -0.351*** -0.388*** -0.337*** 
          (0.050)            (0.043)            (0.043)            (0.045) 
Age      0.007*** 0.006*** 0.001 -0.001 
 (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 
Gaelic   0.162* 0.020 
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   (0.021) (0.072) 
Literacy   -1.502*** -1.489*** 
   (0.051) (0.048) 
Constant    -0.421*** -0.737**  1.201***  -0.879*** 
 (0.117) (0.071) (0.143) (0.101) 
     
Observations    264,659 266,741     264,659  264,659 
        
Table 5.6 Return vs permanent migrants in 1901 

Dependent Variable: occupational dummy in agriculture=1 if farmer 

Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) 
     
Return      -0.038  -0.075 -0.056      -0.092 
 (0.136) (0.135) (0.139) (0.137) 
 
 
Location 
indicators 
 

 
 

    No 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

No 

 
 

Yes 

Marital Status 0.374 0.203 0.349  0.201 
 (0.311) (0.268) (0.301) (0.269) 
Age 0.018 0.026** 0.019*    0.027*** 
 (0.011) (0.010) (0.011) (0.010) 
Gaelic   0.455**    0.342*** 
   (0.213) (0.133) 
Literacy   0.600***    0.685*** 
   (0.138) (0.141) 
Constant 0.162 -0.043    -0.478***     -0.703*** 
 (0.285) (0.268) (0.353) (0.334) 
     
Observations 1,823 1,823 1,823 1,823 

  

Dependent Variable: occupational dummy in production=1 if general 

laborer 

Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) 
     
Return  0.402  0.344 0.413 0.401 
 (0.276) (0.278) (0.264) (0.289) 
 
 
Location indicators 
 

 
 

       No 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

No 

 
 

Yes 

Marital Status     -0.720***  -0.599**    -0.360***   -0.753*** 
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 (0.263) (0.274) (0.117) (0.259) 
Age       0.015 0.014 -0.005 0.011 
 (0.011) (0.012) (0.008) (0.012) 
Gaelic   0.474** 0.127 
   (0.221) (0.196) 
Literacy   -1.931*** -1.955*** 
   (0.410) (0.436) 
Constant   -0.910* -1.352**  1.315***     0.588*** 
 (0.481) (0.428) (0.474) (0.534) 
     
Observations         872 872      901  872 
     

Dependent Variable: occupational dummy in professions=1 if 

teacher/professor37 

Variables                         (1)                                                                    (2) 

Migrant                       -0.600                                                                 0.363 
                                     (0.976)                                                             (1.124) 
Marital Status               2.178**                                                            3.349* 
                                     (1.066)                                                             (1.847) 
Age                              -0.114**                                                          -0.157*** 
                                      (0.046)                                                             (0.069) 
Gaelic                                                                                                     2.327** 
                                                                                                               (1.129) 
Constant                         2.951***                                                          3.052 
                                       (1.517)                                                             (1.330) 
Observations                   46                                                                        46 
 
 
5.6 Return decisions 
 
There are numerous factors for the relatively high return migration rate in Ireland that we 

found based on our estimation, at the mass migration period (1892-1924). According to 

Hatton and Williamson (1993), Ireland had been experiencing wage convergence to the 

US level at the turn of the twentieth century, which can largely explain the return 

decisions of migrants from industrialized north where migrants, as our data suggests were 

mainly engaged in production upon their return. Our results show that for the southern 

and south-western counties with high return migration rate migrants have upgraded their 

within sectoral occupations in agriculture: the percentage of laborers and farm servants 

has decreased, while the proportion of agricultural workers who became farmers and 

 
37 All return migrants who are teachers are from Ulster province, thus we exclude location dummies.  
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graziers, experiencing an increase after return. It is noteworthy that the percentage of land 

owners has increased at least more than twice after the land acts of 1881 and 1903 in the 

western counties (and more substantially than in other counties) with higher return 

migration rate. Some evidence on land acts is presented in Appendix. The above points 

together might serve as a supporting evidence that people return more often in order to 

upgrade their occupations in agriculture and to invest in land. My results also confirmed 

that marital status played an important role on migrants’ decision to return home.  
     
5.7 Conclusion 
 
This paper addresses one of the emerging areas of research in migration, return migration. 

I contribute to the literature, examining return decisions for the largest migrant sending 

country in Europe at the turn of the twentieth century, Ireland. I suggest new approach of 

identifying returnees through matching historical records, and add new estimates of 

return migration, to the existing ones. I find a relatively high rate of return for Irish 

migrants.  Next, I measure the self-selection of return migrants from the rest of the 

population. Based on the reported occupational sub-categories from the Censuses, I find 

that the return male migrants, who work in Agriculture and Professional occupations, 

were positively selected from the rest of the population, after they returned, 1911. I find 

a negative selection for the returnees working in Production. My estimations show no 

selection for the return migrants from the migrant pool before leaving Ireland, in 1901.  
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Appendix 5.A: Figures and Tables 
 
Figure 5.A.1: Land owners as a percentage of landholdings in 1906  and 1917  
 
 
 
 
 
     Scale 
 
                              % 
                               15.4-20.9 

21-29.6 
29.7-36 
37-52.5 
52.6-63 
64-74.5 
74.6-89.5 

 
 
  Source: B.P.P (1908a) and B.P.P. (1921a) 
 
Several land acts passed during 1869 and 1934 giving tenants the opportunity to purchase land. The acts overall led to advances of over 127 million pounds for purchasing almost 
15 million acres on more than 433, 395 holdings in the South and North of Ireland. The 1903 Land Act gave the state the power to force the tenants to buy land (Foley-Fisher N. & 
McLaughlin E., 2015). The compulsory purchase of land was introduced in 1907 only according to the Act of Labourers. State mortgage loans have been introduced to solve the 
problem of the lack of credit available to the tenant-purchasers. The effectiveness of the programme of government intervention is shown through the percentage of farmers who 
were land owners: from 1906 to 1917 the share of farmers who became the owners of their lands increased substantially. This tendency was more noticeable in west and south-west 
of Ireland (B.P.P (1908 a), B.P.P(1921 a)). The figure below shows the percentage of the land owners as a percentage of landholdings in Ireland in 1906 and 1917 separately 
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                                                                  Table 5.A.1 Occupations of return males in the 1911   
Census               

 Occupation Percentage 

   

 Agriculture 60 

   

 Farmer, Grazier 42 

 Farmer, Grazier’s Son 25 

 Agricultural Laborer, Farm Servant 29 

   

 Production  29 

   

 General Laborer 44 

 Carpenter, Jointer 8 

 Carman, Carrier, Carter, Haulier 4 

 Blacksmith 4 

 Tailor 4 

   

 Professional 1.15 

   

 Schoolmaster 43 

 Barrister, Solicitor 7.65 

 Omnibus, Coach, Cab Owner 6 

 Teacher, Professor, Lecturer 5.50 

   

 Sales 4 

   

 General Shopkeeper, Dealer 26 

 Grocer. Tea, Coffee, Chocolate 16 

 Maker  

 Butcher, Meat Salesman 11 

 Draper, Linen Draper, Mercer 10 

   

 Service 3 

   

 Domestic Indoor Servant 24.25 

 Other Railway Officials and  Servants 17.60 

 Innkeeper, Hotel Keeper, Publican 14.40 

    
For each of the six groups of occupation, the reported percentage 

is relative to the total reported occupations, e.g Agriculture is 60 

% ofthe total reported occupations. For sub-groups this is the 

percentage from each category. For example, “Farmer, Grazier” is 

42 % of   reported agricultural occupations 
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 Table 5.A.2. Changes in the occupations of return males 

(migrated   between 1902 and 1910) before leaving (in 1901) 
and after returning (in 1911) 

Occupations 1901 Census.             1911 Census 

   

Agriculture 46.10 51.52 

   

Farmer, Grazier 16.92 34.09 

Farmer, Grazier’s Son 43.19 32.42 

Agricultural Laborer, Farm 34.13 26.72 

Servant   

   

Production 21.74 27.09 

   

General Laborer 42.06 37.96 

Carpenter, Joiner 7.94 9.17 

Blacksmith 4.13 4.46 

Shoe, Boot - Maker, Dealer 3.69 3.31 

Tailor 3.49 3.18 

   

  Professional 1.00 1.31 

   

Schoolmaster 37.93 42.11 

Minister, Priest of other 
religious 10.34 5.26 

bodies   

Theological Student 10.34 2.63 

Medical Student, Assistant 6.90 2.63 

Teacher, Professor, Lecturer 3.45 7.89 

   

Sales 4.11 3.93 

   

General Shopkeeper, Dealer 27.73 25.44 

Grocer. Tea, Coffee, 
Chocolate 17.65 21.05 

Maker 11.76 11.40 

Draper, Linen Draper, 
Mercer 9.24 12.28 

Butcher, Meat Salesman 4.20 6.14 

Seaman (Merchant Service)   
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 Service 2.52 3.52  

     

 Domestic Indoor Servant 34.25 18.63  

 Other Railway Officials and 10.96 14.71  

 Servants    

 

Innkeeper, Hotel Keeper, 
Publican 10.96 12.75  

 

Messenger, Porter, Watchman 
(not 9.59 12.75  

 Railway or Government)    

 Wig Maker, Hair Dresser 6.85 5.88  

 Inn, Hotel Servant 6.85 8.82  

 

Harbor, Dock, Wharf, 
Lighthouse 6.85 9.80  

 Service    

     

 Clerical 1.69 1.28  

     

 

Civil Service (messengers, 
etc.) 57.14 54.05  

 Commercial Clerk 32.65 35.14  

 

Law Clerk and others 
connected 6.12 5.41  

 with law    

 Office keeper 2.04 2.70  

     

 
For each of the six groups of occupations, the reported percentage is 

relative to the total reported occupations, e.g Agriculture is 46.10 % of 

the total reported occupations. For sub-categories the percentage is 

relative to each category. For example, “Farmer, Grazier” is 34% of 

the reported agricultural occupation. 
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Chapter 6 
 

Conclusion 
 

This dissertation presented three empirical chapters on economic history of migration. 

Chapter two is a general literature review on next three chapter. Chapter three is a detailed 

description of the construction of a dataset on the historical Irish Migration to the United 

States (1892-1924). Chapter four is an analysis of the determinants of individual 

characteristics of Irish migrants and the role of a large negative historical shock, the Great 

Famine (1845-1950) on shaping individuals’ migration choices in the long-run. Chapter 

five estimates Irish return migration rates from the United States (1892-1910), shedding 

light on the individual characteristics of returnees and further investigating their selection 

from the non-migrant population and the migrant pool.  

In chapter three I presented two approaches of constructing the dataset on the Irish 

migrants, firstly based on the entirety of the population, and secondly, distinguishing 

between male and female population. I applied various record linking strategies for 

identifying migrants based on the Census samples. I concluded that the matched sample 

of migrants from the Censuses is about one fifth of total migrant population in Ellis Island 

records (1892-1924) according to all strategies: including or excluding the place of 

residence of the individuals as a key variable for inking them across Census samples, 

does not affect the final match rate of the Censuses with Ellis Island records.  

The fourth chapter of the thesis estimated the individual characteristics of the migrants, 

distinguishing them from the non-migration population and analysed the impact of the 

Great Irish Famine on individual’s decisions to migrate. We found that the migrants were 

more often young, single, catholic and female adults.  We measured the level of Famine 

based on excess mortality rates and food rations. We found a statistically significant 

impact of the of Famine on individuals’ migration choices in the long-run. Instrumental 

variables estimation based on the exogenous spread of the potato blight confirmed our 

findings. Constructing a measure on migrant networks we showed that the generated 

networks during the Famine years explain largely the long-run impact of Famine on 

individuals’ migration choices.  
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Chapter five provides the analysis on return migration of Irish from the States. I found 

that about eleven per cent of those who left, eventually returned home. A return migrant 

stayed in the US for eight years on average. I showed that the return migrants were on 

average young, single, unmarried adults, working in agriculture if male and in service, if 

single female. I further showed that Western and South-Western counties had higher 

levels of return rate and link this to increase in the land ownership in the same counties 

following the land reform of 1908. Finally, I measure the self-selection of male returnees 

from the non-migrant population and migrant pool: I find positive selection of the male 

return migrants involved in agricultural and professional occupations and a negative 

selection of those involved in production, from the non-migrant population. I do not find 

selection of the returnees from the migrant pool.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 108 

Bibliography 
Abramitzky, R., Boustan, L.P., Eriksson, K. et al. (2019), “Automated Linking of 

Historical Data”, NBER Working Papers 25825, National Bureau of Economic 

Research, Inc. 

Abramitzky R. and Boustan L. (2017),  “Immigration in American Economic History”, 

Journal of Economic Literature, Vol. 55, No 4.  

Abramitzky, R., Boustan, L. and Eriksson, K. (2016), “To the New World and Back 

Again: Return Migrants in the Age of Mass Migration”, NBER Working Papers 22659, 

National Bureau of Economic Research, Inc.  

________, (2014), “A Nation of Immigrants: Assimilation and Economic Outcomes in 

the Age of Mass  Migration”, Journal of Political Economy. 

 

________. (2012a), “Europe’s Tired, Poor, Huddled Masses: Self-selection and 

Economic Outcomes in the Age of Mass Migration,” American Economic Review, Vol. 

102, pp.1832-56.  

Adams, William Forbes (1932), “Ireland and Irish Emigration to the New World from 

1815 to the Famine”, Yale Historical Publications, Miscellany, XXIII, New Haven:  Yale 

University Press.  

Akenson (1995),  “The Irish diaspora: A Primer”, Queen’s University of Belfast, Institute 

of Irish Studies.   

 

Aydemir A. and Robinson C. (2008), “Global labor markets, return and onward 

migration”, Canadian Journal of Economics, vol. 41, issue 4, 1285-1311. 

 

Bandiera, O., Rasul, I. and Viarengo, M. (2013), “The Making of Modern America: 

Migratory Flows in the Age of Mass  Migration”, Journal of Development Economics, 

Vol. 102, pp. 23-47.  



 109 

Barrett A. (1999), “Irish Migration: Characteristics, Causes and Consequences”, IZA 

Discussion Paper No.97.  

Batistella, G. (2018), “ Return Migration: A Conceptual and Policy Framework”,  

Scalabrini Migration Center.  

Betocchi, G., and Strozzi, C. (2007), “Age of Mass Migration: Economic and 

Institutional Determinants”, CEPR Discussion Papers, No. 6050.  

Borjas, G. J., and Bratsberg B. (1996), “Who Leaves? The Outmigration of the 

Foreign-born.” Review of Economics and Statistics 78, no. 1: 165-76. 

 

Bourke, P. M. A., and L. Hubert. (1993), “The Spread of Potato Blight in Europe in 

1845-6 and the Accompanying Wind and Weather Patterns”,  Irish Meteorological 

Service, Dublin.  

Bourke, P.M. Austin. (1959), "The Extent of the Potato Crop in Ireland at the Time of 

the Famine", Journal of the Statistical and Social Inquiry Society of Ireland, Vol. XX , 

Part III , pp. 1-26. 

 

________. (1964),  “Emergence of Potato Blight, 1843-46,” Nature, (4947), 805–808”.  

 

Boyer (1994), “The Impact of Emigration on Real Wages in Ireland, 1850-1914”. 

 

Canny, N. (1994), “Europeans on the Move: Studies on European Migration, 1500-      

1800”, Oxford [England]: Clarendon Press.  

Central Statistics Office Ireland. (2019), “Central Statistics Office Electoral     Division 

Boundaries”. 

Cerase F. (1974), “Expectations and Reality: A Case Study of Return Migration  from  

the United States to Southern Italy”, The International Migration Review, Vol. 8, No. 2, 

Special Issue: Policy and Research on Migration: Canadian and World Perspectives, pp. 

245-262. 

 



 110 

Cinel, D (1982), “From Italy to San Francisco: The Immigrant Experience” Palo Alto 

Stanford University Press. 

Cohn, Raymond L. (2005), “The Transition from Sail to Steam in Immigration to the 

United States”, Journal of Economic History 65, no. 02, pp 469-495.   

________________. (1995), “Occupational Evidence on the Causes of Immigration to 

the United States, 1836-1853.” Explorations in Economic History 32, pp. 383-408.  

Cousens S.H.  (1960), “Regional Death Rates in Ireland during the Great Famine, from 

1846 to 1851”, Population Studies, Vol. 14, No. 1 (Jul., 1960), pp. 55-74.  

Conaill (2005), “Irish Soldiers and Desertion in the Ranks of the Eighteenth-Century 

French Army”, Trinity College Dublin.  

Connor, D. (2019), The Cream of the Crop? Geography, Networks, and Irish Migrant 

Selection in the Age of Mass  Migration. The Journal of Economic History, 79(1), 139-

175. 

Crotty, R., (1966), “Irish Agricultural Production: Its Volume and Structure”, Cork 

University Press.  

Cullen, L.M. (1972), “An Economic History of Ireland from 1660”, London: Batsford.  

_____ . (1994), “The Irish Diaspora of the Seventeenth and Eighteenth Centuries”, in 

book Europeans on the Move, pp.113-150.  

Czaika M. and Varela M. (2015),  “Labour market activity occupational change and 

length of stay in the Gulf”, Migration Studies, Volume 3, Issue 3, pp. 315-342. 

 

De Haas H. and Fokkema T. (2011), “The effects of integration and transnational ties 

on international return migration intentions”, Volume 25, Article 24, pages 755-782, 

Max Planck Institute for Demographic Research. 

 



 111 

Delaney, E., “The Irish Diaspora”,  Irish Economic and Social History Vol. 33 (2006), 

pp. 35-45. 

 

Doyle, David N. (1981), “Ireland, Irishmen and Revolutionary America 1760–1920”, 

Dublin : Published for the Cultural Relations Committee of Ireland by Mercier Press.  

Dudley-Edwards, R; Williams, TD. (1956), “The Great Famine, Studies in Irish History 

1845-52”, Lilliput Press 

 

Dunnigan D. Rose (2011), “Irish return migration from America at the turn of the 

nineteenth century”, PhD thesis. 

 

Durand, J. (2004), “Ensayo teórico sobre la emigración del retorno. El principio del 

rendimiento decreciente,” Cuadernos Geográficos, No. 35, July–December, pp. 103–

116. 

 

Dustmann, C. and Görlach, J.S. (2016), “The Economics of temporary migrations. 

Journal of Economic Literature, 54(1):98–136”.  

 

Dustmann, C. (2003), “Return migration, wage differentials, and the optimal migration 

duration”, European Economic Review, 47 (2): 353–67. 

 

Easterlin, R. A. (1961), “Influences in European overseas emigration before World 

War I”, .Economic Development and Cultural Change 9: 331-351.  

Enhanced British Parliamentary Papers. “Distress (Ireland)”, fifth, sixth and seventh 

reports of the relief commissioners, Constituted under the Act 10 th Vic, cap. 7.  

Enhanced British Parliamentary Papers on Ireland, 1801-1922.  

 

Feehanan, J. (2012), “The Potato: Root of the Famine.,” in Atlas of thr Great Irish 

Famine, 1842-1852. Cork University Press, edited by John Crowley, William J. Smyth 

and Mike Murphy.  



 112 

Ferrie, Joseph. (1996), “A New Sample of Males Linked from the Public Use Micro 

Sample of the 1850 U.S. Federal Census of Population to the 1860 U.S. Federal Census 

Manuscript Schedules.” Historical Methods 29: 141–56. 

 

Fitzpatrick, D. (1986), “‘A share of the honeycomb’: Education, emigration and 

Irishwomen”. Continuity and Change, 1(2), 217-234. 

 

 _____________. (1980), “Irish migration in the Later Nineteenth Century”,  Irish     

Historical Studies, Vol. 22, No. 86.  

________. (1984), “Irish Emigration 1801-1921”, Dublin. 

________. (1989), "Emigration, 1801–1870." In A New History of Ireland: Ireland  

Under the Union, I, 1801–1870, vol. 5, edited by W. E. Vaughan.  

Foley-Fisher, N., & McLaughlin, E. (2016), “Capitalising on the Irish land question: 

Land reform and state banking in Ireland, 1891–1938”, Financial History Review, 23(1), 

71-109. 

Foner, N. (1997), “What’s New about Transnationalism?: New York Immigrants Today 

and At the Turn of the Century.” Diaspora: A Journal of Transnational Studies 6, no. 3, 

355-375. 

Gavin P. (2000), “The Irish Potato Famine”, The History Place.  

Geary F. and Stark T. (2015), “Regional GDP in the UK, 1861-1911: new estimates”, 

Economic History Review, 68 , 1,pp. 123-144.  

Geary F. and Stark T. (2002), “Examining Ireland's Post‐Famine Economic Growth 

Performance”., The Economic Journal. 

Gmelch, G. (1980), “Return migration”. Annual Review of Anthropology, 9, 135–159. 

Glytsos, N.P. (1988),  “Remittances and Temporary Migration: A Theoretical Model and 

its Testing with the Greek-German Experience,” Weltwirtschaftliches Archiv , 124 ,524-

549.  



 113 

Goss, E. M. (2014), “The Irish potato famine pathogen Phytophthora infestans originated 

in central Mexico rather than the Andes,” Proceedings of the National Academy of 

Sciences of the United States, 111(24), 8791–8796.  

Gould, John D. (1980), “European Inter-continental Emigration. The Road Home: 

Return Migration from the USA.” Journal of European Economic History 9, no. 1. 

Goodspeed, T. B. (2016), “Microcredit and adjustment to environmental shock: 

Evidence from the Great Famine in Ireland,” Journal of Development Economics, 

121(C), 258–277.  

Guinanne, T. (1994), “The Great Irish Famine and Population: the Long View”, 

American Economic Review, Vol. 84, No. 2, pp. 303-308. 

Hagen-Zanker, Jessica. (2008), Why Do People Migrate? A Review of the Theoretical 

Literature (January 2008). Maastrcht Graduate School of Governance Working Paper No. 

2008/WP002.  

Hatton, Timothy J. (1999), “The Age of Mass Migration: what we can and can’t 

explain”, University of Essex.  

Hatton, Timothy J., and Williamson, Jeffrey, G. (1994), “What Drove the Mass 

Migrations from Europe in the Late Nineteenth Century?”, Population and Development 

Review 20 (3): 533–59.  

________ . (1993), “After the Famine: Emigration from Ireland, 1850-1913”, The 

Journal of Economic History, Vol. 53, No. 3.  

Hatton, Timothy J. and Oliver Williamson. (1998), “The Age of Mass  Migration”, 

Oxford: Oxford University.  

Harkness., D.A.E. (1931), “International Migrations, Volume II: Interpretations, 

Chapter X: Irish Emigration”, NBER book.   

Harris, J., and M. Todaro (1970),  “Migration, Unemployment and Development: A 

Two-sector Analysis.” American Economic Review 60 (1): 126–142. 



 114 

Hear et al. (2018), “Push-pull plus: reconsidering the drivers of migration.”, Journal of 

Ethnic and Migration Studies.  

Hugill, Peter J. (1993), “World Trade since 1431: Geography, Technology, and 

Capitalism. Baltimore”, Johns Hopkins University Press. 

Jain, S. (2013), “For love and Ethnic and Racial Studies, 36(5). 896-914. money: 

Second-generation Indian-Americans ‘return’ to India”.   

Jasso, G. and Rosenzweig M. R. (1982), “Estimating the Emigration Rates of Legal 

Immigrants using Administrative and Survey data: The 1971 Cohort of Immigrants to the 

United States,” Demography, 19, 279-290. 

J.S.Donnelly. (1989), “The Great Famine”, in W.E. Vaughan et al. (eds), The New 

History of Ireland, vol. 5, Oxford.  

 

Karadja, M. and Prawitz, E. (2019), “Exit, Voice, and Political Change: Evidence from 

Swedish Mass Migration to the United States,” Journal of Political Economy 127, no. 4: 

1864-1925.  

 

Kennan J. and Walker J. (2003), “The Effect of Expected Income on Individual 

Migration Decisions”, NBER Working Paper No. 9585. 

Kennedy, K. A., Giblin, T and McHugh, D. (1988), “The Economic Development of 

Ireland in the Twentieth Century”, London, Routledge.  

Kinealy, C. (2002), “The Great Irish Famine: Impact, Ideology, and Rebellion, British 

History in Perspective.”, Palgrave, London.  

King, R., Christou, A., & Ahrens, J. (2011). ‘Diverse mobilities’: Second generation 

Greek- Germans engage with homeland as children and as adults. Mobilities, 6(4), 483-

501.  

King, R. (Ed.). (1986), “Return Migration and Regional Economic Problems”, London, 

Routledge. 



 115 

Kirchberger M, (2017), “Natural disasters and labor markets”, Journal of 

Development Economics, Elserview, vol. 125 (C ), pp 40-58.  

 

Kirkham, G.  (1997), "Ulster Emigration to North America, 1680–1720." In Ulster 

and North America: Transatlantic Perspectives on the Scotch-Irish, edited by H. Tyler 

Blethen and Curtis W. Wood, Jr. 

 

 Krugman, P. (1991), “Increasing Returns and Economic Geography”, Journal of 

Political Economy, Vol. 99, pp. 483-499. 

 Krueger, A. (2015), “Attitudes and Action: Public Opinion and the Occurrence of 

International Terrorism,” Science, 325(5947), 1534–36.  

Lawton, C. L. (1950), “Trustees Savings Banks in the Twentieth Century”, Bankers' 

Magazine. 

Lee, E. 1966. “A Theory of Migration.” , Demography 3 (1): 47–57. 

Massey, D.S., J. Arango, G. Hugo, A. Kouaouci, A. Pellegrino, J. E., and 

Taylor (1998), “Worlds in Motion: Understanding International Migration at the End of 

the Millennium.”, Oxford: Clarendon Press. 

Mclaughlin, E. (2009), “Microfinance institutions in nineteenth century Ireland”,  Thesis 

for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy Department of History, National University of 

Ireland Maynooth, Chapter 8.  

Mesnard, A. (2004), “Temporary migration and self-employment: evidence 

from Tunisia”, Brussels Economic Review, N°1, Vol. 47, 119-138. 

Miller., K. (1985), “Emigrants and Exiles”, New York.  

Mokyr, J. (1981), “Irish History with the Potato,” Irish Economic and Social History, 

121(C), 258–277.  



 116 

Moltmann G. (1980), “American-German Return Migration in the Nineteenth and 

Early Twentieth Centuries”, Central European History, Vol. 13, No. 4 (Dec., 1980), pp. 

378-392. of Philosophy Department of History National University of Ireland 

Maynooth. 

Narciso, G. and Severgnini, B. (2016), “The Deep Roots of Rebellion: Evidence from 

the Irish Revolution”, Trinity College Dublin working paper. 

Nunn, N., Qian, N. and Sequeira, S., (2017), “Migrants and the Making of America: 

The Short and Long Run Effects of Immigration During the Age of Mass Migration”, 

CEPR Discussion Paper No. DP11899. 

O'Brien, George. (1921), “The Economic History of Ireland from the Union to the 

Famine”, London.  

O'Farrell, Patrick J. (1989), "The Irish in Australia and New Zealand,1791–1870." In 

A New History of Ireland: Ireland Under the Union, I, 1801–1870, vol. 5, edited by W. 

E. Vaughan.  

Ó Gráda, Cormac. (1989), “The Great Irish Famine”, London: Macmillan. 

_____ . (1993), “Ireland before and after the Famine. Explorations in Economic 

History, 1800-1925”. Manchester University Press, Manchester and York.   

_____  . (1999), “Black ’47 and Beyond: the Great Irish Famine in History, Economy 

and Memory”. Princeton University Press, Princeton, NJ.  

_______. (2000), “The political economy of the old age person: Ireland c. 1908-1940, 

Working papers 200022, Shool of Economics, University College Dublin. 

_____ . (2006), “Ireland’s Great Famine: Interdisciplinary Perspectives”, UCD Press, 

Dublin.  

Ó Gráda, Cormac and O'Rourke, Kevin H. (1997), “Migration as disaster relief: 

lessons from the Great Irish Famine’, European Review of Economic History, 1 (1): 3-25 

, Cambridge University Press . 

Ó Gráda and Mokyr (1982), “Emigration and poverty in prefamine Ireland”, 

Explorations in Economic History,  vol. 19, issue 4, 360-384. 



 117 

O'Rourke, K. and Williamson, J. G. (1997), “Around the European periphery: 

globalization, schooling and growth”, European Review of Economic History, vol. 1, 

(August), pp. 153-90. 

O’Rourke, Kevin. (1991a), “Rural Depopulation in a Small Open Economy: Ireland 

1856-76”, Explorations in Economic History, Vol. 28, pp. 409-432.  

_______________ (1994), "The Economic Impact of the Famine in the Short and Long 

Run," American Economic Review, American Economic Association, vol. 84(2), pages 

309-313, May. 

______________ (1995), "Emigration and Living Standards in ireland Since the Famine” 

Department of Economics, University College Dublin. 

_______________ (2004), “The Era of Free Migration: Lessons for Today.” IIIS 

Discussion Paper 18.  

Piore, Michael J. (1979), “Birds of Passage: Migrant Labour in Industrial Societies”., 

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.  

Rooth and Saarela (2016), “Selection in Migration and Return Migration: Evidence 

from Micro Data, Economics Letters, 94(1):90-95. 

Samuel Munzele Maimbo & Dilip Ratha, (2005), "Remittances: Development Impact 

and Future Prospects”, World Bank Publications, The World Bank, number 7339. 

Shannon C.B. (2013), "With Good Will Doing Service: The Charitable Irish Society of    

Boston, 1737-1857" reprint of Historical Joumal of Westem Massachusetts, Vol. 43. (1).  

Shannon C.B. (2015), "With Good Will Doing Service": The  Charitable lrish Society 

of Boston, 1737·1857", reprint of Historical joumal of Massachusetts, Vol.43 (1), pp. 4-

9.   

Skeldon, R. (1990), “Population Mobility in Developing Countries: A 

Reinterpretation.”,  London: Belhaven.  

 Stark, Oded. (1984), "Migration decision making: A review article.", Journal of 

Development Economics 14: 251-259. 



 118 

Taylor et al. (1993), “Theories of International Migration: A Review and Appraisal”, 

Population and Development Review, Vol. 19, No. 3 (Sep., 1993), pp. 431-466.  

___________ (1996), “International Migration and National Development”, Population 

Index, Vol. 62, No. 2, pp. 181-212.  

Thomas, Brinley (1973),  “Migration and economic growth: A Study of Great Britain and 

the Atlantic Economy”. 

Vaughan W. E. and Fitzpatrick A.J.(1978), “Irish Historical Statistics: Population 1821-

1971” , Royal Irish Academy.  

Wahba, J. (2015). Selection, selection, selection: the impact of return migration. Journal 

of Population Economics 28(3), 535–563.  

Ward, Z. (2016), “Birds of Passage: Return Migrants, Self-Selection and Immigration 

Quotas.”. 

 

Warren R. and Peck J. (1980), “Foreign-Born Emigration From The United States: 1960 

To 1970”, vol. 17, issue 1, 71-84. 

 

William A. V. Clark (1997), “International Migration to the United States Creating a New 

Urban Underclass?”. 

Williamson, J. G. (1994), “Economic convergence: placing post‐famine Ireland in 

comparative perspective”, Irish Economic and Social History, vol.21, pp 5-27.  

Wyman, M. (1993), “Round-trip to America: The Immigrants Return to Europe, 

18801930”, Ithaca, N.Y. Cornell University Press.  

 

Whelan K. (1999), “Economic Geography and the Long-run Effects of the Great Irish 

Famine”, The Economic and Social Review, Vol. 30, No. 1, January, 1999, pp. 1-2. 

Zimran A. and Collins W. (2018), “The Economic Assimilation of Irish Famine 

Migrants to the United States”, NBER Working Paper No. 25287.  


