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I Defining the Problem 

I THE STATE OF RESEARCH, THE KEY CONCEPTS, 
AND THE CENTRAL QUESTIONS 

The point of departure for the present investigation may be taken as the statement 
by the British statistician E. G. RA VENSTEIN in 1885 to the effect that every 
current of migration movement occasions a compensatory counter<urrent. 1 Despite 
this observation, European research into overseas migration has paid very little 
attention to the counter<urrent, i.e. return migration. As the historical perspective 
has lengthened, on the other hand, the study of the original emigration movement 
has increasingly aroused interest in a number of countries, especially over the past 
two decades.2 

Why has the return migration remained an almost entirely uncharted field? The 
reason is not failure to recognize the relevance of its investigation, so much as the 
absence of correspondingly comprehensive statistics to those available for emigra­
tion. The large-scale statistical study of migration published by the United States 
National Bureau of Economic Research in 1929 did pay a certain amount of atten­
tion to return migration, but was restricted precisely by the fact that statistics for 
returning emigrants were only available from five European countries (Spain, 
Britain, Italy, Sweden and Finland).3 Many investigators have indicated interest in 
the subject, but ha ve also recognized the obstacles to research caused by the sources.4 

The difficulties in the sources are still evident in studies of recent return migration: 
in his study of immigration in Canada after the Second World War, Anthony H. 
RICHMOND is forced by the lack of reliable data to offer no more than estimates 
of the strength of the return migration.s The same also applies to intra-European 
migration: Dusiga SEFERAGIC complains of the poor sources available in the 

I RAVENSTEIN 1885, 199. 
2 AKERMAN 1975, passim. 

3 International Migrations I 1929. 204-205. 
4 See for example HVIDT 1971. 325; HELL 1976.55. On the international state of sources, see also 

TEDEBRAND 1976,203-204. On the sources of Finnish migration, see VIRTANEN 1979, 191-194. 
5 RICHMOND 1967. 229. 
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investigation of Yugoslavian migrant workers returning from various European 
countries in the 1960s and 1970s.6 

In general, the most thorough research to date on the overseas return migration 
has been carried out on Swedish and Italian material, but comparable material is 
also to some extent available from other countries. Two of the investigations of 
the Swedish return migration deserve special mention, those by Lars-Goran TEDE­
BRAND7 and John S. LINDBERG,8 although in both cases they comprise only 
one chapter in a larger work on Swedish emigration in general. They do however 
attempt to establish a quantitative and structural picture of the Swedish return 
migration. For the other Nordic countries, the return migration to Denmark9 and 
NorwaylO has been investigated considerably less than is the case for Sweden. 

Betty Boyd CAROLI's work, Italian Repatriation from the United States, 
1900-1914,11 concentrates on establishing quantitative data for the Italian ret~rn 
migration, on the attitude of the Italian Government towards the returning emi­
grants, and on the emigrants' impressions of the United States. The restricted 
sources, however, limit the utility of this study. An article by Francesco CERASE12 
puts forward an interesting sociological theory of the phases in the immigrants' 
adjustment to their host country. Another significant approach to the Italian return 
migration is to be found in Robert FOERSTER's The Italian Emigration of Our 
Times. 13 

Two other important studies are those by Theodore SALOUTOS on the Greek l4 

and Arnold SCHRIER on the Irish ls return migration. The basic weakness of both 
works is that they are almost entirely based on interviews, and thus do not in practice 
contain any conclusions of wider application. This applies even more to studies 
of certain other ethnic groups, such as Ukrainians l6 and Jews. 17 

Little research has thus so far been carried out into the return migration, and even 
the studies mentioned above are for the most part very limited, superficial, and in 
many cases quite old. A number of studies have appeared more recently in which the 

6 SEFERAGIC 1977, 363-364. 
7 TEDEBRAND: Vasternorrland och Nordamerika 1873-1913. Uppsala 1972; TEDEBRAND: 

De som vande hem. Aterinvandringen fran Nordamerika till Sverige fore forsta varldskriget. Malmo 

1973; TEDEBRAND: Remigration from America to Sweden. Uppsala 1976. The content of these works 

is approximately the same, but published in different contexts. 

8 LINDBERG: The Background of Swedish Emigration to the United States. Minneapolis, 

Minn. 1930. 
9 HVIDT: Flugten til Amerika. Odense 1971. 

10 SEMMINGSEN: Veien mot vest. Oslo 1950. 

11 New York, N.Y. 1973. 

12 CERASE: The Return to Italy. Staten Island, N. Y. 1970. 

13 Cambridge, Mass. 1924. 
14 SALOUTOS: They Remember America: The Story of the Repatriated Greek-Americans. 

Berkeley, Ca\. 1956. 
15 SCHRIER: Ireland and the .American Emigration 1850-1900. Minneapolis, Minn. 1958. 

16 HALICH: Ukrainians in the United States. Chicago, Ill. 1937. 
17 JOSEPH : Jewish Immigration to the United States from 1881 to 1910. New, York, N.Y. 1914. 
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return migration is accorded a more prominent place; but either geographical or 
chronological reasons made it impossible to integrate these directly into the present 
study, since they are concerned either with internal migration within Europe or one 
European countrY,18 or with people originally emigrating after the Second World 
War.19 They do however indicate an interest in exploring the phenomenon of return 
migration, and some of them are of help methodologically or theoretically. 

In defining the task and central questions of the present investigation, the inter­
national state of research must be borne in mind, since it imposes certain meth­
odological conditions. In order to be able to carry out an analysis in depth, an investi­
gation needs to concentrate on an ethnic group for whom adequate and relevant 
research material may be expected to be available. Finnish migrants form one of 
the rare nationalities into whom thorough research is possible even though - as has 
been stated - the return of migrants is not as easily handled statistically as emigra­
tion.20 Earlier international research naturally also offers comparative material, 
and the Finnish migrants must be seen as just one part of an international phe­
nomenon of return migration; in a sense, therefore, Finland comprises a sample of 
the movement of overseas return migration to Europe. 

Extensive research has not previously been carried out on the return migration 
to Finland, either, although it has been dealt with in works investigating the overall 
long-distance migration for some smaller areas in Finland. LINDBERG, the Swed­
ish researcher, commented even in 1930 that any research into the extent and 
nature of migration which fails to take the return migration into account "is incom­
plete.''21 Research into the history of Finnish migration has so far mainly concen­
trated on the emigration and the causes for it, and on describing the conditions and 
activities of immigrants in their host countries, with the Finnish research mainly 
concentrating on the former and the Finnish-American research on the latter. 

The earliest Finnish publication dealing with the return migration on a statistical 
basis is Edvard GYLLING's article from 191022 on the reliability of statistical data. 
Ten years later, the official Migration Committee circulated the councils of 163 
rural municipalities with a questionnaire,23 the results of which were reported by 

18 E.g. KRONBORG and NILSSON: Stadsflyttare. Motala 1975; SEFERAGIC: Scientific Work in 
Yugoslavia on Migrant Returnees and Their Impact on the Mother Country. Staten Island, N. Y. 1977; 
SAMSON: Population Mobility in the Netherlands 1880--1910. Stockholm 1977. Among investigations 
of movement from Sweden to Finland, and of internal mobility in Finland, see for example WESTER: 
Innovationer i befolkningsrorligheten. Stockholm 1977; DE GEER: Migration och influensHilt. Stock­
holm 1977; HERBERTS: Borta bra men hemma bast? Abo 1977; KERO, KOSTIAINEN, KUPARI­
NEN, V AINIO: Toholammin vaestOn muuttoliikkeet Amerikan siirtolaisuuden alkuvaiheissa (1870-
1889). Vammala 1978. 

19 E.g. RICHMOND: Post-War Immigrants in Canada. Toronto 1967; TOREN: Return Migration 
to Israel. Staten Island, N. Y. 1978. 

20 LINNAMO 1976, 326. 
21 LINDBERG 1930, 242. 

22 GYLLING: Eraita uusia tilastotietoja Suomen siirtolaisuudesta. Helsinki 1910. 
23 Siirtolaisuuskomitean mietintO (Migration Committee Report) 1924, I. 
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llmari TEIJULA in 1921 in the Sosialinen Aikakauskirja (Social Periodical)24 and in 
an Appendix to the Committee's Report.25 The main material which he includes 
relating to the return migration concerns the factors affecting the readjustment of 
returned emigrants, and their impact in their place of origin. 

In his 1935 doctoral dissertation, Helmer SMEDS26 considers (though very 
briefly) the influence of the return migration on the demographic development in the 
municipality of Malax. A more valuable contribution to the research is to be found 
in W. BACKMAN's investigation (1945)27 into migration in Munsala municipality, 
based on interviews which the author then analyzes from a number of different 
aspects. Both of these investigations are one-sided in that they are based on a single 
category of source material: the former on population registers, and the latter on 
interviews. By contrast, Anna-Leena TOIVONEN's doctoral dissertation on the 
overseas emigration in southern Ostrobothnia28 makes use of widely varying sources 
in investigating the return migration, e.g. interviews, newspapers, official statistics, 
and population registers. Especially with regard to quantitative factors in the return 
migration, however, her work offers only brief and broad statements. The basic 
focus of her research is on the exploration of the reasons for the original emigration, 
particularly in economic terms, and the data on the return migration are therefore 
peripheral. In the investigation by Frank BLOMFELT on migration from the Aland 
Islands,29 a whole chapter (though a brief one) is devoted to the returning migrants; 
the perspective is however limited to the simple analysis of variations in return by 
men and women in different years, and in the length of time spent abroad as an 
emigrant. His only primary source is population registers. 

The most comprehensive studies to date of the Finnish return migration are, 
apart from BACKMAN's study, an article by Reino KERO on Parkano and Karvia 
municipalities in northern Satakunta,30 and Jorma pi\. TYNEN's unpublished thesis 
on migration in Kuusamo,31 in which one chapter is devoted to the return migration. 
Both authors have attempted to achieve the greatest possible reliability in quantita­
tive data by using a wide range of sources. Their perspective remains restricted, 
however, for in each case they are dealing with a small geographical area, but also 
because each investigation is merely one part of the author's wider research; their 
study of the return migration thus remains relatively superficial, although touching 
on some of the research problems involved. Another study worth mentioning is 

24 TEIJULA: Suo men siirtolaisuusolot. Helsinki 1921. 
25 Suomen siirtolaisuusolot (Migration Conditions in Finland). n.p., n.d. 
26 SMEDS: Malaxbygden. Helsingfors 1935. 
27 BACK MAN: Emigrationen fran Munsala socken. Helsingfors 1945. 
28 TOIVONEN: EteUi-Pohjanmaan valtamerentakainen siirtolaisuus. Seinajoki 1963. 
29 BLOMFELT: Emigrationen fran ett skargardslandskap. Uppsala 1968. 
30 KERO: The Return of Emigrants from America to Finland. Turku 1972. 
31 PATYNEN: Kuusamolainen Amerikansiirtolaisuus ennen ensimmaista maailmansotaa (1864-

1914). Turku 1972. 
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Rafael ENGELBERG, Suomi ja Amerikan suomalaiset,32 which explores the links 
between Finland and the Finnish-Americans, and th~ Finnish attitudes towards 
returning emigrants. Press opinions about the return migrants are dealt with in an 
article by Paavo SALONEN (1967),33 while the Finnish return migration from 
South Africa has been studied by Eero K UP ARINEN.34 

Previous research on the long~istance return migration is thus extremely limited 
even in Finland, though it does offer some points of comparison when the nature 
of the phenomenon is being analyzed over a wider geographical area. The overseas 
return migration presents an interesting research topic, in fact, precisely be ca use so 
far no really thorough investigation has been carried out on any migrant group. 
Return migration to the country of origin is, however, alongside the original emi­
gration, one of the central questions in migration research, and deserves compre­
hensive investigation.35 

The time limits of the present study are derived from the emigration movement. 
The natural starting point is the beginning of overseas emigration from Finland, 
in the 1 860s. Here it should be noted that a change took place in the latter half of the 
19th century in the pan-European pattern of overseas migration, of which the Fin­
nish migration must be seen as one component. Whereas the main current had earlier 
been drawn from western and northern Europe, in the last two decades of the 
century the eastern and southern parts of Europe became involved; whereas the 
majority of earlier immigrants had gone into agriculture, the expansion of industry 
in the receiving countries created a need for immigrant labour, while free farm land 
(especially in the main destination for Finnish emigrants, the United States) began 
to be in short supply; and whereas in earlier phases there had been cultural bonds 
between the immigrants and their host countries, which furthered the assimilation 
of immigrants, the migration movement now began to include nationalities whose 
way of life frequently significantly diverged from the customs in their host country. 
The main reason for the change in the nature of the migration movement can be 
identified as the radical economic changes occurring both in Europe and in the chief 
destination for emigrants, the United States. Consequently the prime motive of the 
majority of migrants during this "new" migration movement was - as it was seen -
to get rich quick and then return home.36 It is important for the present investigation 
to note that the beginnings of the Finnish overseas emigration, and its growth into 
a mass movement, occurred during this transitional period. 

The termination date for this investigation is 1930: i.e. the latest Finnish emigrants 
to be included are those emigrating in that year, although their return, or non-return, 

32 Helsinki 1944. 
33 SALONEN: Turun sanomalehdistOn suhtautuminen siirtolaisuuteen vuosina 1900-1930. 

Turku 1967. 
34 KUPARINEN: Suomalainen siirtolaisuus Etela-Afrikkaan ennen ensimmaista maailmansotaa. 

Turku 1978. 
35 On research into problems raised by the return migration, see VIRTANEN 1975, passim. 

36 JONES 1960, passim. 
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is investigated up to the 1970s. 1930 has been chosen because in that year Canada 
imposed drastic restrictions on immigration, as had already happened in the United 
States in the early 1920s,37 In addition, the international economic depression also 
tended to reduce migration, and in effect put a complete stop to Finnish emigration 
to Australia.38 Consequently, after 1930 Finnish overseas emigration dwindled away 
almost to nothing, not to revive until after the Second World War (and even then 
only to a limited extent). 

The overseas return migration is not some discrete phenomenon in the history 
of the migratory movements, but an essential part of them. Defining the central 
questions in the investigation therefore necessitates the definition of certain key 
concepts. Theory formation proper is still in its infancy in migration studies; the 
most attention has been paid to it by the Swedish researcher, Sune AKERMAN.39 
The development of a general theory is however hampered both by the international 
state of research and by the heterogeneity of the sources. Many historians, moreover, 
are skeptical about the creation of theories of migration. With the aid of empirical 
research, however, and by posing similar questions in different investigations, it 
should be possible to move towards a greater degree of generalization. This is all 
the more important in studying the return migration, since international research 
is only in its beginnings. The only person to have shown interest in theoretical and 
methodological questions relating to the history of return migration is so far Lars­
Goran TEDEBRAND.40 

It is important that the questions investigated in the present study should be posed 
in such a way as to render them comparable to the international research so far 
on the return migration. Although there has as yet been so little research carried out, 
the cross-comparison of the results makes it possible to move towards analyzing 
general factors underlying the return migration. 

The present research is concentrated on that part of the migration movement 
which was directed overseas (in practice, for Finnish emigrants, the United States, 
Canada, South America, Australia, and South Africa) between the 1860s and 1930, 
and the terms "migrant" etc. are used to refer to persons moving to such countries 
(and not, for example, within Europe or within a European country). The term 
"return migrant", consequently, is here restricted to persons returning from an 
overseas destination to their country of origin, i.e. Finland. Within Finland, return 
migrants may have settled down in their place of origin, or somewhere else. It would 
be interesting to compare all types of return migration, but that is not possible within 
the limits of the present study, in which a global approach has been adopted, i.e. 
including other countries of overseas immigration besides North America. In a 

37 See TUNKELO 1936, 259-260; JONES 1960, 276-277; SALONEN 1967, 44-45, 92. 
38 KOIVUKANGAS 1972, 42. 
39 AKERMAN 1970, passim; AKERMAN 1971, passim; AKERMAN 1975, passim; AKERMAN 

1976, passim. 
40 TEDEBRAND 1976, 205-208. 
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number of places reference is made to earlier research on internal migration within 
Finland, or on remigration to a country other than that of origin, but this is only 
done where it is required by the topic of the present investigation. 

A distinction needs to be made between permanent and temporary return. A "per­
manent return migrant" is someone who returns from overseas to his country of 
origin and does not subsequently re-emigrate abroad, even though he may subse­
quently move within his home country. A "temporary return migrant" is someone 
who, after returning, emigrates abroad again; he may become a "permanent return 
migrant", but only when he returns to his home country never to emigrate again. 
The concept of the return migrant cannot in practice be defined with great exactness; 
the distinction between a visit and temporary return, for example, may be very 
unclear. 

In the majority of earlier studies no attempt has been made to define the concept 
of the return migrant, possibly partly due to the nature of the source material, which 
does not always make it possible to distinguish between different return phenomena. 
BLOMFELT, on the other hand, draws a distinction between three different 
phenomena: 1) brief visits to the home country, 2) return for a longer period (at least 
one year), i.e. temporary return, and 3) permanent return.41 In practice, his research 
covers all returns, without being able to classify them all according to these criteria, 
and he points out that it is impossible to draw these distinctions on the basis of 
popUlation registers alone.42 KERO restricts himself to studying those migrants 
who returned permanently to their home country.43 The official Finnish Statistics 
on return migrants simply listed all those persons "having been resident outside 
Europe for purposes of employment and having subsequently returned to Finland";44 
in other words no distinction was drawn between those returning permanently and 
those visiting Finland, a distinction which would moreover have been impossible to 
apply in practice with the aid of the material used. 

Classification on the basis of the motives which migrants had for emigrating or 
returning also raises serious difficulties, since these vary so widely.45 The most 
straightforward solution is therefore to classify as "emigrants" all persons travelling 
overseas, and as "temporary or permanent return migrants" all persons returning 
from overseas. Thus children born abroad cannot be considered as returning 
migrants. At the height of the emigration from Finland, Finnish tourism to 
other continents or studying abroad was on such a small scale that it has no practical 
impact on the data for the volume of migration. Emigrants merely paying short visits 

41 BLOMFEL T 1968, 149. 
42 BLOMFELT 1968, 149. 

4.1 KERO 1970, 232 footnote I. 
44 SVT XXVIII: I, 9. Quotations from Finnish sources both here and subsequently are free trans­

lations. 
45 WESTER, for example, divides migrations into three different groups according to their duration. 

The main source is the information in passport registers about the purpose of the journey (WESTER 
1977, 67-73, 78). 
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are usually not recorded in the major sources of information for return migration.46 

The investigation in this study of RA VENSTEIN's "Law" of the automatic 
counter-current occasioned by migration is thus limited to the overseas migration. 
However, it would be too mechanical a research method simply to treat the return 
migration as a counter-current; that cannot be taken as the basis for an historical 
explanation.47 The emigrants were faced with two alternatives: to settle in the new 
country, or to return; and the exploration of these alternatives is a major aim of this 
investigation. This question is linked to the original motives of emigrants: whether 
they had originally intended to stay pennanently in the host country or whether 
after a time some development caused them to change their minds about remaining. 

The dichotomy between return and non-return will be seen both on the macro­
and micro-levels; i.e. the general and personal factors for leaving or staying in the 
host country will be discussed. Thus, the aim of the present investigation is to unravel 
both the quantity and quality of return migration, keeping the dichotomy in mind. 
This dichotomy is here understood broadly in the sense that it is influenced by 
personal motives, but also by quantitative factors such as socio-economic and 
demographic features. Knowing the general factors of return migration in relation 
to emigration already explains return or non-return as such, while simultaneously 
creating a framework for understanding personal motives. In consequence, the final 
Chapter of the present study introduces a model or a typology of the factors which 
influenced the dichotomy between the settlement overseas or permanent return. 

The central goal of the investigation, to sum up, is to analyze a certain phenom­
enon, return migration, taking into account the dichotomy between emigrants 
who returned, and those who did not, on the macfO- and micro-levels; and examining 
the framework of theoretical generalil.ations which have originated in mobility 
studies already completed. However, as an historical phenomenon, return migration 
is such a complex problem that those generalizations will be used mainly as a tool 
of the investigation. But at the same time, they will help to place Finnish return 
migration in a wider international context. 

The model developed by the American scholar, Everett S. LEE, to describe the 
factors influencing the process of mobility can be applied in its main outlines to the 
analysis of the return migration:48 

a) Factors associated with the area of origin. 
b) Factors associated with the area of destination, 

c) Intervening obstacles, and 
d) Personal factors. 

As mentioned above, the return or non-return of an emigrant was influenced both 
by general and by personal factors. The latter may be taken to be more significant 
in the return migration than in the original emigration; the return migration does 

46 I.e. parish registers and lists compiled by the Registrars of Population attached to the District 
Courts. 

41 See TEDEBRAND 1976. 205. 
48 LEE 1966. 49-50. 
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not constitute a mass phenomenon to the same extent as the emigration does.49 

The general factors connected with the area of origin in LEE's model are primarily 
dealt with in the Chapters concerning the overall scale and the structure of the return 
migration (11, IV, and V). It is important at that stage _ and throughout the 
investigation - to compare the emigration and return migration movements with 
each other, since the emigration goes a long way towards providing the explanation 
for return or non-return. From this point of view one could say that the topic of this 
investigation is the overseas migration in both directions, but seen from the per­
spective of the return. 

From the point of view of overseas migration as such, research on return migra­
tion must concern itself with four phases: life in the country of origin, emigration, 
life in the host country, and return (see Figure 1). Theoretically, the phenomenon 
of migration is a continuous circle which the migrant travels: return may lead to 
a new departure, and so on, but one day the circle stops, either in the host country 
or in the country of origin. In the investigation of return migration, these four phases 
must be analyzed. The study of mere emigration where research has thus far concen­
trated can stay only in the first two categories. Correspondingly, study of 
immigrants in the host country can concentrate on that category. The present 
investigation needs to analyze the whole scope of migration then, in order to under­
stand the return migration. 

The main analysis of factors connected with the receiving area will be found in 
Chapters III and VI, which explore cyclical variations in the return migration on 
three levels50 and the significance of the migrants' places of residence and occupa­
tions. It is not possible to separate LEE's third category (intervening obstacles) for 
distinct treatment, since the obstacles to return mainly arise precisely in the receiving 
country. The main factor which LEE reports here is that of distance,51 but this is not 
of central importance in the present study since the analysis concerns overseas 
migration alone, not internal migration. The obstacles were moreover both general 
and personal in character. 

The personal factors relating to the return migration are explored in Chapter VII, 
where the adjustment of the immigrants to their host country, and the motives for 
return, are analyzed in personal terms. It is precisely the personal factors involved 
in the return migration which make it necessary to regard many generalizations 
with caution; individual decisions about returning cannot always be regarded as 
fully rational. 

A personal perspective is also adopted in Chapter VIII, which looks at the return 
migrants' readjustment both in relation to their home country and the host country. 
Finally, there is a Chapter dealing with the impact of the return migration. This 

49 Cf. AKERMAN 1975, 20. 

50 Cyclical variation was also affected by many other factors, e.g. those operating in the home 

country (see for instance AKERMAN 1976. 25-32. on the emigration, and Chapter III below. on the 

return migration). 
51 LEE 1966. 51. 
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relates only indirectly to the dichotomy mentioned above (between permanent emi­
gration and return), but is crucially linked to the overall picture of the return migra­
tion. As long as so little is known about the phenomenon of return migration within 
the wider phenomenon of mobility as is at present the case, no really thorough 
analysis of the impact of the return migration can be carried out. This question is in 
itself an important and complicated area of research, which the present investigation 
attempts to throw light on, although the research is primarily concerned with the 
return migration as a phenomenon of mobility. 

LEE's model does of course generalize very strongly, and against this the return 
migration is a highly intricate phenomenon which it is difficult to unravel. Conse­
quently this investigation is not divided along the lines of LEE's model, but is set out 
as a sequential argument, based on a series of problem-complexes, with the general 
factors being handled at the beginning (Chapters II-VI) and the personal factors 
at the end (Chapters VII-VIII). Factors relating to the volume and structure of the 
return migration are included among the general factors. Even so, it is not entirely 
possible to keep even the general and personal factors separate. While overseas 
migration was primarily brought about by general, i.e. economic, factors, it also 
incorporates many personal considerations. Some people may have decided merely 
to go away and make some money, others to emigrate permanently. Thus the 
motives for departure may have predetermined the decision to return or to remain 
abroad as an immigrant. The analysis as a whole, however, incorporates both 
general and personal factors, in both the home country and the host country. It 
largely depends on the migrant's own value judgments which reasons he will have 
emphasized most in coming to his decision. 

The methodology and the sources used in the investigation are closely linked with 
each other, and are explained in detail in the following sections. The main reason 
for this is that the sources are composed of a combination of a large number of 
different pieces. The reliability of the results of this research is to a considerable 
extent dependent on the success with which the combination of these sources has 
been achieved. While emigration is a mass phenomenon, the collection of evidence 
has had to be carried out at the level of the individual, due to the absence of com­
prehensive and reliable statistical data. A number of sample areas have therefore 
been selected for the investigation, since it is only in this way that the crucial personal 
level can be reached in the analysis. This also makes it methodologically important 
to study the emigration first, as an essential step towards establishing the represent­
ativity of the sample areas; it also renders it possible to carry out the comparison 
of emigration with return migration, and of temporary with permanent return, which 
is crucial to the research approach adopted here. Since this investigation is in inter­
national terms largely a pioneer undertaking, a detailed survey of the methodological 
and source-materials basis on which it has been constructed is particularly impor­
tant. It actually is an essential part of the entire investigation. 



22 

2 THE EMIGRATION AND THE SELECTION OF THE SAMPLE AREAS 

The crucial problem in analyzing the return migration is to find sample areas 
which will allow results to be reached that are indicative of the nature of the migra­
tion for the country as a whole. Since the source material for migration studies is 
incomplete and fragmentary, the use of sample areas is necessary. There is always 
of course room for criticism when samples are used. Many previous studies _ in 
Finland and elsewhere _ dealing with the demographic aspects of migration have 
concentrated on one sample area (a municipality or a group of municipalities in the 
same area), and on the basis of that material have drawn conclusions for the entire 
country. However - as can be seen in previous investigations _ , the migration 
phenomenon differs greatly from one part of the country to another, which makes 
it necessary to select many sample areas. The sample areas for the present investi­
gation have been chosen _ on various grounds to be explained below - on the basis 
of the central aims of the study. They are, moreover, only one source of information 
in this study: on the one hand, they will be complemented by the plentiful other 
research material available, and on the other, they will be used mainly in a particular 
section of the investigation (the volume and composition of the return migration), 

One of the important criteria for selecting suitable sample areas is that they should 
be situated in contrasted geographical zones in terms of the volume of emigration. 
Furthermore, they should be areas where the different stages of the emigration 
occurred at contrasted times.52 In this way, the geographical variation within the 
country will be demonstrated. A further consideration to take into account is that 
the sample areas should be contrasted with each other in terms not only of their 
geographical location in Finland but also of their demographic and economic struc­
ture. The location of those areas for which research on the return migration is 
already available may also be taken into consideration, though the significance of 
this criterion is reduced by the fact that in the majority of cases such investigations of 
the return migration are limited to the exploration of one or two questions, so that 
it is only possible to make limited use of them. 

The sample areas for the research should, then, be selected on the basis of the 
original emigration; in terms, moreover, of very general factors. In making the selec­
tion of the sample areas on a geographical basis, it is impossible to foresee whether 
the area will turn out to be typical or not in terms of migration; this will only become 
clear when the research reaches the personal level, i.e. after the selection of the 
sample areas has been made. 

The general factors affecting the overseas migration, and its overall features, must 
be recognized as especially important background factors in the return migration, 
which is merely one component in the migration movements of the latter half of the 
last century and the beginning of this one. The nature of the return migration in 

52 AKERMAN divides the emigration into four phases: introductory, growth, saturation, and 

regression phase (AKERMAN 1976, 25-31). 
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different parts of the country can only be understood if this wider context is known. 
Consequently we shall now take a closer look, though in general terms, at mobility 
during the period under investigation, and after that at the sample municipalities 
selected for this study. 

As has often been mentioned in research, there were Finnish sailors who settled 
in America as early as the Californian Gold Rush in the mid-nineteenth century. 
The first symptoms of a real "America fever", however, appeared in the 1860s, and 
by the end of that decade one can regard the migration as having properly begun, 
initially in the northern part of the country.53 From the middle of the century, the 
desertion of sailors from ships began to occur on a larger scale; between 1856 and 
1860 the number of deserters was around 50P, which means 6-8 .% of the total 
strength of the merchant navy. 54 In the same period, the movement from northern 
Finland to Norway was quite marked; it has been estimated that by 1865 over 5000 
Finns had moved there. Many of these continued their journey as far as America: 
John I. KOLEHMAINEN speaks of 700-1000 emigrants for the 1860s.55 

Emigration from the western parts of Europe was already very marked by this 
period, for between 1820 and 1860 the United States absorbed something like six 
million immigrants.56 Up to the turn of the century over 26 % of the European 
immigration into the United States ~onsisted of Germans, over 20 % of Irish, about 
16 % .of British, while Scandinavian-origin immigrants made up about 6 %. The 
peak of the Irish migration, for example, had already been reached in the middle 
of the last century, and the Irish population continued to fall steadily from the 1840s 
to the end of the century, primarily due to emigration.57 By contrast, the immigration 
of some of the "new" immigrant groups, e.g. the Greeks, did not begin until the early 
20th century. 58 Within this overall trend, the Finnish migration is located between 
the extremes, though it did not reach its peak until after the turn of the century. 

By 1930, the number of those who had left Finland in the overseas migration had 
almost reached 400 000.59 In comparison with the other Nordic countries, this is 
about the same in absolute numbers as the Danish emigration. Up to the First World 
War more than 300000 emigrants had departed from both Denmark and Finland, 
while in the same period the numbers emigrating from Sweden and Norway were 
1100000 and 750000 respectively.60 

The main flow of the overseas migration was directed to the United States, where 
a labour shortage prevailed, caused by the rapid economic growth. The attraction 

53 JARNEFELT 1899, 21; KILPI 1917, 24-25; ILMONEN I 1919, 80-84; WARGELIN 1924, 
52-53; ILMONEN III 1926, 10; WARIS 1936,21; ENGELBERG 1944, 21-27; SAVOLAINEN and 
KOKKONEN 1964, passim; KERO 1974, 16-23. 

54 HAUTALA 1967, 101-103. 
ss KOLEHMAINEN n.d . (1946). 12. 19, 51-52. 
S6 See CAROLI 1973, 15. 
57 SCHRIER 1958,9, 158-159. 
58 SALOUTOS 1956, 1-2. 
59 See Appendix I; cf. TOIVONEN 1963, Appendices Table 3. 
60 See KERO 1974, 47. 
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of the United States was based on the higher rates of pay compared to Finland, for 
example. For the individual emigrant the most essential feature was precisely higher 
wages, of which information spread through letters and returning migrants. While 
a farmhand or a lumberjack earned two or three marks a day in Finland during the 
late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, the wages of an immigrant working 
on railroad construction was two dollars a day around 1910; one dollar was more 
than five Finnish marks in the early 1900s.61 Even these rough figures give some idea 
of the differences. From the point of view of an individual emigrant this difference 
was the main "pull" factor in America. In broader terms, the rapid growth of Amer­
ican economy attracted labour from Europe, where the development was slower. 

But the original cause for this mass movement of people was in the "push": a radi­
cal change in the traditional bases of society, though this of course did not happen 
overnight. The population increased at an unprecedented rate in Europe during 
the 19th century, as industrialization proceeded; with rising standards of living, B.nd 
improvements in medicine, the birthrate rose and mortality declined.62 The increase 
in population became so rapid that the economy could not keep pace with it, leading 
in Finland as elsewhere in Europe to the emergence of "relative surplus population", 
whom the economy could not adequately support.63 This relative surplus population, 
the result of a contradiction between demographic development and economic 
opportunities, had become problematic in Finland even in the 1840s. Between 1815 
and 1875 the main increase in popUlation occurred in rural areas, leading to popula­
tion pressure since the range of economic opportunities did not expand accordingly. 
This was further reinforced by the one-sidedness of the country's economy, for in the 
1860s 85 % of the Finnish population were still engaged in agriculture. The Finnish 
industrial revolution had its beginnings in the following decade, but it was not until 
the last decade of the century that industrialization really got under way.64 

In this transitional period the popUlation pressure in Finland was thus concen­
trated in the countryside. An increasing proportion of the rural population was non­
self-supporting, since the number of farms did not increase as fast as the potential 
number of farmers. The division of farms was blocked both by prevailing law and 
the prevailing custom, i.e. that the entire property should be taken over by a single 
child, with the consequence that the other children had to seek their living in other 
ways, leading to a degree of downward social mobility. The proportion of landless 
population steadily increased towards the end of the 19th century, and their opportu­
nities for supporting themselves meanwhile deteriorated.65 

61 TOIVONEN 1963, 145-146. 
62 JUTIKKALA 1953, 403-408. 
63 KILPI 1917, 77-93; TUDEER 1923, 372; WARIS 1936, 15; KERO 1974, 60. 
64 HAATANEN 1965, I, 6, 13~16, 29. 
6S LENTO 1951, 38-40; HAATANEN 1965, 17, 20-21; cf. ROSENBERG 1966, 198-200. 



25 

Map I. PercentaKe of Rural Households without a Specific DwellinK Space in Relation to All the Rural 
Households in Finland, in 1901 (i.e. Dependent Lodf(er Population).a 
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Map 2. Percentage of Rented Farm umd in Relation to the Total Farm Land in Finland, in 1901 
(i.e. Crofter Areas).' 
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The highest proportion of landless population in relation to other population 
groups at the end of the last century is to be found in Kuopio Province,66 while 
the heartland of crofters farming rented land was located in the Provinces 
of Uusimaa, Turku and Pori, and Hame.67 Thus, whereas over the country 
as a whole the proportion of rented arable and meadow land at the turn of 
the century was 22.9 %~, in Hame Province it was for instance 34.5 %.68 In Oulu and 
Vaasa Provinces, the proportion of landowners actually increased during the 19th 
century,69 but in Uusimaa Province it declined.10 The dismantling of restrictions on 
mobility and on freedom of economic occupation,71 and the beginnings of manu­
facturing industry,72 contributed to the increasing pull of the cities and even foreign 
countries on the surplus rural population. 

In addition, the structure of agriculture began to change in the 1870s, when the 
increasing demand for timber led to a rapid rise in its price. The importance of cattle 
farming also increased in Finnish agriculture in the same period. Thus for farmers, 
overall prosperity began to improve markedly in the course of the 1870s, whereas 
the position of the landless population further deteriorated. Arable farming, where 
new equipment had been introduced, no longer required anything like the same 
amount of labour as it had done previously, nor were there sufficient employment 
opportunities even in forestry to resolve the situation, claims Arvo SOININEN. The 
rising price of timber also tended to widen the gap between the landed farmers and 
the landless population, whose commom law rights to wood were lost. The group 
most affected by this were the crofters, who were tied to their crofts and by their 
obligations to provide labour, and were thus prevented from benefiting from the 
rising value of timber, i.e. they did not have enough time to engage in forestry work. 
The number of crofters nonetheless steadily increased towards the end of the 
century.73 

66 LENTO 1951,41; PIIRAINEN 1958, 17; see Map I, p. 25, for the landless population, and Map 3, 
p. 32, for the location of the Finnish Provinces. 

67 W A RIS 1936, 37; cf. RASILA 1961, 24-25; see also Map 2, p. 26. 

68 JUTIKKALA 1969. 83. 
69 TOIVONEN 1963. 84. 
70 ROSENBERG 1966, 198. ROSENBERG's calculations cover the period 1820-1875, during 

which the number of farmers in Uusimaa Province fell by 14 %. 
71 The long series of decrees between 1852 and 1883 which abolished forced labour by the landless 

population, extended freedom of economic activity, and created freedom of choice in respect of place of 
residence. laid a new basis for economic activity on the part of the landless population in the country 
(PIIRAINEN 1958, 23-24). 

72 MATTILA 1969, 25-27. 
73 SOININEN 1975, 410-415; see also RASILA 1961, 45-48. 
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The following list sets out the loss or gain in population in rural areas by different 
Provinces as a result of internal migration between 1881 and 1939:74 

Kuopio Province 
Turku and Pori Province, with 
the Aland Islands 
Vaasa Province 
Hame Province 
Mikkeli Province 
Uusimaa Province 
Oulu Province with Lapland 
Viipuri Province 

Total Finland (rural areas) 

107152 

98362 
74854 
66391 
65582 
22115 
13554 

+ 19445 

-428565 

As one would predict on the basis of what has been discussed above, the loss of 
rural popUlation was greatest in Kuopio Province. Viipuri Province was the only 
Province to gain in rural popUlation, which was the result of the establishment of 
industrial communities. The small size of the popUlation decrease in Oulu Province, 
on the other hand, is explained by new settlement, a phenomenon not found else­
where.15 It is noticeable that the most important Provinces in the long-distance 
migration, Vaasa, and Turku & Pori, also lost rural popUlation heavily in the 
internal migration. 

In Heikki WARIS's opinion, geographical factors explain why it was primarily 
overseas emigration which eased the population pressure in Ostrobothnia and north­
ern Satakunta while that in Hame and eastern Finland was mainly eased by internal 
migration.16 More concrete factors can be identified, however. The increase in popu­
lation in the first three quarters of the 19th century was greater in southern Ostro­
bothnia than anywhere else in Finland. When forestry began to change the structure 
of Finnish agriculture in the I 870s, southern Ostrobothnia did not share in this. 
The tar and shipbuilding industries finally lost their significance in the same period, 
i.e. in the 1860s and 1870s. The earlier tar industry, shipbuilding, and the sale of 
timber in central and southern Ostrobothnia meant that this area no longer pos­
sessed a proper stock of timber, and was thus excluded from benefiting from the 
economic upswing based on forestry. In addition, it was more common to divide 

74 LENTO 1951, Appendices Table V; cf. Suomen historian kartasto (Atlas of Finnish History) 
1959, Map N:o 57. 

75 WARIS 1936, 18-20. 
76 W A RIS 1936, 28. The word "Province" is used to translate two different Finnish terms. Liiani 

is an administrative unit (in the early 20th century the country consisted of eight laani: see Map 3, 
p. 32). The other word, maakunta. is translated here as "historical province", and the only historical 
provinces referred to in this text are Ostrobothnia, covering the main part of Vaasa Province and the 
coastal areas of Oulu Province, while Satakunta is situated in the northern parts of Turku and Pori 
Province. 
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properties in Ostrobothnia than in southern Finland, so that Ostrobothnian farms 
were comparatively small.?7 

KERO has also pointed out that the growth of population in "Emigration Fin­
land", i.e. the western parts of the country, was rapid and that the region was lacking 
in industrial centres. He draws attention to the overall increase in mobility, taking 
the form for traditional reasons of emigration in one area and internal migration 
in another.?8 Holger WESTER, on the other hand, whose doctoral dissertation deals 
with the spread of the emigration movement in Ostrobothnia, makes use of some 
other investigations and reaches different results from KERO: Finnish society in the 
19th century was not in fact so stable as to rule out migration even at the beginning 
of the century; internal migration was actually greater at the beginning of the century 
than at the end. The increase in emigration abroad may partially explain the reduc­
tion in internal migration towards the end of the century,79 but in fact it has not been 
shown explicitly in any investigation that emigration and internal migration compen­
sate each other, though it may be possible to treat different migration destinations 
as alternatives to a certain extent. In WESTER's sample area, internal migration did 
decrease as emigration abroad became more widespread, with Sweden as the major 
destination in the period 1861-1890 and North America thereafter. In the transition­
al period, the tradition of emigration to Sweden was for a short time a barrier to 
emigration to North America, but on the other hand it had established the habit of 
going abroad to find work. Once emigration to a particular destination (e.g. North 
America) had gained momentum, self-perpetuating factors came into play: factors 
such as family ties (with different members of the family emigrating at various differ­
ent times), and the migration tradition in a given area (with emigration gradually 
becoming a collective form of behaviour, or social norm).80 

These overall features of the Finnish emigration (especially the "push" factors) 
must be borne in mind in setting out to select the sample areas for the present investi­
gation, even though the selection proper is based on the criteria set out above (p. 
22). The next step (Table 1), therefore, is to compare the extent of emigration 
in different Provinces, bearing in mind that one Province may include several 
emigration areas. 

Both in absolute and relative terms the emigration was heaviest in the Provinces 
along the Finnish west coast, and all the investigations to date of the return migra­
tion have concentrated on localities in these Provinces (see Map 3, p. 32). The selec­
tion of sample areas from the regions of high migration is easier than from those 
of low migration, inasmuch as a number of localities are available which are repre­
sentative in terms of the volume of emigration. Regions of low emigration are less 
revealing for research purposes; in these regions there are relatively few localities 
where the absolute number of emigrants is sufficient to permit the examination of 

77 SOININEN 1975, 402. 
78 KERO 1974, 60-63. 
79 WESTE R 1977, 73-78, 186. 
80 WESTER 1977, 177-178, 186, 189-191. 
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Table I. Absolute and Relative Emigration, by Provinces. 

Province 

Vaasa 
Turku ,md Pori with Aland 
Oulu with Lapland 
Viipuri 
Uusimaa 
Hame 
Kuopio 
Mikkeli 
Place of Origin Unknown 

TOTAL 

a: SVT XXVIII: 21, Table XV. 
b: KERO 1974, Appendix A. 

Emigrants 
Departing 
1893-1930a 

156376 47.1 % 
51858 15.6 % 
44987 13.5 % 
23104 7.0 % 
22012 6.6 % 
13971 4.2 % 
13042 3.9 % 
6575 2.0 % 

369 0.1 % 

332294 100.0 % 

c: TOIVONEN 1963, Appendices Table 2. 

Mean Emigration per 1000 
Mean Population 

1870-1914b 1866-1930c 

8.6 0/00 6.2 0/ 00 

2.5 0/ 00 1.8 0/ 00 

4.3 0/00 2.9 0/ 00 

1.0 0/ 00 0.8 0/ 00 

I.I 0/ 00 I. I 0/ 00 

0.7 0/00 0.7 %0 

0.8 0/00 0.7 0/00 

0.6 0/ 00 0.5 0/ 00 

2.8 0/00 2.1 0/ 00 

the results from an adequate range of aspects, and their comparison with the regions 
of high emigration. 

Following on from the previous Table, Table 2 compares the municipalities 
selected as the sample areas for the present investigation, together with those studied 
in earlier research, in terms of the relative overall volume of emigration. The Table 
gives the absolute and relative volume of emigration only up to the First World War, 
since it is only for this period that the information available for the sample areas 
from this investigation and from earlier studies is comparable. These figures may 
also be compared with the data for different Provinces between 1870 and 1914, 
in Table 1. The location of the places mentioned in Table 2 is shown in Map 3. 

This Table is derived from a single source (passport registers), and it covers less 
than the full time range of the present investigation, but does nevertheless provide 
a good overall impression of the extent of emigration in different areas.8] As the 
Table shows, and as was mentioned earlier, research so far has been restricted to 
areas of high or fairly high emigration. In the present investigation, Lohtaja rep­
resents a high emigration region, since according to KERO's calculations there are 
only five Finnish municipalities in which emigration prior to the First World War 
was relatively higher than in Lohtaja. These five municipalities were Nykarleby, 
Toholampi, Alajarvi, Isokyro, and Munsala.82 When Lohtaja is compared with the 
southern Ostrobothnian places whose emigration has been calculated by TOIVO­
NEN for the period up to 1930, the only place to emerge with a higher emigration 

81 The official Emigration Statistics are based on passport registers. For the sample areas in the 
present investigation, see more specifically Table 3, p. 34. 

82 KERO 1974, Appendix A. 
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Table 2. Volume of tinigration in the Sample Areas for the Return Migration. 1870-19/4.a 

Sample Emigrants Mean Annual Mean Annual Mean 
Area Emigration Population Emigration 

1870-1914 per 1000 Mean 
Population 

PRESENT INVESTIGATION: 

Lohtaja 1881 41.8 3255 12.8 0 / 00 
Kristinestad 947 21.0 2791 7.50 / 00 

Elimaki 261 5.8 5612 1.0°/00 
Polvijarvi 183 4.1 4215 1.0°/00 
Leppavirta 232 5.2 14892 0.3°/00 
Jokioinen b 45 1.0 3464 0.3 0 / 00 

EARLIER RESEARCH : 

Toholampi 2346 52. I 3279 15.9°/00 
Munsala 2826 62.8 4836 13.0°/00 
Malax 1724 38.3 4419 8.7°/00 
Peraseinajoki 1438 32.0 3971 8. 1° / 00 , 

Finstrom 789 17.5 2237 7.8°/00 
Karvia 947 21.0 3093 6.8 ° / 00 
Parkano 1618 36.0 5552 6.5 ° / 00 
Seinajoki 838 18.6 2905 6.4°/00 
Foglo 467 10.4 1695 6. 1° /00 
Soini 679 15.1 2802 5.4 0 / 00 
Kuusamo c 1078 24.0 8576 2.8 0 / 00 
Kor~o 228 5.1 2463 2.IOloo 

a: KERO 1974. Appendix A. The figures for 1893-1914 are based on the official Emigration Sta­
tistics, and those for 1870-1892 on the passport registers, with the exception of Elimaki, for which the 
number of emigrants is that from the official Emigration Statistics for 1893-1914 (see KERO 1974, 

48-49). The modes of calculation of the various figures are explained in Appendix A in KERO 1974. 

b: By 1930, according to a detailed investigation, the absolute emigration figures are considerably 
higher, especially in lokioinen (see Table 6, p. 51). 

c: Including Posio, which did not become an independent municipality until 1926. 

rate is Nykarleby.83 These comparisons clearly indicate that Lohtaja should be 
regarded as one of the most important areas in the Finnish emigration. 

The urban sample in the study, Kristinestad, represents fairly high emigration, 
and its selection is justified by the fact that emigration there was of real significance 
in the demographic development. In view of the low level of urban emigration in 
absolute numbers,84 it is appropriate to select only one town among the sample 
areas, and this has been taken from the centre of the main emigration region, 
Ostrobothnia. A comparison of Tables I and 2 reveals that the relative extent of 

83 TOIVONEN 1963, Appendices Table 2, for southern Ostrobothnia; Table 3, p. 34 below, for 

Lohtaja. 

!W About 12 % of the Finnish overseas emigration occurred from urban areas (KERO 1974, 15). 
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Map 3. The Sample Areas for the Return Migration. 
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emigration from Kristinestad is slightly below both that for Vaasa Province as a 
whole (8.6 per thousand) and that for urban areas in the Province as a whole (Vaasa 
Province urban areas 8.8 per thousand,85 Kristinestad 7.5), but in comparison with 
the whole country this represents a high emigration rate (the mean urban rate for 
the whole of Finland was 3.1 per thousand86) . Overall, the relative emigration rate 
was slightly higher in urban than in rural areas, according to KERO.87 

It would also have been possible to investigate urban emigration by selecting a 
growing ind ustrial town, but Kristinestad has been chosen on the basis of the criteria 
set out above, and also since of the sample areas selected this is the only one located 
in a Swedish-speaking area. 

Four of the sample areas have been selected from regions of low emigration, 
mainly because in order to obtain an overall picture of the Finnish return migration, 
information is also needed from these regions, which in previous research have been 
completely ignored. The low absolute numbers for the emigration make it possible 
to examine several places, since the technical processing of the data is relatively easy. 
On the other hand, precisely because of the low rate of emigration, these sample 
areas may not be particularly representative in dealing with some of the questions 
being investigated, though this problem.,can be overcome by comparing a number 
of areas. After all, the absolute emigration figures for each sample area by ] 930 (see 
Table 6, p. 5]) are in the hundreds according to a detailed investigation, Jokioinen 
having the fewest emigrants, i.e. 187. Consequently, to find out the number of 
returning migrants (whether large or small) is a research problem as such, and it has 
no direct impact in the selection of sample areas. 

Tables 1 and 2 indicate that emigration from Elimaki up to the First World War 
was at approximately the same level as that for Uusimaa Province as a whole, 
whereas the emigration from 10kioinen before the First World War was noticeably 
lower than that for Hame Province as a whole. It should however be noted in Table 
3 that by 1930 the relative emigration from 10kioinen was distinctly higher than that 
for the whole of Hame Province given in Table I: firstly, because a comparatively 
significant flow of emigration continued from 10kioinen during the 1 920s, and 
secondly, because a detailed investigation of the emigration from this area revealed 
considerably more emigrants than the passport register would suggest.1I8 In the 
sample areas from Kuopio Province, the emigration rate from Leppavirta was below 
that for the Province as a whole and that for Polvijarvi greater. 

The beginnings and climax of the emigration from the sample areas are set out in 
Table 3, which gives the volume of emigration from each area at five-year intervals: 
cf. the criteria established for the selection of the sample areas. The numbers of 
emigrants used in this Table are derived from the detailed examination of a range 

85 KERO 1974, 227 Appendix A. 

86 KERO 1974, 232 Appendix A. 

81 KERO 1974, 53-54. 
88 These principles are explained in Chapter 1:4. 



Table 3. Mean Annual Emigration Rate against Mean Population, by Sample Areas.8 v.> 
~ 

Year Lohtaja Elimaki Jokioinen Leppavirta Polvijarvi Kristinestad 

Mean Mean Emi- Mean Mean Emi- Mean Mean Emi- Mean Mean Emi- Mean Mean Emi- Mean Mean Emi 
Popu- Emi- gra- Popu- Emi- gra- Popu- Emi- gra- Popu- Emi- gra- Popu- Emi- gra- Popu- Emi- gra-

la- gra- tion la- gra- tion la:' gra- tion la- gra- tion la- gra- tion la- gra- tion 
tion tion Rate tion tion Rate tion tion Rate tion tion Rate tion tion Rate tion tion Rate 

1860- 64 2529 0.6 0.2%0 
1865- 69 3027 1.0 0.3%0 2546 0.4 0.20 /00 
1870- 74 2966 18.2 6.1%0 2590 0.2 0.1%0 
1875- 79 3050 9.8 3.2° / 00 2685 0.8 0.3%

0 

1880 84 3108 77.2 24.8% 0 13955 0.4 0.00/ 00 2682 11.0 4.1%0 

1885- 89 3205 53.8 16.8%0 5645 0.2 0.00/ 00 14409 0.2 0.00/ 00 2670 18.0 6.7° / 00 
1890- 94 3240 51.0 15.70/00 5716 0.4 0. 1%0 14750 1.8 0.1%0 3691 0.2 0.1%0 2657 23.2 8.7%

0 

1895- 99 3334 48.4 14.5% 0 5804 1.2 0.2% 0 14889 0.8 0.1%0 4036 1.2 0.3%
0 2730 22.8 8.4° / 00 

1900 04 3437 64.0 18.6%0 5829 13.0 2.2% 0 3767 2.0 0.5%
0 14657 11.8 0.8%

0 5462 6.2 1.1°/00 2908 43.8 15.1%0 

1905 09 3560 65.0 18.30/00 5847 30.4 5.2% 0 4Il4 7.6 1.8° / 00 14482 18.0 1.20 / 00 6307 16.0 2.5% 0 3084 43.0 13.90/ 00 
1910- 14 3723 28.8 7.7%

0 5864 21.2 3.60./ 00 4444 13.4 3.00/ 00 14918 21.6 1.4%
0 6521 12.8 2.00/ 00 3330 32.6 9.8%

0 

1915- 19 3797 14.2 3.7%0 5939 1.2 0.2% 0 4579 2.2 0.5% 0 15311 3.0 0.2% 0 6933 1.8 0.3% 0 3530 6.0 1.7%0 
1920- 24 3875 31.2 8. 1% 0 6250 12.0 1.9%

0 4613 9.6 2. )% 0 15220 7.2 0.5° / 00 7675 6.4 0.8%0 3542 14.0 4.00/ 00 
1925 30 4007 20.5 5.1% 0 6500 3.3 0.5% 0 4884 4.1 0.8° / 00 15120 6.1 0.40 / 00 8120 6.6 0.8%

0 3467 9.5 2.7%0 

TOTAL 3595 37.2 10.30 / 00 6004 9.2 1.5% 0 4405 6.5 1.5% 0 14476 7. 1 0.50 / 00 6049 6.4 1.10 / 00 2903 16.1 5.5%0 

a: The population figures are derived from the following sources : SVT VI: I, Table IV; SVT VI : 5, Table 3; STY 1887 1902, Table 3; STY 1903 & 1912, 
Table 8; STY 1904. 1906-1911, Table 9; STY 1905, 1913-1919, Table 10; STY 1920-1927, Table 12; STY 1928-1932, Table 14. The Emigration Rate is 
calculated per thousand population. It has been obtained by calculating the mean annual emigration against the mean annual population for five-year periods. 
The Mean Emigration is the sum emigration for each five-year period divided by 5. The Mean Population has been obtained according to the following example: 
for the period 1900-1904. by summing the popUlation recorded for )899, 1900. 1901, 1902, 1903, and 1904 in the population registers kept by the parishes and 

dividing this by 6. The terminal period (1925-1930) covers six years. Before 1885 the popUlation of each municipality was given only once in five years. The Total 
Emigration Rate for each sample area over the entire period being investigated has been averaged starting from the five-year period in which the local emigration 
started, while the Total Mean Population is the mean of the population in the first year of emigration in each sample area and in 1930, which is a slightly less 

precise method of calculation than that used for each five-year period . 
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of sources,89 thus providing a more accurate picture than that in Tables 1 and 2. 
Table 3 indicates that mass overseas emigration from Lohtaja had already started 

in the early 1 870s.90 The wave of emigration from northern Finland via Norway had 
begun to spread at precisely this time to central Ostrobothnia, but also to the coastal 
parts of southern Ostrobothnia, where it was strengthened as a result of reports 
coming in through Sweden.91 Individual cases of emigration occur in Kristinestad 
throughout the 1860s and 1870s, though these mainly consist of seamen remaining 
abroad.92 The Table does not show the mass emigration as beginning in Kristine­
stad until the 1 880s. It was in the same period that" America fever" began to spread 
in Satakunta93 and the Aland Islands, as also, it would appear, in the Turku 
archipelago. BLOMFELT dates the beginnings of emigration from Aland to the 
late 1860s.94 Elsewhere in Finland overseas emigration remained at a very low level 
right up to the end of the nineteenth century, as the figures in Table 3 for Elimaki, 
Jokioinen, Leppavirta, and Polvijarvi indicate.95 The Finnish emigration was thus 
relatively late in starting in comparison with the rest of the Nordic countries, since 
the numbers of emigrants leaving Sweden, Norway, and Denmark for America had 
been considerable even in the 1850s.96 

As the Finnish emigration reached its peak, in the first decade of the twentieth 
century, it was already ebbing in the areas where it had first started. The peak of 
emigration from Lohtaja is shown in Table 3 to have occurred in the first half of the 
1880s, although high emigration continued throughout the emigration period. In 
Kristinestad, overseas emigration was at its maximum in the first years of this cen­
tury, while in the other sample areas under investigation the peak came slightly later, 
in 1905-1914, which has been typical for regions of low emigration. The dates of 
occurrence of emigration in the sample areas taken as a whole thus cover the 
distinctive features of different parts. of the country in this respect. 

The conditions for the Finnish return migration were completely different from 
what they had been in the overseas migration of the early nineteenth century. Firstly, 
the supply of free fannland, which had originally been readily available in North 
America, began to run out towards the end of the century.97 In consequence, 
immigrants tended to take up occupations with which it would be comparatively easy 
to transfer to other kinds of work or to move on somewhere else. 

89 See in more detail Chapter 1:4. 
90 A few cases of individual seamen remaining abroad as emigrants have been traced in Lohtaja for 

the mid-nineteenth century period (see JUNKALA 1977. 59). 
91 ILMONEN III 1926,10-11; WARIS 1936.21-22; TOIVONEN 1963.21-22 and Appendices 

Table I; WESTER 1977, 65, 126. 
92 Cf. ILMONEN II 1923. 53. 
93 KERO 1970, 38, , 
94 BLOMFELT 1968, 79; see also WIDEN 1975, 16. 
95 On the beginnings and expansion of the Finnish emigration in different parts of the country. see 

especially KERO 1974. 16-23. 
96 KILPI 1917. 23-26. 
97 LINDBERG 1930. 249; see also HVIDT 1971, 326. 
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A second vital precondition for the return migration was the development of 
communications. The voyage on a sailing ship lasted in some cases as long as three 
months, whereas steamships were able to transport errugrants over the Atlantic in 
two weeks. Even by the 1870s, steam had replaced sail in the transport of emi­
grants.98 The level of comfort for the passengers was still far from satisfactory, 
however, despite the faster passage. In 1891 the Finnish Steamship Company 
started sailings between Hanko in Finland and Hull in England specifically with 
emigrants in mind, which meant a marked improvement in communications as well 
as better opportunities for return rrugration. From 1894 on, the Finnish Steamship 
Company had established itself as practically the only carrier of Finnish emigrants 
as far as England, since it had by that time cut out its foreign competitors. By the 
time of the First World War, improvements in the cleanliness of the ships and in 
cabin space had made the passage more comfortable, and this trend was reinforced 
by the competition between the shipping lines for overseas traffic in the 1920s.99 

While it cannot be shown that errugration was increased by the improved com­
munications, it must certainly have made at least the return to the home country 
easier. ENGELBERG, for instance, alludes to this in his examination of the volume 
of the return,loo as does Wolfgang HELL for the German return. 101 There was a 
mutual interaction between the emigration and the development of sea communica­
tions, since the emigrants enjoyed the benefits of improved transport, while the 
shipping lines became rich on the proceeds of shipping large numbers of emigrants 
overseas and back again. CAROLI points out the significance of the errugration in 
the development of the Italian shipping industry,102 and the same phenomenon has 
been observed for Greece as wel1. 103 

Finally, the sample areas selected must be examined in terms of their geographical 
distribution within Finland, and the composition of their popUlation. The examina­
tion of the criteria for selection of the sample areas, introduced earlier in this section, 
will then be complete. Table 4 supports the text below, presenting the exact propor­
tions of independent farming population, crofters, and labourers in the rural sample 
areas. 

In terms of the social composition of their populations, the sample areas selected 
were located in rather sharply contrasting regions. At the end of the last century 
crofting was prevalent in Jokioinen, while Polvijarvi and Leppavirta are located 
in a region which had a high proportion of landless rural popUlation, even though 
the former had also quite a lot of independent farmers and the latter of crofters, 
according to Table 4. Elimaki cannot readily be assigned to either of these regions; 

98 ENGELBERG 1944,24-26,31; JUTIKKALA 1953,299-301; lONES 1960, 183-187; KERO 
1974. 131-132. 196-197; HELL 1976. 55. 

99 ENGELBERG 1944, 29-31. 43. 52; KERO 1974. 148. 155. 196, 202. 
100 ENGELBERG 1944. 36-38. 
101 HELL 1976. 55. 
102 CAROLI 1973. 62. 
103 SALOUTOS 1956. 121. 
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Table 4. The Af?ricultural Population and Its Socio-economic Composition in the Rural Sample Areas. 
190J.a 

Sample Area Agricultural Agricultural Popula tion 
Population in 

Relation to the Independent Crofters b Labourers c TOTAL 
Whole Population Farmers 

PRESENT INVESTIGA nON: 
Polvijarvi 86.6 % 39.7 % 12.5 % 47.8 % 100.0 % 
Lohtaja 84.3 % 74.1 % 6.7 % 19.2 % 100.0 % 
Elimaki 70.1 % 19.2 % 24.8 % 56.0 % 100.0 % 
Jokioinen 68.3 % 1.4 % 55.4 % 43.2 % 100.0 % 
Leppavirta 64.8 % 22.4 % 27.6 % 50.0 % 100.0 % 
EARLIER RESEARCH: 

Toholampi 88.9 % 57.3 % 3.0 % 39.7 % 100.0 % 
Peraseinajoki 86.1 % 36.0 % 13.9 % 50.1 % 100.0 % 
Kuusamo 81.2 % 66.5 % 16.8 % 16.7 % 100.0 % 
Karvia 80.6 % 30.2 % 29.1 % 40.7 % 100.0 % 
Malax 76.8 % 82.0 % 1.5 % 16.5 % 100.0 % 
Soini 76.3 % 41.0 % 12.2 % 46.8 % 100.0 % 
Munsala 72.4 % 77.3'% 3.9 % 18.8 % 100.0 % 
Parkano 69.1 % 23.7 % 28.1 % 48.2 % 100.0 % 
Finstrom 66.6 % 40.3 % 3.7 % 56.0 % 100.0 % 
Seinajoki 56.8 % 32.8 % 20.4 % 46.8 % 100.0 % 
FoglO 43.4 % 95.2 % 1.2 % 3.6 % 100.0 % 
Korpo 36.0 % 71.2 % 3.3 % 25.5 % 100.0 % 
----

Country as a Whole 71.2 % 35.5 % 16.8 % 47.7 % 100.0 % 

a: GEBHARD 1913, Appendix Table H. In each grouping the households are included. On the 
terminology for the rural socio-economic composition, see p. 99-102 below. 

b: Includes the population renting enough land to support them. 

c: Includes the labourers plus the population renting land but not enough to support them alone. 

there was a considerable proportion of landless population, but crofting had also 
become established there (cf. Maps I and 2, p. 25-26). In fact, Elimaki was even 
called "the promised land of the crofters" because of their activity to improve the 
livelihood of people renting land in the early 20th century.l04 Lohtaja, on the other 
hand, was located in a region where - in contrast to the rest of the country - there 
was a striking increase in the number of landowners. 105 Kristinestad was of course 
dominated by various urban occupations. 

Lohtaja is in central Ostrobothnia, on the coast close to the border between 
Vaasa and Oulu Provinces, so that in addition to farming, one of its major occupa­
tions was also fishing. The summer, in particular, was spent by manx of the men 

104 RASILA 1961, 289 footnote 32, 296. 

105 See TOIVONEN 1963, 84; SOININEN 1975, 402. 
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on the coast or among the outer islands. 106 This point must not be forgotten when the 
places where emigrants from Lohtaja settled overseas are being traced. The main 
economic activity, however, was fanning, despite the fact that the soil and climate 
were not the best possible, due to sand dunes. 107 The size of fanns in Lohtaja was 
overwhelmingly small, though they did provide the livelihood of the majority of 
people in the municipality, since industry was at the beginning of the century 
virtually nonexistent. lo8 Most of the farms were independent, and crofting settle­
ments did not occur on any large scale either in Lohtaja or its surroundings; crofts 
mainly occurred singly. The railway line between Seinajoki and Oulu, completed 
in 1886, was also important for the emigration, especially once a station had been 
opened in Kannus, the neighbouring municipality to Lohtaja.109 

Elimaki is situated in eastern Uusimaa, to the west of the Kymi River. In contrast 
to Lohtaja, the farmland here was good, and in the emigration period this was one 
of the "wealthier fanning areas" in southern Finland. llo Large fanns were relatively 
common in Elimaki.111 The industrial population was small, only 8.7%, while the 
mean figure for the entire country in the rural areas was Il.l %, in 1901.112 

lokioinen, in the south-west corner of Hame Province, was one of the wealthiest 
crofting areas in Finland, with good potential farmland. lI3 Throughout its develop­
ment, since the late sixteenth century, lokioinen had been dominated by the 
largest manor in Finland, including "Jokilaani", which in its time was the largest 
coterminous crofting area in Finland. I 14 Consequently, the land refonn after the First 
World War (redivision of the land into independent farms) took place in Jokioi­
nen on a scale unparallelledelsewhere. 115 Its importance within the whole crofting 
institution is also reflected in the fact that many of the disturbances among crofters 
at the turn of the century originated precisely there; the Finnish crofter movement 
for independent land owning actually started there in the 1880s according to 
Viljo RASILA.116 

Leppavirta, south of Kuopio, which has been selected as a sample inland area, 
is in geographical extent one of the largest municipalities in the country. Agriculture 
is still the mainstay of the economy, while in 1900 as many as 80.9% of the popula-

106 KOHTAMAKI 1938, 63; LUUKKO 1957, 210. 
107 LUUKKO 1957, 138. 
108 Suomenmaa VII 1925, 285-286. 
109 JUNKALA 1977, 31, 49, 436-441. 
110 KOKKONEN 1927, 17-18; ef. Suomenmaa I 1919, 182; ROSENBERG 1966, 194-195. 
III Suomenmaa I 1919, 182. 
112 GEBHARD 1913, 61. 
113 RASILA 1961, 101-102; PELTOVUORI 1963, 99; JUTIKKALA 1969, 88, 117, 132. 
114 RASILA .1961, 84-85; MAKINEN 1968.320; PAPUNEN 1968,317; see also GEBHARD 1913, 

101, 106, 115. 
115 PAPUNEN 1968, 317. 
116 RASILA 1961. 84-93, 260-263, 323-327; see also HELLE 193 I, 248; JUTIKKALA 1969, 

133, 138-139. 
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tion derived their livelihood from farming and ancillary occupations. 117 Here, as 
throughout the Kuopio Province in eastern Finland, small farms dominated the 
economy. The complex network of lakes also meant that fishing played an important 
role in the local economy. I IS In comparison with the other rural areas selected as 
samples in this investigation, Leppavirta also· had a considerable amount of in­
dustry in the emigration period, especially along the Sorsakoski Rapids. 119 Hannes 
GEBHARD states that th_e p~oportion made up by industrial popUlation was 13.3 % 
in 190 I, the figure for rural Finland as a whole being ILl %.120 

Polvijarvi, also in Kuopio Province and near the Finnish eastern frontier, is a 
typical Finnish rural area. A decisive step in the agricultural development and 
popUlation expansion of the area was the draining of Lake Hoytiainen in 1859, 
which provided a radical increase in fertile arable land. 121 Industry, on the other 
hand, as in most rural areas at the turn of the century, was negligible. 122 

Kristinestad, in southern Ostrobothnia on the shore of the Bothnian Gulf, the 
urban migration sample area here, became a borough in 1649. It flourished around 
the middle of the nineteenth century, when despite its small size it was one of the 
leading ports in the country. Ships from Kristinestad sailed right round the world, 
including the United States, Canada, South America, Australia, and even Japan. 
At mid-<:entury the town's main trade was with North America,123 thus as it were 
creating traditional links when mass emigration began shortly afterwards. With the 
end of the sailing ship era, the Kristinestad shipping lines failed to change over to 
steam smoothly enough, and the town gradually withdrew into its own peaceful life, 
which has continued right up to the present day. lbe biggest blow to trade in the 
town was the completion of the Vaasa railway line in 1883, which meant that it had 
to share its trading area with Vaasa,124 which soon moreover became the economic 
centre. The economy of Kristinestad naturally included many trading and seafaring 
professions. It should be borne in mind, however, that agriculture was also practised 
within the borough limits, since in 1920, for example, the area being farmed was 
nearly 600 hectares. Kristinestad is the only one of the sample areas to be in a pre­
dominantly Swedish-speaking region (in 1920 there were 1697 Swedish speakers, 951 
Finnish speakers, and four native speakers of other languages).125 

Of the areas which have been investigated previously with reference to the return 
migration, Parkano and Karvia are inland municipalities located in northern Sata­
kunta, though relatively close to the coast. They were chosen, according to KERO, 

111 RINTA-TASSI 1967, 44, 63-64; cf. Table 4 above. 
118 Suomenmaa VIII 1927, 43-44. 
119 Suomenmaa VIII 1927, 44-45. 
120 GEBHARD 1913. 61-62. 
121 TUOMI 1960, 3-4. 
122 Suomenmaa VIII 1927, 215. 
123 VUORISTO 1971, 99- 100. 
124 VUORISTO 1971, 100. 
125 Suomenmaa VII 1925, 510. 
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because their emigration was in broad terms similar to that of the major emigration 
regions in Finland, while their sources covering the return migration were better 
than average. 126 They belonged to the heavy crofting area (see Table 4 and Map 2). 
The areas investigated by BLOMFELT are in the Aland Islands, Finstrom being 
on the main island of Aland itself and Foglo covering a number of smaller islands. 127 
Munsala, on the other hand, is a "typical Ostrobothnian area", with an extremely 
high rate of emigration, the second-highest, in fact, for Swedish-speaking areas of 
Ostrobothnia.128 A little further south is the coastal area of Malax studied by 
SMEDS.129 Both were dominated by independent farms. It should be noted that 
Finstrom, Foglo, Munsala, and Malax are all predominantly Swedish-speaking 
areas, as is Korpo, in the south-west archipelago,l3o for which there is also some 
information available on the return migration. In addition to Munsala and Malax, 
the return migration has been studied - though to a very limited extent_ in Seina­
joki, Peraseinajoki,131 and Soini, J32 in southern Ostrobothnia. Like Parkano and 
Karvia, these are inland areas. A certain amount of attention was paid to the return 
migration to central Ostrobothnia, in the study of Toholampi, though this only 
concerned the early stages of the American emigration. 133 For northern Finland, 
the return migration is mentioned in PATYNEN's study of Kuusamo.134 

To sum up, the representativeness of the areas selected in geographical terms can 
be considered by combining the observations set out above into wider contexts. The 
major emigration region, the Ostrobothnian coast, is represented by Lohtaja and 
Kristinestad, and supplementary comparative material is available for Munsala, 
Malax, as also for Toholampi (which is situated somewhat further inland, but never­
theless offers some interesting material, especially in relation to Lohtaja). Kristine­
stad also represents Finnish urban emigration. The inland areas of southern Ostro­
bothnia are represented by Seinajoki, Peraseinajoki, and Soini, but more useful 
research material is available for Parkano and Karvia, which may be seen as repre­
senting not only northern Satakunta but also to some extent both southern Ostro­
bothnia and northern Hame, while the return migration in southern Hame can be 
examined by means of the data for 10kioinen. Finstrom, Foglo, and Korpo represent 
the island areas in the south-west of Finland: the Aland Islands and the Turku archi­
pelago. The south and south-east of the country are represented by Elimaki, the 
centre by Leppavirta, the east by Polvijarvi, and the north by Kuusamo. The emigra­
tion in Lohtaja also offers points of contact with northern Finland, since it began 
there very early, as it did, characteristically, in areas further north. 

126 KERO 1972, 10. 
127 BLOMFELT 1968, 3-4. 
128 BACKMAN 1945. 4-5. 
129 See SMEDS 1935. 1-2. 
130 WIDEN 1975, 9. 
131 TOIVONEN 1963, 27. 
132 WASASTJERNA 1957, 58. 
\33 KERO, KOSTIAINEN, KUPARINEN, VAINIO 1978,49-52. 
134 PATYNEN 1972, 108-123. 
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The sample areas selected also cover a range of variation in that they are situated 
in ecologically contrasted regions. Detailed study, it should be remembered, is only 
possible for the six actual areas. 135 On the other hand, it must be emphasized that 
the sample areas represent only one group of data; simultaneously they will be 
compared to all the available research material in order to unravel the aim of the 
present investigation. 

3 THE USE OF THE OFFICIAL MIGRATION STATISTICS 

Research into the migration history of large masses of people must of necessity be 
largely based on quantitative data; and research into the return migration needs to 
pay as much attention to the statistics on the emigration as to those on the return, 
since it is only in this way that the composition and volume of the return migration 
can be investigated in relation to the emigration movement. 

As TOIVONEN has observed, the state authorities failed to achieve any grasp 
on the emigration during the peak years of the movement overseas. The most 
concrete achievement was the compilation of the . Emigration Statistics, which 
represent a virtually irreplaceable source for research purposes.136 

The ultimate motive for the initiation of the Emigration Statistics was that even 
in the 1880s, statistical surveys of popUlation trends were becoming inaccurate 
through failure to take emigration into account, and this eventually, in i905, led 
to the Emigration Statistics being published as a separate series in the Finnish 
Official Statistics. These Emigration Statistics only cover the emigration, and were 
based on the registers of passports issued by the Provincial Administrations and 
certain other authorities. The earliest Emigration Statistics date from 1893, and they 
contain fairly detailed information on the composition of the emigration Province 
by Province, with annual emigration totals for the municipalities. Prior to the estab­
lishment of the Emigration Statistics, information concerning emigrants had been 
presented in a few Tables, containing rather limited information, in the Finnish 
Statistical Yearbook, restricted - between 1882 and 1892 - to the Provinces of 
Vaasa and OUIU. 137 

The principles on which the Emigration Statistics were compiled remained 
unchanged in essentials up to the 1920s, when indications of a new increase in emi­
gration prompted consideration of ways in which their compilation could be brought 
up to date. In consequence, from 1924 onwards the Statistics also included persons 
moving to other European countries, and efforts were made to increase the reliability 

I3S The total number of acts of emigration from the sample areas in the present investigation during 
the period being studied was 4871 (see Table 6, p. 51), and with the aid of the Emigrants Index that was 
compiled, it was possible to examine these emigrant by emigrant. 

136 TOIVONEN 1963. 249. 
137 SVT XXVIII: 1, 1- 9. 
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of the figures for emigrants actually departing, since the tightening up of immigration 
regulations by the United States in 1921 suggested that it would be worth investi­
gating whether everyone who had obtained a passport had in fact succeeded in emi­
grating. From 1924 on, this was checked with the help of passenger lists, and only 
those whose names were found there were included in the Statistics. 138 

The reliability of the Emigration Statistics aroused comment immediately, for in 
1905 August HJELT pointed out in his analysis of the emigration that "the figures for 
emigrants do not include persons emigrating in secret without passports, nor those 
emigrating overseas who had stated another country as their destination",I39 and it is 
precisely these factors which constitute the major weakness in the Statistics. Partic­
ularly in the early years of the emigration, many people emigrated without pass­
ports, especially from the north of the country; on the other hand, by no means every 
person obtaining a passport _ for a variety of reasons ~ then actually emigrated. 140 
TOIVONEN has also noted that the statistics submitted by the authorities in the 
early years were so imprecise that the Central Bureau of Statistics did not have 
respect for them, while the Central Bureau in its turn made errors of calculation. 141 
Some of the passport registers were so carelessly kept, and in such bad handwriting, 
that this alone caused errors in the compilation of the Statistics. This would seem 
for instance to have led to partial confusion in the official Statistics between emi­
grants from Kristinestad, and from the adjacent Kristinestad Rural Municipality 
(Tjock), particularly in the decade preceding the First World War.142 

It can also be seen that throughout the emigration period officials counted some 
persons as emigrants, and others not, on highly inconsistent principles. The greatest 
problem, from this point of view, consists of these passports for which the destination 
is simply recorded as "Abroad", since these occur in widely varying proportions in 
different places and at different times. 143 Generally speaking many of those going 
"abroad" must in fact have been travelling overseas;l44 this can be seen simply by 
cross-reference of the data from the passport registers with other sources. Since the 
compilers of the official Statistics appear to have been cautious about treating such 
persons as emigrants, the emigration figures in the official Statistics are in this respect 
an underestimate. 

On the other hand, a further complication is that the official Statistics include 
every time a passport for emigration was issued; in other words, if the same person 

138 SVT XXVIII: 18, 1-5; see also TUNKELO 1936, 258. 
139 HJEL T 1905, 52. 
140 KERO 1974, 35-38. 
141 TOIVONEN 1963, 259-260. 
142 For example, the official Statistics record 53 emigrants as having emigrated from Kristinestad 

in 1909, whereas research using a range of different sources reveals 70 persons as having emigrated. 
The opposite is then true, for instance, in 1912, when the official Statistics report 54 emigrants from 
Kristinestad (detailed research only reveals 42). 

143 This question is studied with reference to the sample areas in the present investigation in the 
following section of this Chapter. 

144 Cf. TOIVONEN 1963, 256-257; KERO 1974, 39. 
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obtained a passport several times for separate journeys, he would be separately 
recorded as an emigrant each time. 145 This has the effect of inflating the emigration 
figures, as do also those who obtained a passport but never in fact emigrated. 

Notwithstanding these deficiencies, which can only be studied in detail in the inves­
tigation of limited areas, the Emigration Statistics from 1893 onwards are a valuable 
aid to research into migration history. With their aid, it is possible to gain an overall 
impression of the emigration for the whole of Finland. BLOMFELTs harsh criti­
cism of the official Statistics, especially of the passport registers,146 cannot therefore 
be supported. When the reliability of the Statistics is examined, regional variation is 
certainly considerable; indisputably, however, they constitute a basic core of research 
material, provided that their deficiencies are borne in mind. 

As regards the return migrants, however, the official Statistics are incontrovertibly 
extremely deficient. 147 The same applies to most European countries. In his study 
of the Greek return migration, for instance, SALOUTOS deplores the absence of 
statistics,148 which makes it impossible to draw any precise conclusions about the 
volume or composition of the return migration. The best return migration statistics 
available appear to be those for Sweden, where they are based directly on the pri­
mary material of the population registers kept by the parishes. 149 

When plans were being made for the compilation of statistics on emigrants from 
Finland, it was decided that in order to achieve the fullest coverage of information 
possible, attention should also be given to tracing those emigrants who had subse­
quently returned. The task of collecting this information was given to the Registrars 
of Population attached to the District Courts (kihlakuntien henkikirjoittajat), who 
from 1894 were required to complete and return a special form to the Central Bureau 
of Statistics. 150 The information obtained, however, proved to be so inadequate that 
even the compilers of the official Statistics considered it unreliable,151 and it was not 
thought worth including in the official Emigration Statistics, which thus covered 
emigration alone. Data on returning emigrants were published in the Finnish Statis­
tical Yearbook from 1894 to 1939 in the form of a few Tables of limited scope. 152 

From 1894 to 19]6, returning emigrants are recorded for the country as a whole 
and can be analyzed in terms of sex, age, occupation, marital status, length of 
absence, and the countries from which they return. Some of this information is also 
available for separate Provinces, but from 1917 all that is provided is the total 

145 This cannot of course be considered as an error, but it does obscure the true number of emigrants. 
In investigating cyclical variations in the emigration movement, on the other hand, it is useful to have 
information on the number of emigrations at different times. 

146 BLOMFELT 1968, 6-8. 

147 Cf. HJELT 1905.63-64; GYLLING 1910,98; TOIVONEN 1963.25; KERO 1972. 11-12. 
148 SALOUTOS 1956, 49. 
149 TEDEBRAND 1973. 246-247. 
150 SVT XXVIII: I. 3-4, 7. 

151 SVT XXVIII: I. 9; STY 1924, 72 footnote 2. 
152 STY 1897-1940. Tables concerning the return migration. 
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number of return migrants per Province, subdivided however into urban and rural 
areas. 153 

In addition to the data supplied by the District Court Registrars, in 1910 the Fin­
nish Statistical Yearbook began to publish the annual numbers returning on the 
basis of the shipping companies' passenger lists. This source is available for the 
period 1894-1925.154 

A good impression of the reliability of the official Statistics for returning emi­
grants can be obtained simply by comparing with each othe; the numbers of return 
migrants recorded by the District Court Registrars and by the shipping lines. Be­
tween 1894 and 1925, according to the Registrars, 37997 emigrants had returned to 
Finland, while the figure from the shipping companies for the corresponding period 
is 1 I 1714,155 almost three times larger. GYLLING considered that the figures provid­
ed by the shipping lines were approximately correct; the total number of those 
returning was in his opinion probably slightly higher than this.156 ENGELBERG, on 
the other hand, believed the true number of those returning to be slightly below that 
reported by the shipping companies. 157 

The information from the shipping lines is at least reliable to the extent that it is 
based on passenger lists; but these of course also include people merely visiting 
Finland. The same naturally also applies to the information from the Registrars, 
since a person recorded as having returned might well subsequently re-emigrate. 
People on short visits, however, have been excluded from the Registrars' returns, 
while the shipping passenger lists include all third class passengers. Consequently, 
the figures provided by the shipping lines are too high, and those from the Registrars 
too low, especially in view of the fact that the care with which such records were kept 
varied widely from one District Court to another; this will be discussed in the 
following section. 

Both series of figures for the return migration are thus rather unreliable, due quite 
apart from anything else to their illogicality and mutual contradictions. Use can 
however be made of them, at least in exploring quantitative fluctuations in the num­
bers returning, since taken over the country as a whole they give some indication of 
the scale of the return migration. Even if these Statistics were reliable, however, it 
would not be possible to base the research on them alone. Firstly, these return Statis­
tics provide no information at all at the municipality level, while it is only by exami­
nation at this level that the detailed analysis of the return migration is possible. 
Furthermore, one of the crucial questions in return migration research- the defini­
tion of and distinction between temporary and permanent return - remains com-

IS3 STY 1897, Table 110; STY 1903, Table 45; STY 1919, Table 61; STY 1921, Table 63. 
IS4 This information is basically derived from the transport carried by the Finnish Steamship Com­

pany (STY 1910, 90-91 footnote I). The development of the communications have been introduced 
above on p. 36. 

ISS STY 1926, Tables 52-53. 
IS6 GYLLING 1910, 100. 
IS7 ENGELBERG 1944, 38-39. 
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pletely obscured in the sources used for these official Statistics. This question can 
only be solved by proceeding to the level of the individual emigrant, and tracing his 
or her total pattern of departures and returns. 158 

The official Statistics covering both the emigration and more especially the return 
migration thus suffer from serious overall limitations. They are however of signifi­
cance as indicators of general trends, and as comparative material in relation to the 
sample areas selected. Indeed, in comparison with many European migration statis­
tics, they could even be called rather good. Even the overall picture they provide 
of the migration, however, is limited chronologically, since the Emigration Statistics 
date only from 1893 and those for the return migration from 1894, whereas emigra­
tion had been occurring on a considerable scale before then. This point makes detail­
ed research all the more necessary. Consequently the quantitative basis for analysis 
and for the solution of the various research questions needs to be obtained from 
primary material proper. 

4 THE USE OF ORIGINAL MATER1AL, AND THE METHODOLOGICAL 
QUESTIONS IN THE INVESTIGATION 

In investigating the emigration and return migration for each particular area, it is 
essential to establish as accurately as possible all the various stages passed through 
by each individual emigrant. The compilation of a card index of these individuals 
permits the analysis of a number of different quantitative factors in the migration. 
Since the historian is concerned with specific periods and series of events, in order 
to obtain adequate information he usually needs only to examine quantitative fluc­
tuation between different periods, and the reliability of the material analyzed then 
becomes of crucial importance. It is therefore necessary, in view of the scattered 
nature of the sources, to explain how the basic core of the quantitative material in 
the present investigation was established, since this decisively conditions the results of 
the research. The same point applies equally to the other material used in the investi­
gation. The examination of the reliability of the material is however at the same time 
a methodological question, and consideration will therefore also be paid here to 
methodological points. 

The Emigrants Index for each of the sample areas (Lohtaja, Elimaki, Jokioinen, 
Leppavirta, Polvijarvi and Kristinestad) is initially based on passport registers, as 
follows: 159 

IS8 It then also becomes possible to investigate return to an area other than that of origin. 
IS9 The present location of the passport registers mentioned in this list will be found in the List of 

Sources at the end of the present investigation. On the passport registers prior to 1892, and their relia­

bility, see also V AINIO 1974b, passim. 
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PROVINCIAL ADMINISTRATIONS 

Hame 1886-1930 
Kuopio 1880-1930 
Mikkeli 1883-1892 
OuIu 1870-1892 
Turku and Pori 1880-1892 
Uusimaa 1880-1923 
Vaasa 1860-1930 
Viipuri 1880-1885 

CITY ADMINISTRATIONS 

Hanko 1890-1903 
lakobstad 1891-1903 
loensuu 1893-1899 
Kasko 1893-1903 
Kokkola 1874-1892, 1897-1903 
Kristinestad 1860-1903 
Lovisa 1901-1903 
Nykarleby 1897-1900 
Pori 1893-1903 
Raahe 1880-1894 

BAILIFFS OFFICE (nimismiespiiri) 

Kokkola 1885-1896 

These passport registers have been selected with a view to ensuring that every 
emigrant from each of the sample areas who took out a passport would be included. 
The possibility remains that some emigrants might have applied to some other 
passport-issuing authority, but the number of such cases will be extremely small, 
and the use of supplementary sources also compensates for this possible deficiency. 

For Lohtaja, the most important source are the passport registers of the Vaasa 
Provincial Administration, with the exception of the period 1885-1903: firstly, since 
from 1885 to 1896 passports were also issued by the Bailiff (nimismies) of Kokkola, 
due probably to the very high rate of emigration, since no similar instance is known 
of elsewhere in Finland. Passports issued by the Kokkola Bailiff were not included 
in the statistics in the Finnish Statistical Yearbook for ]885-1891, when they only 
include those persons from Lohtaja listed in the passport registers of the Vaasa Pro­
vincial Administration;l60 this creates a gross error of almost 400 emigrants from 
Lohtaja alone. 161 The Kokkola Bailiffs passport registers have also been completely 
overlooked, for instance, in the recently-published History of Greater Lohtaja, 162 

160 Central Bureau of Statistics Archives. Source Material for the Emigration Statistics, 1882-1889. 
(Separate) Statistical Table on the Numbers of Emigrants, Municipalities in Vaasa Province, 1882-
1893 (Finnish National Archives). 

161 Similar cases could be quoted for other areas in the vicinity of Kokkola, e.g. Kokkola Rural 
Municipality. Kalvia, Kannus. Himanka. and Toholampi. 

162 Cf. JUNKALA 1977. 62; Appendix I below. 
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thus giving a false picture of the scale of emigration from the area. Secondly, between 
1897 and 1903 almost all the emigrants from Lohtaja obtained their passports from 
the City Administration in Kokkola. 

In general, these passport registers have been reasonably well kept. In the early 
years of the emigration, up to 1881, certain important information is not included, 
e.g. the emigrant's age, a point which is of great significance in identifying individuals 
whose surnames vary.163 "Abroad" entries are also common up to this date, but 
cross-reference of these cases with other sources usually makes it possible to establish 
whether the person in question was an overseas emigrant. A few emigrants from 
Lohtaja also applied for their passports from the Hanko City Administration or the 
Uusimaa Provincial Administration, i.e. prior to embarkation. 

Emigrants from Kristinestad only began to apply for their passports to the Vaasa 
Provincial Administration from 1904, since until then there had been the opportunity 
of obtaining them in the city itself, which virtually every local emigrant naturally 
took advantage of. The Kristinestad City Administration did not record information 
about passport applicants' destinations before 1882, but this is not too serious a 
disadvantage, since the numbers of applicants in the 1860s and 1870s were very low. 
Consequently all of these cases can be solved by cross-reference to other sources, 
mainly parish records. Not until 1880 and thereafter are the homes of applicants 
regularly recorded. Between 1860 and 1879164 there are very few persons in the Kris­
tinestad passport registers emigrating overseas, as can be confirmed not only from 
the parish records but also by the fact that even after 1882 the majority of passport 
applicants from Kristinestad continued for many years to be moving to Sweden. 
1880 is the first year in which the city experienced marked overseas emigration, 165 
so that the deficiencies in the registers for earlier years are not a real problem. In 
addition to the Vaasa Provincial Administration and Kristinestad City Adminis­
tration, Kristinestad residents also applied for a few passports to the City Adminis­
trations in Kasko and Hanko and the Uusimaa Provincial Administration. 

For the other sample areas, the use of the passport registers is fairly straightfor­
ward, mainly due to the later date at which emigration there began. Travellers from 
Elimaki almost all applied for their passports to the Uusimaa Provincial Adminis­
tration, and only in a few cases to the City Administrations of Hanko or Lovisa. It 
should be pointed out, however, that of the passport registers examined, those of the 
Uusimaa Provincial Administration are noticeably the most carelessly and inade­
quately kept. There are especially many cases where the applicant's destination has 
not been recorded or is simply given as "Abroad". Such cases were usually excluded 

16J Women's surnames frequently changed as a result of marriage, but men might also use up to three 

different surnames, which makes the identification of the same person in different sources difficult. 
164 The passport registers for 1871-1879 have not been lost (cf. KERO 1974,6), although they are 

seriously deficient. They are preserved in the Vaasa Provincial Archives. The only registers missing are 

for the following months: Oct. 1866. Aug. 1870, May and Nov. 1873, April, May, and Nov. 1874, and 
Dec. 1880. 

165 See in more detail Appendix I. 
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from the official Emigration Statistics, although cross-reference to other sources 
shows that many of them, at least in Elimaki, were in fact emigrants. Inconsistencies 
can also frequently be noticed; e.g. it is not uncommon for a farmer's wife to be 
recorded as unmarried. 

Emigrants both from Leppavirta and Polvijarvi usually applied for their passports 
to the Kuopio Provincial Administration, though a small minority of tra vellers from 
both areas appear under the Hanko City Administration or the Uusimaa Provincial 
Administration. 

In Jokioinen, practically all the emigrants applied for their passports to the Hame 
Provincial Administration. These registers are relatively well kept; the greatest 
weakness is the frequency of "Abroad" entries. This is particularly the case in 1910, 
with 50 such entries. 166 Cross-reference with the parish records reveals that 26 of 
these actually emigrated to America, a considerable increase for the figures of emi­
grants from this area, since according to the official Statistics not a single person 
emigrated from there in that year. Somewhat similar cases can be traced for certain 
other years. 

In general, therefore, intending emigrants applied for their passports to the nearest 
passport-issuing authority. A second choice was either the Hanko City Administra­
tion or the Uusimaa Provincial Administration, since these were conveniently 
situated along the route. 

The passport registers contain a considerable amount of inadequate or erroneous 
information,167 which indicates how important it is to ensure that the information 
being used about the emigration outwards is accurate, when the return migration is 
being investigated. These flaws can however be eliminated by the use of other 
sources, especially parish records, which are important sources of information 
throughout the emigration but more particularly so in the early stages, when people 
often emigrated without passports. The parish priest usually managed to find out 
the names of "secret" emigrants before long. 168 Furthermore the parish records 
indicate that the intention to emigrate had been carried out, whereas passport 
registers, strictly speaking, only record the intention. 169 For these reasons, all 

166 One major reason for applying for a passport may have been unrest among the crofters, which 
was especially frequent in Jokioinen around the turn of the century (see RASILA 1961, passim). In the 
present investigation the only holders of "Abroad" passports who have been classified as emigrants 
are those recorded in parish archives as having left for America, since the other missing passport 
holders cannot be traced from the shipping lines' passenger lists either. 

167 See also TOIVONEN 1963,252-258; BLOMFELT 1968, 8-19; KERO 1970, 18-31; WESTER 
1977, 199-202. 

168 SAVOLAINEN and KOKKONEN 1964, 597. 
169 The actual embarkation on the passage can also be confirmed from shipping passenger lists, but 

the use of these is made mere difficult by the fact that passengers' home areas are not recorded. On the 
reference of different sources to the planning of and to the embarkation on a journey, see WESTER 
1977, 199-201. 
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material relating to emigrants from the parish records in all the sample areas has 
been collected.l7o 

In contrast to many other areas of high emigration, Lohtaja parish did not keep 
an "Emigrants Book". This was a book where the parish priest kept a record of all 
emigrants, in order to keep the parish population register Up to date. An Emigrants 
Book was kept in the neighbouring parish in Toholampi, for instance,17I as also in 
some of the areas investigated by TOIVONEN and KERO.172 Even where an Emi­
grants Book is available, however, it is indispensable for completeness to refer to the 
main parish registers as well, since Emigrants Books only came into use after the turn 
of the century. Thus the Lohtaja parish registers have been gone through, page by 
page, from 1870 onwards. In the "Notes" column in the parish register there was 
usually a pencilled entry when the person in question had emigrated. The use of 
pencil here (as in the other sample areas) suggests that the parish priests expected 
the emigrants to return after a while to the parish. 

A striking feature in Lohtaja is that overseas emigrants are recorded relatively 
punctiliously in the parish register from the 1880s on, and this considerably increases 
the reliability of the Emigrants Index compiled for the present investigation. In 
addition, in place of an Emigrants Book, for each decade from the 1910s onward 
there are lists of absent parishioners _ i.e., up to 1930, in practice emigrants _ at 
the end of the parish registers for the decade.173 Only about half of the emigrants 
from Lohtaja are recorded here, however, and this reinforces the necessity of also 
consulting the parish registers if a complete picture is to be obtained. The church 
records in the second sample area in Vaasa Province, the urban migration sample 
from Kristinestad, are also relatively well kept. Lists of absent parishioners, however, 
only date from the 1950s. 

As was only natural in an area of low migration, there was no special need for the 
parish to pay particular attention to overseas emigration. It is therefore surprising 
how well the parish registers were kept in Elimaki and Jokioinen, and in both 
parishes the names of parishioners still alive but resident elsewhere were collected 
at the end of the registers for the 1950s. In Leppavirta, on the other hand, very little 
attention was paid to the overseas emigration in the parish. The sole source of infor­
mation there are the ordinary registers, since even the lists of absent parishioners 
only record those who had moved to Russia. A separate list of absent parishioners 
has been kept since the end of the 196Os. Polvijarvi differs from the other sample 

170 This material is recorded in the List of Sources. Although KERO's article on the return migration 
is one of the most thorough pieces of work on this topic so far in Finland, its weakness is precisely that 
the statistics for the numbers of emigrants are derived solely from the passport registers (KERO 1972, 
12). 

171 Also available on microfilm at the Department of History, University of Turku (reference: 
TYYH/S!m/9/2). 

l72 TOIVONEN 1963, 268; KERO 1970, 274-275. 
173 Also available on microfilm at the Department of History, University of Turku (reference: 

TYYH/Sjm/9/ I). 
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areas in that not all of its emigrants belonged to the Lutheran parish; some of them 
were members of Taipale Orthodox parish. 174 The Lutheran registers from Polvi­
jarvi parish provide good research material, and there is also a list of absent parish­
ioners for the 1950s. The registers of the Orthodox parish in Taipale are in Russian, 
and they do not record the date of departure of the emigrants, though this can be 
traced with the aid of the passport registers. 

The main material for the Emigrants Index compiled for this investigation is 
thus derived from the passport registers and parish records. Further methods used 
in verifying the identity of emigrants were interviews,175 Finnish-American biog­
ra phies, etc., 176 the passenger lists of the shipping lines,177 as well as those sources 
which can be used in tracing the return migrants, which will be discussed below. 

The following Table 5 gives the composition of sources used in compiling the Emi­
grants Index for the present investigation. 

Table 5 includes all acts of emigration; consequently, to some extent the same 
person occurs more than once, depending how many times he or she emigrated. As 
the Table indicates, for Lohtaja, Elimaki, 10kioinen, and Polvijarvi, roughly three 
quarters or more of the total number of acts of emigration are confirmed by at least 
two sources; and for Leppavirta and Kristinestad the corresponding figure is almost 
60 %. Only 8.9 % of all acts of emigration from Lohtaja are recorded on the basis of 
passport registers alone; the corresponding figure for 10kioinen is 8.5%, for Elimaki 
18.3%, for Polvijarvi 26.6%, for Kristinestad 37.4%, and for Leppavirta 38.9%. 

In other words, the better the records kept by the parish clergy, the less necessary 
it is to rely on passport registers alone. The systematic use of the shipping lines' 
passenger lists would probably bring the "Two or More Sources" category very 
close to 100%, but this raises practical problems, because the passenger lists do not 
usually mention the passengers' places of origin. 

The Emigrants Index thus obtained makes it possible to differentiate between 
the true number of emigrants (persons) and the total numbers of acts of emigration, 
which is an essential step towards measuring the scale and composition of the return 
migration (Table 6). 

Table 6 indicates that the total number of acts of emigration exceeds the true total 
number of emigrating persons by approximately IO % overall. As a result of the 
distortion revealed in this Table, the figures for emigrants in the official Emigration 
Statistics are too high for the number of persons, despite the fact that the figures are 

174 24, i.e. 9.9 % of the emigrants from the area, were Orthodox. Their return migration is examined 
below, in Chapter VIII: 2. 

175 The main source here has been the collection of interviews at the Department of History, Uni­
versity of Turku (reference: TYYH/S/ 1/ /-2504, 5001-6268, 7001-7328), plus some information 
obtained by correspondence and through personally conducted interviews. 

176 These publications are discussed more fully on p. 57-58. 
177 Also available on microfilm at the Department of History. University of Turku: Gothenburg 

Police Department migrants register (reference: TYYHjSjmj4/1-49) and Finnish Steamship 
Company passenger lists (reference: TYYH/S/m/7/1-20). 
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Table 5. Sources Used for the Emigrants Index. by Sample Areas.a 

Kristine-
Source Lohtaja Elimaki lokioinen Leppavirta Polvijarvi stad 

Emigrants Emigrants Emigrants Emigrants Emigrants Emigrants 

Two or More Sources 2134 87.4% 323 73.7% 148 74.4% 214 57.8% 193 73.4% 655 56.5% 

Passport Registers 
Alone: 
Vaasa PA 176 7.2% 239 20.6% 
Kokkola 80 32 1.3% 
Kristinestad CA 195 16.8% 
Uusimaa PA 8 0.3% 76 17.4% 4 1.1% 3 1.1 % 
Kuopio PA 137 37.0% 61 23.2% 
Hame PA 17 8.5% 
Hanko CA 3 0. 1% 4 0.9% 3 0.8% 6 2.3% 

Parish Registers 
Alone 88 3.6% 35 8.0% 34 17. 1% 12 3.2% 71 6.1% 

TOTAL 2441 100.0% 438 100.0% 199 100.0% 370 100.0% 263 100.0% 1160 100.0% 

a: Abbreviations used: PA = Provincial Administration, BO=Bailiffs Office, CA=City Ad­
ministration. 
In accordance with prevailing practice, percentages have been calculated to two decimal places and 
rounded off to one decimal place. As a result, the sum of all the percentages may not always be 
exactly 100.0%, though it will be extremely close to that. 

Table 6. Ratio of Acts of Emigration 10 the True Number of Emigrants. by Sample Areas, from the 
Beginnings of the Emigration 10 1930.Q 

Sample Total Acts of Total Number of Difference in 
Area Emigration Emigrants Relation to the Total Acts 

(Persons) of Emigration 

Lohtaja 2441 2134 307 12.6% 
Elimaki 438 380 58 13.2% 
lokioinen 199 187 12 6.0% 
l.eppavirta 370 333 37 10.0% 
Polvijarvi 263 242 21 8.0% 
Kristinestad 1/60 1050 110 9.5% 

TOTAL 4871 4326 545 11.2% 

3: The "Total Acts of Emigration" refers to the total number of times a departure overseas occurred, 
and in the cases of persons re~migrating thus includes more than one such departure or act of emi­
gration . The "Total Number of Emigrants" refers to the actual number of persons involved, and 
separate departures are not counted separately. 
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too low for total acts of emigration (cf. the discussion above, p. 42-43). The precise 
balance between the figures given for emigrants in the official Emigration Statistics 
and the findings in the present investigation is shown for each sample area in the 
following Table. 

Table 7. Numbers of Emigrants and Emigrations as Established in the Present Investigation and as 
Recorded in the Q{flcial Emigration Statistics, J893-/930.a 

Sample Findings of the Present Figures Re- Difference 
Area Investigation: corded in the between the 

Official Emi- Total Acts 
Total Acts Number of gration Statis- of Emigra-
of Emigra- Emigrants tics tion and the 

tion (Persons) Official 
Statistics 

Lohtaja 1486 1254 1320 166 

Elimaki 436 379 348 88 
Jokioinen 199 187 IOI 98 
Leppavirta 364 328 297 67 
Polvijarvi 263 242 254 9 
Kristinestad 921 820 870 51 

TOTAL 3669 3210 3190 479 

a: For the official Emigration Statistics figures given here, see SVT XXVIII: 21, Table XV. 

In all the sample areas, the emigration figures given in the official Statistics are 
too Iow in comparison with the numbers established here for the total acts of emi­
gration. In Elimaki, Jokioinen, and Leppavirta, a major cause for this difference 
is the high number of "Abroad" passports among the emigrants. In the cases of 
Kristinestad and Lohtaja, on the other hand, the "passportless" emigration which 
occurred there mainly took place before the compilation of the official Statistics 
had been initiated, with the result that the difference in the Table is relatively small. 

When the numbers traced here for the true number of actual persons emigrating 
are compared with the figures in the official Statistics, the official figures can be 

seen in three cases to be too low and in three too high. The differences are however 
fairly small, as is reflected in the total figures for all six sample areas together. The 
results of this comparison do however vary between different areas, nor are the true 
number of persons emigrating and the figures in the official Statistics strictly com­
parable, being derived from a different statistical basis. 

Once the Emigrants Index has been established, what then has to be traced is 
whether each individual emigrant settled in his or her host country, or returned 
to Finland. As was discussed in Chapter 1:3, the official return Statistics compiled 
by the District Court Registrars are imperfect, but this material does nevertheless 
constitute one of the major sources of information in tracing the return, since data 
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were submitted by District Court Registrars for each municipality to the Central 
Bureau of Statistics in accordance with a standard form from 1894 to 1924,178 in 
which every returning emigrant is mentioned by name. The completeness of these 
lists varies considerably from one area to another. In regions of low emigration, the 
only entry in many years is "No information available", whereas many of the Regist­
rars in Vaasa, Oulu, and Turku and Pori Provinces kept their lists rather carefully. 
The lists for Aland were regarded by BLOMFELT as being reliable enough for him 
to use these as his only source of information concerning the return. 179 Even in those 
areas where the lists are relatively reliable, however, they remain incomplete, for 
the Registrars did not always learn of all returning emigrants. 

For the present investigation, all the extant Registrars' lists have been examined, 
in order to trace to what extent emigrants may have returned to areas other than 
those of their origin.180 Among the sample areas, the information for Kristinestad 
and Lohtaja is the most reliable, since the Registrars at lakobstad and Narpes Dis­
trict Courts kept rather careful records of returning emigrants. By no means all 
emigrants who returned came to their notice, however, as can be seen by consulting 
the parish records. The lists for Elimaki (which came under Pernaja District Court) 
are noticeably more incomplete, since for several years there is no information 
at all, though compared to the lists elsewhere in Uusimaa Province they are among 
the best. The same applies in Kuopio Province to Leppavirta (Rautalampi District 
Court), whereas for Polvijarvi, as for the whole of Liperi Court District to which it 
belonged, the records only become satisfactory after 1909. Prior to this the 
information is very scanty: e.g. in the peak years of the return migration, 1907 and 
1908, the Registrar for Liperi District does not record the return of a single emigrant. 
The Registrar for Tammela District Court in Hame Province, on the other hand, 
kept good records of returning emigrants, and this is a relatively good source of 
information about return migrants in 10kioinen. 

Not only are many returning emigrants missing from the Registrars' lists, but they 
are also limited in the period they cover. As was mentioned earlier, the information 
is available for separate municipalities only for 1894-1924, whereas return migra­
tion occurred on a considerable scale both previously and subsequently. Without 
any doubt, the best sources of information about return migrants are the parish 
archives. 181 As in the case of the outward emigration, the most important material 
here is to be found in the parish registers,182 which have been gone through up to the 

178 Central Bureau of Statistics Archives. Source Material for the Emigration Statistics, 1882-1924 
(Finnish National Archives). 

179 BLOMFELT 1968, 150-151. 

180 Return to an area other than that of origin is discussed in Chapter II: 3 below. 
181 This material is recorded in the List of Sources below. 
182 The church records of the Orthodox parish in TaipaJe do not mention any returning emigrants 

for Polvijarvi, but they do include references to emigrants' places of residence in their host countries. 
The District Court Registrars' lists record three Orthodox emigrants as returning permanently to 
Polvijarvi. 
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1970s in order to trace the return of any person emigrating before 1930. 183 Some 
parishes have recently started to keep a special record of parishioners returning from 
abroad, but it is virtually pointless to look there for the names of people from the 
overseas emigration. 

In Lohtaja, the most serious problem in the search for returning emigrants arises 
with the 1870s, when emigrants were not yet regularly recorded in the parish register. 
The only way of establishing the return of an emigrant is by means of the Commu­
nion lists in the register, since it can be said that right through the 1880s it was a 
virtually unbroken rule for parishioners to attend Communion at least once a year. 
Paavo KORTEKANGAS states that the Church had not gone through a transition 
before 1895; attendance at Communion was regularly high. In the parishes in Hame 
Province, a mean of 84 % of parishioners aged 15 and over attended Communion 
in 1895. Ten years later the number had dropped to 73 %, and by 1912 it was only 
58 %. The earlier social function of church attendance gradually changed to a purely 
religious one. 184 During the nineteenth century, however, Communion attendance 
lists have definite relevance in tracing the return migration. With their aid, the return 
entries proper (which the clergy sometimes forgot) can be filled out. The same 
method has also been used in the search for emigrants returning to Kristinestad, 
and to a certain extent in the other sample areas as well. 

Another important source for tracing return or non-return are death certificates 
from overseas. Almost 200 of these are extant in Lohtaja,185 and there are several 
dozen in Elimaki, Jokioinen, Polvijarvi, and Kristinestad. There is no material of 
this type to be found in Leppavirta. Since these death certificates regularly state the 
dead person's last place of residence, they can also be used in tracing which parts of 
their host countries the emigrants settled in. 

Each parish also has a record of persons officially declared as deceased by the 
courts after a specific time had elapsed from the person's birth and since the last 
information concerning him or her had been received. 186 In practice almost all of 
these cases concern emigrants, and thus confirm that they had not permanently 
returned to Finland. 

The church records are the best general source of information in the search for 
returning emigrants. Their greatest weakness arises from the fact that often people 
used several alternative surnames. In central Ostrobothnia, for instance, people 
changed surnames when they moved to a fann or house with a different name. 187 

This particularly applied to landless persons, and servants, who might use the name 

183 This aspect has not been covered in previous investigations of the return migration; in other words, 
the return of people emigrating up to 1914 has only been itself investigated up to 1914. 

184 KORTEKANGAS 1967, 2, 19, 75-76, 190-191. 
185 Also available on microfilm at the Department of History, University of Turku (reference: 

TYYH/Sjm/9/ I). 
186 For Lohtaja, these are also available on microfilm at the Department of History, University of 

Turku (reference: TYYH/S/mj9/ I). 
187 Tokoi 1947, 10. 



55 

Table 8. Sources Used in Tracing Returning Emigrants. by Sample Areas.a 

Sample Area Two or More District Parish Other TOTAL 
Sources Court Archives Sources 

Registrars' (mainly 
Lists personal 

recollec-
tions) 

Returning Returning Returning Returning Returning 
Migrants Migrants Migrants Migrants Migrants 

Lohtaja 152 20.3% 87 11.6% 392 52.5% 116 15.5% 747 100.0% 
Elimaki 17 13.2% 34 26.4% 41 31.8% 37 28.7% 129 1.00.0% 
Jokioinen 12 23.1 % 13 25.0% 25 48 .1% 2 3.8% 52 100.0% 
Leppavirta 10 13.5% 23 31.1 % 14 18.9% 27 36.5% 74 100.0% 
Polvijarvi 7 11.9% 28 47.5% 12 20.3% 12 20.3% 59 100.0% 
Kristinestad 22 10.2% 29 13.4% 143 66.2% 22 10.2% 216 100.0% 

a: This Table includes all returns, both permanent and temporary, for the sample areas. Subsequent 
references to quantitative data for emigration and return migration in the sample areas are derived 
from the sources listed in Tables 5 and 8 unless otherwise stated. 

of the house or farm they were working for, their parents' surname, or a patronymic, 
e.g. Jaakonpoika ("James's son"). The matching of information from the church 
records and the passport registers is sometimes difficult in consequence. In uncertain 
cases, the only possibility is to check the forenames, dates of birth, occupations, 
and dates of emigration listed in the different sources. 

The dates of return recorded in the District Court Registrars' lists and the parish 
records agree fairly well, but statements of the length of time spent abroad vary 
from one source to another. 188 For this reason, the length of time spent in emigration 
by each person has been measured in the present investigation simply as the differ­
ence between the dates of departure and return. 

Returning emigrants have also to some extent been traced through personal 
recollections. 189 Due to the passage of time, however, this method is no longer 
anything like as reliable as it was for example in the 194Os, when BACKMAN was 
able to base his quantitative calculations almost entirely on interview materials. 190 

As is predictable from what has been said earlier, the proportion of return mi­
grants for whom data were obtained from at least two sources (see Table 8) is small 
in comparison with that for emigrants (cf. Table 5, p. 51). The main reason for this 
is that the District Court Registrars' lists only cover a relatively short period within 

188 The lengths of time spent abroad as an emigrant which are given in the lists kept by the District 
Court Registrars are especially frequently incorrect. 

189 The main source used here were the questionnaire forms on returning emigrants stored at the 

Department of History, University of Turku (reference: TYYH/S/ 1/5001-6268, 7001-7328), plus 
some information obtained by correspondence and through personally conducted interviews. 

190 See BACK MAN 1945, 5-6. 
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the whole span of the return migration. In Lohtaja, Elimaki, Jokioinen, and Kristi­
nestad, the group identified from parish records is the largest, while in Leppavirta, 
personal recollections are the most important source. Only in Polvijarvi is the Regis­
trar's list of central importance, due at least partly to the late beginnings and late 
peak period of emigration there. Table 8 also clearly demonstrates the importance 
of utilizing as many sources as possible in tracing return migrants, since the infor­
mation covered by the different sources is far from coinciding. 

It is only once the data on returning emigrants has been incorporated into the 
Emigrants Index compiled for this investigation that it becomes possible to distin­
guish between those who returned to Finland permanently and temporarily. With 
the Emigrants Index alphabetically arranged, and every departure and every return 
recorded for each individual emigrant, the information as to who returned and who 
remained abroad becomes immediately accessible. In general it can be said that 
through cross-reference between different sources high reliability is obtained in the 
material for the quantitative analysis of the return migration in the sample areas. 
Furthermore, comparative material is available: not only the findings of earlier 
research, but also a computer-programmed statistical analysis of all emigrants who 
left Finland in 1873, 1882, 1890, and 1905, dealing with a number of different aspects 
in the scale and composition of the emigration. 191 

These data are also useful for the investigation of the return migration in contrib­
uting to the analysis of where the emigrants from the sample areas settled in their 
host countries and what significance this had for the return migration. The data in 
this survey only cover the emigrants in four specific years, however, and being based 
on shipping passenger lists they only give the emigrants' first destinations in the host 
country. Considerable additional material is therefore needed from the sample 
areas in order to answer this question. 

Comprehensive source material is however not available for tracing which State 
or region the emigrants from a particular municipality or region in Finland tended 
to move to. In many investigations all that has been said on this subject is that people 
from the same place of origin liked to congregate together in their new country.l92 
For Satakunta, however, the question has been more thoroughly investigated, by 
KERO. The sources he used were death announcements in the Finnish-American 
press, registers of members in Finnish-American parishes and associations, inter­
views, and the Emigrants Books from the emigrants' parishes in Finland. The sample 
thus obtained includes about a quarter of the emigrants from the areas he was 
studying. 193 BACKMAN and BLOMFELT also examined where the emigrants 
from their research areas settled. BACKMAN used interviews,194 while BLOMFELT 

191 This investigation was carried out at the Department of History, University of Turku. The material 
used is mainly based on passport registers and passenger lists. 

192 ILMONEN III 1926, 11; WAR IS 1936, 30; TOIVONEN 1963, 55. 
193 KERO 1970, 123-124. 
194 BACK MAN 1945, 5-6, 15-16. 
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Table 9. Sources Used in Tracing Places of Sefllement by l:rnigrants from the Sample Areas. 

Source Lohtaja 

Parish 
239 Records 

Passenger 
114 usts 3 

Interviews b 72 
Aaltio c 19 

Arrad 12 

Holmio e 5 
I1monen If 

I1monen II~ 71 
Ilmonen mh 74 
Myhrman' 
Nikander i 35 
New Yorkin 
Uutiset k 

TOTAL 642 

Elimaki Jokioinen L.eppavirta 

28 39 6 

4 8 

12 3 10 

6 2 

27 

50 42 54 

Polvijarvi 

36 

14 

51 

Kristinestad 

50 

7 

I 

3 
8 

70 

a: Also available on microfilm at the Department of History, University of Turku: Gothenburg Police 

Department migrants register (reference: TYYH/S/mj4/1--49), and Finnish Steamship Company 

passenger lists (reference: TYYH / S/ m/ 7/1-20). 
b: The main source used here are the questionnaire forms stored at the Department of History, 

University of Turku (reference: TYYH/S/ 1/1-2504, 5001-6268, 7001-7328), plus some information 

obtained by correspondence and through personally conducted interviews. 

c: AAL no 1953, passim. 

d: ARRA 1971, passim. 
e: HOLMIO 1967, 159, 601-602. 

r. ILMONEN I 1919, 152. 

tl: ILMONEN 11 1923, passim. 

h: ILMONEN III 1926, passim. 

,: MYHRMAN 1972, passim. 

,: NIKANDER 1927, passim. 
k: (New York News), 29 Oct. 1971. 

mainly relies on the findings of earlier research. 195 Armas HOLMIO's study of the 
places of origin in Finland of Finnish settlers in Michigan should also not be 
overlooked. 196 

Table 9 gives the sources used in tracing the areas abroad where emigrants from 
the sample areas settled. 

195 BLOMFELT 1968, 140-143. 

196 HOLMIO 1967, 553-564. 
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In general, each source has provided information about different persons; only in 
Lohtaja and Polvijarvi was information in a few cases obtained from two separate 
sources about the same person. The places of settlement were traced from the sources 
given in Table 9 for altogether 601 emigrants from Lohtaja (28.2 % of all emigrants), 
for 42 from 10kioinen (22.5 %), for 48 from Polvijarvi (19.8 %), for 54 from Leppa­
virta (16.2 %), for 50 from Elimaki (13.2 %), and for 70 from Kristinestad (6.7 %).197 

As Table 9 shows, the main source of information in Lohtaja, Elimaki, 10kioinen, 
Polvijarvi, and Kristinestad were the parish archives, primarily death certificates sent 
from overseas,198 which give the dates of birth and death of the deceased, the last 
place of residence, place of decease, and place of burial. This source reports a differ­
ent point in time from the passenger lists, which record the emigrant's destination 
when he or she left Finland, which usually in practice also means the first place of 
residence in the host country. If the parish material and the passenger lists were 
analyzed separately, therefore, a different profile of the emigrants' destinations might 
be obtained from that given here; it has, however, been suggested that the first and 
final place of residence were often in approximately the same region. 199 When 
information from interviews is used, on the other hand, it is possible to trace all the 
places of residence of each emigrant, though in practice the reliability of such infor: 
mation varies greatly. A further point is that many of the people filling out the 
questionnaire forms were unable to write the names of places correctly, so that in 
some cases the names are quite impossible to identify.2oo TOIVONEN is thus wrong 
in claiming interviews to be the only source for tracing destinations.201 

The other sources mentioned in Table 9 are printed material: mainly biographies, 
chronicles, or works dealing with the history of the Finnish-Americans in a particular 
State. Of these, the most important for tracing emigrants' places of residence in the 
host country are S. ILMONEN's series of publications, in which the author gives 
long lists of the names of emigrants from various different parts of Finland, by State 
or Province and by locality in the United States and Canada. 

The analysis of what the return migration was like naturally also raises a number 
of questions for investigation which cannot be measured quantitatively in the ways 
described above. Even the research on the destination areas of the emigrants must 
be based not only on quantitative material, but also on qualitative explanations 
because of the state of sources. In studying the motives which finally led to a specific 
emigrant's decision to return to his or her home country, interviews and question­
naires comprise the best source of information. As the old generation of emigrants 
is fast dying out, however, the opportunities for collecting material from personal 

197 Percentages have been counted from the total numbers of emigrants listed in Table 6, p. 51. 

198 For Lohtaja, these are also available on microfilm at the Department of History, University of 
Turku (reference: TYYHjSjm/9/ I). 

199 KERO 1970, 119-120. 
200 This is especially the case with emigrants who have returned to Finland permanently. 
201 TOIVONEN 1963, 55. 
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recollections are deteriorating equally fast. The results of the 1969 survey of emi­
grants who had returned to Finland are thus rather satisfactory, since of 7000 ques­
tionnaire forms sent out, over 1200 were returned correctly completed. There were 
61 questions on the form. There was also space for free comment, which makes it 
possible to gather each emigrant's individual experience of his or her journey, while 
the standardized questions on the form permit some of the data to be quantified, 
and at the same time bring out points which it might not occur to the interviewee 
to mention. The same kind of questionnaire had been sent in 1968 to 20000 Finnish 
emigrants living abroad, with 89 questions emphasizing life overseas; more than 
2500 questionnaires were completed.202 

The questionnaire material that has been collected is not restricted to emigrants 
from any particular areas, but covers the whole of Finland. The personal motives 
for return - like the other questions on the form _ can thus be examined in a 
broader context than that of the sample areas alone. In addition, further material has 
been collected from personal recollections for this study, both in Finland and in the 
United States and Canada.203 

The greatest drawback in using material based on personal recollections is the 
reliance on the interviewee's memory, and this weakness becomes the more serious 
with increasing passage of time between the return and the interview. The greatest 
possibility of error arises when information is provided about an emigrant who 
has died, by someone else from the locality. On the other hand former emigrants 
often keep various documents as souvenirs of their journeys, and with the aid of 
these they are able to recall past events more precisely. Letters, for instance, are 
one such source.204 Still, the analysis based on personal recollections needs to be 
supplemented by other available source material; thus the information on the 
questionnaire forms can be used only to a limited extent. 

When the experiences of returning emigrants are being investigated after their 
return - e.g. in terms of satisfaction, adjustment, and impact - interviews can 
again be used to obtain information. With the present investigation in mind, a 
follow-up questionnaire was carried out in 1974 which contained questions dealing 
with precisely these points. Of 1500 questionnaires sent, more than 300 were returned 
correctly completed.205 

Official attitudes and public opinion about the adjustment and impact of returning 

emigrants can most clearly be traced in the steps taken by the Government and in 
editorial comment in the press. The most prominent example of the former is the 
Migration Committee, appointed in 1918, which completed its Report in 1924.206 

202 Reference: TYYH/S/I/5001-6268 (return), and TYYHjSj 1/1-2504 (emigrants abroad). All 
the questionnaire and interview forms used are included in the Appendices (Appendices 7, 8, and 9). 

203 These materials are catalogued in the List of Sources. 
204 On the use of letters from America as a source. see VIRTANEN 1976a, passim. 
205 Reference: TYYH/S/ 1/7001-7328. 
206 Siirtolaisuuskomitean mietinto. Helsinki 1924. 
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It has not thought to be essential to consult the press on any large scale here, for three 
main reasons: firstly, because press writings on migration have already been studied 
in a number of previous investigations; secondly, because the attitudes expressed 
by the press mainly concern emigration, and the return migration is peripheral; and 
thirdly, because in 192] the Migration Committee sent out a large-scale question­
naire to over ]50 municipalities, in which the main focus of attention was the impact 
of the return migration. The findings of this questionnaire207 may be regarded as 
providing a considerably clearer view of the question than could be obtained from 
the press. The American and Finnish-American press has however been used in 
attempting to answer certain questions,208 whereas for the Finnish press this study 
mainly relies on the findings of earlier research. 

201 Suomen siirtolaisuusolot. n.p., n.d. 
208 These are catalogued in the List of Sources. 



11 The Overall Scale of the Return Migration 

I PERMANENT RETURN 

The number of Finnish emigrants who permanently returned to Finland is de­
scribed by TOIVONEN as "an estimated one-third of those emigrating", since "many 
different investigators have reached the same'findings."l Estimates have even been 
offered that as many as half of the emigrants may have returned.2 The present inves­
tigation, however, demonstrates that TOIVONEN's generalization is not valid, as 
can be seen from Table 10 below. 

When examining the return percentages in Table lO, it must be borne in mind that 
this question has been investigated in different areas in very varied ways. Both of 
the figures given for the whole of Finland are unreliable, so that it is research at the 
local level of the municipality which must form the core of this investigation, though 
much of the local data is far from accurate and should be treated with caution. 

In the sample areas under the present investigation, only in 10kioinen did the 
return migration marginally exceed the 20 % level. Almost a fifth of the emigrants 
from Lohtaja and Elimaki also returned, whereas the return migration for Polvijarvi, 
Leppavirta, and Kristinestad is even lower.3 The Table indicates that the return 
of emigrants from Kuusamo and the areas in the Aland Islands was only in the 10 % 
class. In the areas investigated by KERO and TOIVONEN, on the other hand, 
the return was larger than in the present sample areas (broadly speaking, about 
a quarter of the emigrants). TOIVONEN's figures, however, are based entirely on 
interviews. The return to Korpo comprises about a fifth of the emigrants, and this 
figure was obtained by careful analysis. The data for Munsala, Soini, Finstrom, 
and FoglO are also only based on a single source category; those for Soini, moreover, 
on a sample. The exceptionally high return rate for Malax is based on an approxi­
mate guess. The figures for Toholampi are reliable, but only cover the initial phase 

I TOIVONEN 1963, 257. 
2 KOIVUKANGAS 1972, 34, The information is derived from the Encyclopedia Americana, 1968, 

3 The figures in Table 10 for the sample areas in the present investigation do not include emi-
grants from elsewhere returning to the sample areas, 
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Table 10. Numbers of Return Migrants Traced in Different Investigations. a 

Sample Area Period Numbers Numbers Percentage 
Emigrating Returning Returning 

PRESENT INVESTIGATION:b 

Jokioinen 1902-1930 187 38 20.3 

L.ohtaja 1867-1930 2134 419 19.6 

Elimaki 1888-1930 380 68 17.9 

Polvijarvi 1894-1930 242 38 15.7 

Leppavirta 1882-1930 333 36 10.8 
Kristinestad 1862-1930 1050 87 8.3 

Total 1862-1930 4326 686 15.9 

OTHER INVESTIGATIONS: 

Malaxc 1883-1930 2093 ca 50.0 

Munsalad 1847-1934 2033 632 31.1 

Parkano c 1881-1914 1618 441 27.3 

Peraseinajoki ( 1867-1930 27.0 

Karvia c 1881-1914 947 216 22.8 
Korpog ca 1880-1960 326 72 22.1 
Seinajoki f 1867-1930 21.8 
Toholampih 1870-1889 513 96 18.7 
Soini' ca 1880-? 147 23 15.6 
Finstrom i 1856-1918 1554 ca 12.0 
Fogloj 1856-1918 1066 less than 12.0 

Kuusamo k 1864-1914 1934 209 10.8 

FINLAND, TOTAL: 
Shipping Passenger 

lists l 1894-1925 292928 111714 38.1 

Official 

Statistics"' 1894-1930 323177 43616 13.5 

a = For the location of the sample areas, see Map 4. 
b: For the sample areas in the present investigation, the terminal date given (1930) means that the 

permanent return of all persons emigrating up to 1930 has been investigated down to the present; for 
the other investigations, the terminal date means that return migration has been investigated up to the 
date given. 

c: SMEDS 1935, 336-337. 
d: BACKMAN 1945, 12, 22. 

c: KERO 1972, 19-20. 

f: TOIVONEN 1963, 27. 

g: WIDEN does not offer any precise calculations of the return migration, but I have calculated 

this from the miniature biographies of Korpo emigrants which he has included at the end of his work 
(WIDEN 1975,87-174, see also 80). 

h: KERO, KOSTlAINEN, KUPARINEN, VAINIO 1978, 52. 

': WASASTJERNA 1957, 58. 
J: BLOMFELT 1968, 79,93, 153. 

k : PATYNEN 1972, Ill. 

I: STY 1926, Table 53. 

m: SVT XXVlII:1, Table IX; SVT XXVIII:9 and I I, Table X; SVT XXVIII:16 and 17, Table XIV; 
SVT XXVIII: 18, Tablc XVI; SVT XXVIII: 19 and 20, Table XVII; SVT XXVlII:21, Table XV; STY 
1906, Table 46; STY 1916, Table 65; STY 1921, Table 63; STY 1924, Table 52; STY 1928, Table 54; 
STY 1931, Table 55; STY 1932, Table 55. 
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Map 4. The Rate of (he Rerum Migration in Different Regions. 

~ Areas Investigated 
Previously 

7. K UUSAMO 10.8 % 
8. TOHOLAMPI 18.7% 
9. MUNSALA 31.1 % 

10. MALAX ca 50.0% 
1 I. SEINAJOKI 21.8 % 
12. PERASEINAJOKI 27.0% 
13. SOINI 15.6% 
14. KARVIA 22.8 % 
15. PARKANO 27.3% 
16. FINSTROM ca 12.0 % 
17. FOGLO less than 12.0% 
18. KORPO 22.1 % 
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of the emigration.4 

The estimates given in many investigations, that around a third of the Finnish 
emigrants subsequently returned,5 are thus based either on estimates, or on the 
published passenger list statistics alone. The unreliability of these estimates can for 
example be illustrated by the replies submitted by 106 municipal councils to the 
Migration Committee in 1918 regarding the numbers of those returning. Almost 
half the municipal authorities believed that at least half of those emigrating had 
returned to their place of origin. Many of the authorities, however, considered it 
difficultto make an estimate, as is illustrated by the range of variation in the percent­
ages reported, from as low as 2 % to as high as 80 %.6 

The major reason why the return percentages for many of the areas in Table 10 
are so sharply higher than those for the sample areas now under investigation is that 
in the absence of detailed research it is impossible to differentiate between temporary 
and permanent return. The importance of this point is evident in the following Table. 
A further important point is also of course the need to differentiate the true number 
of emigrating persons and the total number of acts of emigration in the emigration 
statistics (cf. p. 50-52 above). In terms of research methodology the differentiation 
between permanent and temporary return are closely linked together. It will therefore 
be necessary to deal with problems relating to temporary return in this section while 
in the section concerned with temporary return there will also be points which throw 
light on the permanent return. The main point is, nonetheless, to observe this 
differentiation. 

As Table I I indicates, the percentage return rate is raised by about 10 % by taking 
the total number of returns rather than the numbers returning permanently (cf. 
Table 10). Nevertheless, not in a single sample area does the return rate reach even 
one-third of the emigration; TOIVONEN's "estimated one-third of those emi­
grating" is thus too high. The conclusion reached by KERO in his own research is 
that one emigrant in four permanently returned home.? 

An examination of the return migration in different parts of the country from 
Table 10 (p. 62) immediately indicates that the permanent return in eastern and 
northern Finland was relatively considerably lower than elsewhere.8 The return 
has also been found in Sweden to have been lower in the north than elsewhere.9 In 
the regions of Finland with heavy crofting, Uusimaa and Hame, where the emigra-

4 Of the 85 emigrants who returned to Tohoiampi in the 1880s, 20 subsequently re-emigrated, 
but it is not known whether they returned again (KERO, KOSTIAINEN, KUPARINEN, VAINIO 
1978, 49, 56). 

5 ILMONEN II 1923, 13-14; WARIS 1936, 26; ENGELBERG 1944, 38-39. 
6 Suomen siirtolaisuusolot n.d., 114-117. 
7 KERO 1972, 20. 
g Only 4.9 % of American emigrants from Lapland are recorded in the parish registers as having 

returned between 1841 and 1940 (SA VOLAINEN and KOKKONEN 1964, 611), but this figure is 
probably too low. 

9 TEDEBRAND 1972, 232-233. 
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Table 11 . Total Acts of Return in Relation to Total ACH of Emigration in the Sample Areas. 

Sample Total Acts of Total Acts of Percentage 
Area Emigration Return Return Rate 

Lohtaja 2441 747 30.6 
Elimaki 438 129 29.5 
.Iokioinen 199 52 26. 1 
Polvijarvi 263 59 22.4 
Lcppavirta 370 74 20.0 
K risti nestad 1160 216 18.6 

TOTAL 4871 1277 26.2 

tion was relatively low, approximately one-fifth of those emigrating subsequently 
returned permanently. The findings of the research indicate that the return migra­
tion rate in northern Satakunta and southern Ostrobothnia was slightly higher, at 
20 to 30 %. Approximately the mean rate for the country as a whole is thus found in 
Lohtaja (19.6 %), and this probably also applies to other areas in central Ostro­
bothnia where there was heavy emigration even in the 1870s. One reason .why the 
return rate in areas of the northern Bothnian Gulf coastal region is slightly lower 
than that further south is the early beginning of the emigration in the north; com­
munications were then poorer, and this was the peak period of emigration by entire 
families. lo Of the 1254 emigrants from Lohtaja between 1893 and 1930, 303, i.e. 
24.2 %, returned, which is close to the mean value obtained by KERO and TOIVO­
NEN for the areas they investigated. The lower return figures for areas of low emi­
gration are largely explicable in terms of structural factors in the emigration. I] 

The permanent return rate in Kristinestad, the sole sample of urban emigration 
in Table 10, is low, at around 8 %, which indicates that the return to urban areas is 
distinctly lower in relation to the return to rural areas. Although Kristinestad is 
located in a region of high return migration, in southern Ostrobothnia, the return 
rate there was distinctly low. It has been found by TEDEBRAND in Sweden that 
the towns were not able to attract an increasing number of returning migrants; thus 
the return was agrarian in character,12 though not _to the same extent as in Finland, 
where the pull of towns on return migrants was relatively even lower than that of 
the country areas (see also Table 12, p. 66). The return migration was thus even 
more rural in character than the emigration. 

In all, the return rate fluctuated in different parts of the country between 10 and 
30 %. Since, as Table lO indicates, the return rate was higher in regions of high emi­
gration than in low emigration regions, the figures for the former are closer to those 

10 See closer Chapter V:3. 

11 See closer Chapters IV and V. 
12 TEDEBRAND 1972, 229-233, 313-314. 
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Table 12. The Return Migration Rate as Recorded in the Official Statistics. 1894--1930. hy Provinces.a 

Province Numbers Numbers Percentage Total 
Emigrating Returning Returning Emigrating Returning Percentage 

Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural 

Oulu with 
Lapland 4619 38622 123 7152 2.7 18.5 43241 7275 16.8 

Vaasa 10 115 140547 330 23215 3.3 16.5 150662 23545 15.6 

Mikkeli 502 6044 22 986 4.4 16.3 6546 1008 15.4 

Turku and Pori 
with Aland 7162 43821 120 6191 1.7 14.1 50983 6311 12.4 
Hame ' 5249 8659 353 1273 6.7 14.7 13908 1626 11.7 
Kuopio 1752 11250 30 1317 1.7 11.7 13002 1347 10.4 

Uusimaa 15724 5786 1132 665 7.2 11.5 21510 1797 8.4 
Viipuri 3418 19538 81 626 2.4 3.2 22956 707 3.1 

TOTAL 48541 274267 2191 41425 4.5 15.1 322808 43616 13.5 

a: SVT XXVIII:I, Table IX; SVT XXVII1:9and 11. Table X; SVT XXVIII:16and 17. Table XIV; 
SVT XXVlII: 18, Table XVI : SVT XXVIII: 19 and 20, Table XVII; SVT XXVIII :21. Table XV; STY 
1906, Table 46; STY 1916, Table 65; STY 1921. Table 63; STY 1924, Table 52; STY 1928. Table 54; 

STY 1931, Table 55; STY 1932, Table 55. The emigration does not include the 369 persons whose place 
of origin is unknown. 

for the country as a whole, since the low numbers of emigrations and more particu­
larly of returns in regions of low emigration do not have very much effect on the 
statistics for the whole of Finland. The same also applies to the urban return migra­
tion. 

The discussion above entitles us to the following conclusion: when the findings 
of both the present investigation and of those earlier investigations which can be 
regarded as at least moderately reliable are considered, it appears that only one in 
five of those emigrating returned permanently home. In other words, of the 380000 
Finnish emigrants before 1930,13 about 75000 came back to stay. 

The return migration rate for different parts of the country, differentiated between 
rural and urban areas, can be examined from the summary in Table 12, although 
the data given here should be treated with circumspection. 

Table 12 reveals the same feature for urban areas as a whole as has already seen 
in examining the return migration to Kristinestad. In all Provinces, the return to 
urban areas was relatively lower than that to the rural areas. Since the official 
Statistics, being based on the information reported by the District Court Registrars, 
give figures that are too low, the return migration rate to Finnish towns can be 

13 The figure is derived from Appendix I below. 



67 

estimated at an average of 5-10 % of those emigrating, and that to rural areas 
at about 20-25 %. 

Comparison of the overall return emigration rate in different parts of Finland as 
depicted in Table 12 with the information given in Table 10 reveals that the return 
rate in the larger emigration Provinces (Oulu, Vaasa, and Turku & Pori) was higher 
than in most other Provinces. Since each Province may have included a number of 
different emigration regions, however, and in view of the unreliability of the official 
Statistics, it is impossible to draw far-reaching conclusions on the basis of Table 12. 
The data in Table IO are considerably better in this respect. Nevertheless, the data 
in Table 12 do confirm the return migration rates presented earlier for different parts 
of the country fairly well: i.e., the return migration rate in high emigration regions 
on the Finnish mainland was also relatively higher than in regions of low emi­
gration. On Aland, on the other hand _ if BLOMFEL Ts data are reliable _ the 
return migration was very low, although the emigration had been rather high. In 
Korpo, however, in the south-west Finnish archipelago, the return migration rate 
may be closer to the average for the country as a whole, although Bill WIDEN 
considers that the emigration pattern in other island areas may have been at least 
partly different. 14 

Even though the official Statistics compared with data from within sample areas 
agree regarding regional differences of return migration, the official Statistics do not 
accurately reflect the overall volume of return migration. According to Table 12, the 
official Statistics indicate that slightly more than 40000 emigrants returned to 
Finland. But since a return rate of about 20 % has already been noted on the basis 
of the present investigation, it means that about 75000 of the 380000 emigrants - as 
was mentioned above _ returned to Finland permanently. This number is nearly 
twice that recorded in the official Statistics. 

A wide range of variation in the return migration rate between different parts of 
the country is, of course, not an exclusively Finnish phenomenon. As shown above, 
the rural return migration rate in different regions of Finland varies between about 
lO and 30 %, and the same can be observed in Sweden, where the return migration 
rate up to the First World War varies between different Provinces from about 8 to 
26 %.15 In Italy the return migration rate varied between different parts of the 
country from one-quarter to three-quarters;16 due to the different character of the 
emigration movement there, the return rate figures are higher than in the Nordic 
countries. 

The Finnish overseas return migration should, indeed, be set in a wider European 
context, and compared with the "old" and "new" emigration countries. The return 

14 WIDEN 1975, 9. 

1~ See TEDEBRAND 1972, 227. In a special investigation of migration in Halmstad. in south­

west Sweden, about 15 % of the American emigrants were found to have returned (K RONBORG and 
NILSSON 1975, 268-269), which supports the figures given in the text. 

16 See CAROL! 1973. 49- ·50. 
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Table 13. Annual Mean Emigration and Return Migration Rates in Different Co untries.a 

Country Period Annual Mean Annual Mean Percentage 
Emigration Return Return Rate 

Spainb 1882-1924 83334 75364 90.4 
Britain 1876-1924 234543 113958 48 .6 
Italy 1887-1924 223950 97172 43.4 
Sweden 1876-1924 19296 3408 17.7 
Finlandc 1894-1924 8800 1177 13.4 

a: International Migrations I 1929, 204-205. The Table was compiled by taking the annual 
emigra~ion and return migration mean rates, given at five-year intervals, from this source. 
summing these, and dividing the sum by the number of five-year periods. 

b: No data available for 1900-1913 and 1924. 
c: Figures derived from passport registers and District Court Registrars' lists. 

migration rate has been picked out as one of the distinguishing characteristics of 
these two groups.17 

The figures given in Table 13 for emigrants and return migrants cannot be regard­
ed as even remotely reliable. For Spain and Britain they are based on passenger 
lists, and for Italy, Sweden, and Finland, on each country's official statistics. As has 
already been shown, both the official Statistics and the different categories of sources 
available are in Finland unsatisfactory, and this may be presumed to obtain for the 
other countries as well. The high return percentages for Spain and Britain, for 
example, depend partly on the sources used. It should also be pointed out that the 
figures here indicate the ratio of return migration to emigration both occurring 
within the same year; this does not enable us to say what proportion of those emi­
grating in any year prior to 1924 subsequently returned. 

Notwithstanding its deficiencies, the overall picture given by this Table is clear. 
In the southern European countries - Spain and Italy - the return migration was 
extremely high.18 It has in fact been shown that the Italian emigration was more 
temporary in character than that of other nationalities. 19 The return migration by 
Greeks, for instance, was also very high; the numbers returning during the period 
1908-1931 have been calculated to be about 40% of the numbers emigrating over 
the same period. In absolute numbers, the Italians, British, Greeks as well as Poles 
returned to Europe in this period more than any other nationalities.20 Table 13 also 
indicates that the return migration to Britain was, relatively speaking, extremely 
high,21 despite the fact that this was a typical country of the "old" emigration. 

17 lONES 1960, 178. 
18 Cf. LINDBERG 1930, 252 footnote 2; CAROLI 1973, 49-50; TEDEBRAND 1973, 245. 
I~ FOERSTER 1924, 23. 
20 SALOUTOS 1956, 29-30. 
21 See also CAROL! 1973, 6-8. 
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The Finnish return migration does not differ greatly from that in the other Nordic 
countries. In Denmark, for instance, the return migration in 1908-1914 has been 
calculated on the basis of American statistics (which are thought to represent an 
underestimate) as being only 8.6 % of those emigrating.22 The return percentages for 
Sweden23 and Finland are in Table 13 definitely below 20 %; and although on the 
basis of the detailed investigation outlined above the numbers returning to Finland 
permanently have been found to be about one fifth of those emigrating, the same 
trend might be predictable in Sweden and Denmark if it were possible to investigate 
the return using sources other than official statistics. 

Return migration of approximately similar proportions can also be attributed to 
the Gennan and Irish emigrants, though the information on these is very imprecise. 
Between 1908 and 1924 the Gennan return migration was about 16 % of the emi­
gration to the United States.24 SCHRIER, who investigated the Irish return mi­
gration, was unable to state more than that the Irish were no "birds of passage" and 
that the return migration rate was low.25 

It should however be pointed out that the return migration among certain other 
nationalities has been even lower than the Finnish one. The Ukrainian return migra­
tion has been estimated at about 10 %, and this has been at least partly attributed 
to the changed political circumstances after the First World War.26 There was also 
very little Jewish return migration to Europe during the period of high emigrationP 

Finland thus does clearly belong to those nationalities with a low rate of overseas 
return migration, comparable to Scandinavia and central Europe. On this criterion, 
Finland does not qualify as a country of the "new" emigration; and the entire division 
into "new" and "old" becomes questionable in view of the return rate for Britain, 
which represented the "old" emigration. On the other hand, in many southern Euro­
pean countries the overseas emigration was by nature temporary: workers from these 
countries made longer journeys to work than is usual. In terms of the numbers 
returning, very few Finnish emigrants travelled overseas to work temporarily, though 
this is not the same question as that of their motives at the point of emigration. 

Genuine work journeys abroad (determined again by reference to the return 
frequency) usually took place over shorter distances; thus Italians took work in 
France,28 Dutch workers in Gennany,29 Swedes in Denmark,JO and Finns in 
Sweden3l or Russia.32 This in most cases meant a commuting labour force, with 

22 See HVIDT 1971, 327-328. 
23 Cf. TEDEBRAND 1972, 223. 
24 International Migrations 11 1931,477; cf. HELL 1976, 55. 
25 SCHRIER 1958, 152. 
26 HALICH 1937, 23, 146. 
27 JOSEPH 1914, 182. 
28 TEDEBRAND 1973, 245. 
29 SAMSON 1977, 113, 115, 128. 
30 KRONBORG and NILSSON 1975, 268-269. 
31 WESTER 1977, 72, 78. 
32 JUNGAR 1974, 92. 
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much higher return percentages than in the overseas emigration. A similar 
phenomenon can for example be observed in the migration of Yugoslavs in Europe33 

and of Americans to Canada after the Second World War. Owing to the improve­
ments in communications, work journeys between European and overseas coun­
tries are easier than they used to be, as is illustrated in the - essentially temporary_ 
British movement to Canada after the Second World War.34 

In the context of migration movements, the Finnish overseas emigrants cannot 
in general be regarded as "birds of passage" or as commuting workers, although they 
did include some of these, who fonned however a relatively small proportion in 
comparison with other groups of emigrants. 

2 TEMPORARY RETURN 

The majority of emigrants left for overseas for economic reasons; the majority of 
Finnish emigrants only made one journey, either to remain abroad as an immi­
grant or to return permanently to Finland. Some, however, made several journeys, 
though the ultimate result was, naturally, either that they returned permanently to 
Finland or that they remained for the rest of their lives in their host country. The 
purpo'se of this section is to draw a picture of these "birds of passage". In very many 
cases, the reasons for the return remaining temporary were the various difficulties 
of adjustment, which will be studied in more detail in Chapter VIII:2. In the follow­
ing, however, temporary return will be placed in the context of the overall overseas 
return migration rate. 

The examination of the emigration from the sample areas for the present 
investigation suggests that around 10% of the emigrants, both from rural and urban 
areas, paid at least two visits overseas. The figure for Elimaki is 12.9 %, for Lohtaja 
12.1 %, for Leppavirta 9.9 %, for Kristinestad 9.1 %, for Polvijarvi 8.7 %, and for 
10kioinen 6.4 %.35 KERO, who investigated the same question for the period before 
1914 on the basis of passport registers, states that 7-8 % of Finnish emigrants had 
been overseas at least twice.36 According to BACK MAN, as many as 21.3 % of 
Munsala emigrants made at least two journeys;37 the figures obtained for the present 
sample areas and for the whole of Finland are, however, so similar that they 
represent an approximate mean value for this phenomenon, despite the variations 
which do occur between one area and another in different parts of the country. 

33 SEFERAGIC 1977, 363. 

34 RICHMOND 1967, 229, 252. 
35 Up to 1930 there were 380 emigrants who had left from Elimaki, 49 of whom had emigrated at 

least twice. The corresponding figures for Lohtaja are 2134 and 259, for Leppavirta 333 and 33, for 
Kristinestad 1050 and 96, for Polvijarvi 242 and 21, and for lokioinen 187 and 12. 

36 KERO 1974, 46-47. 
37 BACK MA N 1945, 11. The number of emigrants was 2033, of whom 433 emigrated twice at least. 
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In comparison with the Italians, for example, the Finns made far fewer journeys, 
since of the Italians emigrating between 1897 and 1906 as many as 2/5 had visited 
America previously.38 The opposite extreme is represented by the Jews, who 
according to Samuel JOSEPH were less likely than other nationalities to make 
a number of journeys ovcrseas.39 

In Kristinestad, 52.3 % of all acts of return migration caused subsequent re­
emigration; in Leppavirta, 51.4 %; in Elimiiki, 47.3 %; in Lohtaja, 42.4 %; in Polvi­
jiirvi, 35.6 %; and in Jokioinen, 26.9 %.40 The return was thus often only temporary, 
though it should be remembered that some merely came to visit, and that some 
travelled backwards and forwards as many as five or six times. The urban return 
migration appears to have been somewhat more temporary in character than the 
rural, at least in Kristinestad, which was a port; part of the reason is the high pro­
portion of seamen among the emigrants.41 In the light of the findings for the sample 
areas under investigation, we need to reverse PATYNEN's estimate that the re­
emigration rate for Kuusamo return migrants (34.6 % of all acts of return migration) 
was higher than normal. P ATYNEN reached his conclusions by reference to the 
questionnaire sent out by the Migration Committee to the municipalities,42 the data 
from which are not derived from reliable statistical information. 

Those emigrants who emigrated two or more times usually re-emigrated fairly 
soon after having returned, as is shown in Table 14. 

In the sample areas, at least 60 % of all the re-emigrations occurred within the 
first two years after the previous return. Except in Lohtaja, the low absolute numbers 
make it difficult to draw precise conclusions. Nevertheless, a clear generalization is 
that if a return migrant decided to re-emigrate, he or she usually carried out this 
intention very soon after the previous return, in general within a couple of years. 
The findings also suggest that at the most one-fifth of re-emigrations occurred five 
or more years following the previous return. 

Altogether those emigrating twice or more only comprise a small portion of the 
emigrants as a whole (about 10 %); on the other hand, as was seen above, the return 
to Finland was rather frequently merely temporary. Some migrants emigrated as 
many as five times, like Gustaf Nygard from Lohtaja, who emigrated for the first 
time in 1884, and made several visits to Finland, but having left for the fifth time 
in 1906 did not return any more. Another such "bird of passage" was Juho Antin-

38 FOERSTER 1924, 36; cf. CAROL! 1973, 46. 
39 JOSEPH 1914, 138-139. 

40 There were 216 cases of return in Kristinestad, of which 103 were permanent and 113 temporary. 

The corresponding figures for Leppavirta were 74 (36 + 38), for Elimaki 129 (68 + 61), for Lohtaja 

747 (430 + 317), for Polvijarvi 59 (38 + 21), and for Jokioinen 52 (38 + 14). These figures include emi­

grants from the sample areas who returned elsewhere, and also emigrants from elsewhere who return­

ed to the sample areas. The majority of the following statistics for the sample areas are based on this 
calculation. The figures are thus somewhat higher than those in Table JO (p. 62). This point is really 

significant, however, only in Kristinestad (see closer the following section, Chapter 11 :3). 
41 This question is discussed in Chapter IV. 
42 See PATYNEN 1972, 109. 
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Table 14. Subsequent Re-emigration by Temporary Return Migrants. by Sample Areas. a 

Interval 

After 0-2 Years 

After 3-4 Years 

After 5-10 Years 

After More than 10 Years 

TOTAL 

After 0-2 Years 

After 3-4 Years 

After 5-10 Years 

After More than 10 Years 

TOTAL 

Lohtaja 

129 61.4 % 
37 17.6 % 
39 18.6 % 

5 2.4 % 

210 100.0 % 

Leppavirta 

15 68.2 % 
4 18.2 % 
I 4.5 % 
2 9.1 % 

22 100.0 % 

18 

5 

3 

26 

6 

I 
2 

10 

Elimaki lokioinen 

69.2 % 5 83.3 % 
19.2 % 16.7 % 
11.5 % 

100.0 % 6 100.0 % 

Polvijarvi Kristinestad 

60.0 % 35 79.5 % 
10.0 % 6 13.6 % 
20.0 % 2 4.5 % 
10.0 % 2.3 % 

100.0 % 44 100.0 % 

a: The figures in this Table refer to all acts of temporary return migration. In addition, for the follow­

ing cases it was impossible to determine the interval between the previous return and the new emigration: 
in Lohtaja, 107; in Elimaki, 35; in Jokioinen, 8; in Leppavirta, 16; in Polvijarvi, 11; and in Kristinestad, 

69. The interval between the previous return and the new emigration was calculated to the nearest year: 

e .g. a person returning in 1907 and re~migrating in 1910 would be assigned an interval of 3 years. 

poika Paavola from Elimaki, who was the earliest known emigrant from Elimaki, 
and who left for overseas in 1888, 1891, 1897, 1899, and 1902; he too never returned 
to Finland permanently. Persons such as these, who made their journeys in some­
thing of a spirit of adventure, are the exceptions among the re-emigrants. In some 
cases the slightly pointed remark by one writer that it was home-sickness that drew 
people back to Finland but money-sickness that drew them back to America again 
applies:B His generalization overlooks the fact however that the majority of 
emigrants only made the one journey overseas, thereafter either remaining there 
or returning permanently to Finland. 

Table 15 relates the temporary and permanent returns to each other, and shows 
the number of journeys made by those who returned permanently. 

In each of the sample areas, over four-fifths of those permanently returning made 
only one journey abroad as an emigrant; the picture given by this Table can therefore 
be generalized. There are not any differences between urban and rural areas in this 
respect. Rather a sizable proportion of the permanent return migrants, however, 
consist according to Table 15 of persons who had made two journeys abroad (7.9-
17.6 %), whereas persons who had made more than two journeys only composed 
a tiny fraction of the permanent return migrants. In interviews with people in 

43 TARKKANEN 1902, 24. 
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Table 15. Number of Journeys Overseas Made by Emil{rants Permanent (v Returninl{ to Finland, 
by Sample Areas.a 

Number of Journeys Lohtaja Elimliki Jokioinen 

One 355 82.6 % 55 80.9 % 34 89.5 % 
Two 63 14.7 % 12 17.6 % 3 7.9 % 
Three 8 1.9 % 1.5 % 2.6 % 
Four 4 0.9 % 

TOTAL 430 100.0 % 68 100.0 % 38 100.0 % 

Lepplivirta Polvijlirvi Kristinestad 

One 32 88.9 % 34 89,5 % 92 89.3 % 
Two 4 II.l % 4 10.5 % 9 8.7 % 
Three 1.0 % 
Four 1.0 % 

TOTAL 36 100.0 % 38 100.0 % 103 100.0 % 

a; This Table includes all emigrants departing fer overseas up to 1930 inclusive who permanently 

returned to Finland. For the differences from Table 10 in the absolute totals. see footnote 40, p. 71. 

southern Ostrobothnia, TOIVONEN has reached slightly differing results,44 but it 
must be noted that her data are based on interviews carried out at rather a late stage, 
and only cover slightly over 100 return migrants, whereas the figures in Table 15 
include all the permanently returning emigrants of the sample areas. 

Despite the fact that those making only a single journey comprise the great 
majority of the permanent return migrants, it is worth raising the question how far 
the permanent return rate varies between those making a single journey and those 
emigrating several times. As in Table IS, therefore, temporary and permanent return 
are set out for comparison. 

Table 16 demonstrates that relatively more of those who had emigrated twice 
returned permanently to Finland than of those who had emigrated only once. This 
finding applies to all the sample areas under investigation, and its generalization is 
therefore justified. There were so few emigrants who made three or more journeys 
that no firm conclusions can be drawn about them, not even in Lohtaja. Despite the 
low numbers, however, the relative frequency in Lohtaja of permanent return by 
those who had travelled overseas three or four times is noticeable. 

44 TOIVONEN 1963, 187. Of the 116 emigrants who had returned to southern Ostrobothnia, 73, 

i.e. 62.9%, had emigrated once, 29, i.e. 25.0%, twice, 10. i.e. 8.6%. three times, and 4. i.e. 3.4%. four 

times. 
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Table 16. Permanent Return Migration Rate in Relation to the Number of Journeys Overseas Made by 
Emigrants. by Sample Areas. a 

Number of 
Journeys 

One 

Two 
Three 

Four 
Five 

TOTAL 

One 

Two 
Three 

Four 

Five 

TOTAL 

Lohtaja Elimaki Jokioinen 
Emigrating Returning Emigrating Returning Emigrating Returning 

1875 355 18.9 % 331 55 16.6 % 175 34 19.4 % 
221 6328.5 % 42 1228.6 % 10 3 30.0 % 

29 827.6 '* 6 I 16.7 % 2 50.0 % 
8 450.0 0t 

2134 43020.1 % 380 68 17.9 % 187 38 20.3 % 

Leppavirta Polvijarvi Kristinestad 
Emigrating Returning Emigrating Returning Emigrating Returning 

300 32 10.7 % 221 34 15.4 % 954 92 9.6 % 
29 4 13.8 % 21 4 19.0 % 82 9 11.0 % 

4 12 I 8.3 % 
I 1 100.0 % 

333 36 10.8 % 242 38 15.7 % 1050 103 9.8 % 

a: This Table includes all emigrants departing for overseas up to 1930 inclusive who permanently 

returned to Finland. 

The information in Table 16 suggests the conclusion that an emigrant who revisit­
ed Finland and attempted to readjust to Finnish conditions without succeeding and 
therefore decided to re-emigrate was, nevertheless, more drawn to his or her old 
home area even at a later stage than those emigrants who only made a single journey. 

Temporary return migration has a prominent position in its entirety in the picture 
of the total return. As has been shown above, almost half of the total return journeys 
were temporary in character. On the other hand, the overwhelming majority of 
Finnish emigrants (about 90 %) only made a single journey, thereafter either remain­
ing as immigrants in their host country or permanently returning to Finland. As was 
suggested at the beginning of this section, the factors contributing to temporary 
return can to a large extent be related to emigrants' difficulties of adjustment. The 
temporary return also needs to be related to the permanent return in order to obtain 
an overall picture. As has been seen, the relative permanent return migration rate 
was higher among those who had previously had the experience of a temporary 
return to Finland than amoo.9 .nose who only made a single journey overseas. 

As far as the internationai research situation is concerned, there is no accurate 
comparative material available on the recurrent re-migration movement between 
Europe and the New World. Wider generalizations should not therefore be made 
on the basis of one country (Finland), though the findings may be indicative, espec­
ially in relation to the Scandinavian migration. 
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3 RETURN TO AREAS OTHER THAN THE PLACE OF ORIGIN 

Since the return migration must be recognized as' merely one factor within the 
migration movements of any particular country, it wiI1 now be investigated whether 
emigrants returned to their original home areas and areas from which they had 
emigrated, or elsewhere. In this connection~ it will also be necessary to examine any 
mobility of emigrants within their home country. 

The research findings from the rural areas under investigation indicate that emi­
grants in general returned to the place from which they had set out on their journey. 
Among the 4 I 9 emigrants from Lohtaja who permanently returned to Finland, 
there were only five who returned somewhere other than their place of origin. The 
corresponding figures for Elimaki are 68 and 4; for Jokioinen, 38 and I. No such 
cases are traceable for Leppavirta or Polvijarvi at all. Of these ten persons who 
returned outside their place of origin five were women and five men. Four of the 
women had got married while abroad, and returned with their husband to his home 
locality. All the men returned close to their place of origin, i.e. a neighbouring 
locality or town, most likely because of the job opportunities. 

Similarly, there were 11 persons who returned to Lohtaja but who had originally 
emigrated from elsewhere; there were no equivalent cases at all in the other rural 
sample areas. Of these persons returning to Lohtaja six were women and five men; 
all the women and three of the men had got married overseas, and had now moved 
to the places of origin of their spouses. 

These figures clearly indicate that for rural areas it is virtually a rule that emigrants 
returned to the areas from which they had emigrated; marriage abroad was the main 
factor to cause an exception. The return migration to Malax confirms this, although 
S MEDS does not present any precise figures. 45 Similarly the information obtained 
in Toholampi indicates the emigrants as normally returning to the area of emigra­
tion.46 For Korpo, about one-fifth of those returning settled either immediately or 
subsequently outside the municipality; these figures also however include persons 
who had moved away from Korpo even before emigrating.47 

In Vasternorrland, the region of Sweden investigated byTEDEBRAND, about 
80 % of the people emigrating between 1875 and 1913 who returned settled down 
in the area they had emigrated from. This region includes both industrial and agri­
cultural areas.48 Approximately similar conclusions have been reached with reference 
to people returning to Norway.49 The data for Norway and Sweden are not neces­
sarily in contradiction with those for Finland, though there may be a difference of 
degree. The differences may derive from the framing of the question for investi­
gation. For the sample areas in the present investigation, return to the place of origin 

4S SMEDS 1935, 336; cf. WARIS 1936, 28. 

46 KERO, KOSTIAINEN, KUPARINEN, VAINIO 1978,51. 
47 WIDEN 1975, 81. 

4H TEDEBRAND 1972, 237-240. 314. 

49 SEMMINGSEN 1950, 461. 
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has been interpreted in an "immediate" sense, i.e. the returning emigrants' various 
stages, including possible moves within Finland, have not been studied subsequent 
to the actual return. 50 The investigation in Norway and Sweden may have been 
framed rather more broadly, i.e. the calculations may include persons who moved 
away from their place of origin only later, following their actual return. Another 
significant point is that the rural areas under investigation here were during the 
emigration period highly agricultural, whereas TEDEBRAND's research region 
also included industrialized areas. 

This is relevant because return elsewhere than to the place of origin is different in 
character within the urban return migration from that for rural areas. There were 
87 emigrants from Kristinestad who permanently returned to Finland, and of these 
there were 27 (31.0 %) who settled down elsewhere than in Kristinestad. Similarly, 
there were 16 people who returned to Kristinestad, having emigrated from some­
where else, i.e. 21.1 % of the 76 persons who actually returned to Kristinestad. 51 Of 
the latter cases, 12 were men and four women; the majority of them were young 
unmarried persons who probably felt their job opportunities to be better in a town 
than in their place of origin. 

The majority of the 27 Kristinestad emigrants who resettled somewhere else did 
so in one of the neighbouring areas in southern Ostrobothnia, as the following list 
shows: 

AREAS IN SOUTHERN OSTROBOTHNIA ELSEWHERE IN FINLAND 

Narpes 4 persons Helsinki 3 persons 

Lappfjard 4 persons Turku I person 

Vaasa 2 persons Pori person 

Side by 2 persons Lovisa person 

Tjock Ruotsinpyhtaa person 

(Kristinestad Rural Municipality) person Sortavala person 

Isokyro person "Elsewhere" 2 persons 

Korsnas person 
27 persons 

Kauhajoki 
TOTAL person 

Karijoki person 

50 It has been shown, at least for Tohoiampi in the early phases of the American emigration, that 

some (around 10 %) of the return migrants subsequently moved elsewhere in Finland (KERO, KOS­
TIAINEN, KUPARINEN, VAINIO 1978, 56), although the immediate return from America 

did take place to the area of origin. 
51 As was mentioned earlier (footnote 40, p. 71), the majority of the following statistics for the 

sample areas include emigrants from the sample areas who returned elsewhere as well as emigrants 
from elsewhere who returned to the sample areas. This point has real significance, however, only in 

Kristinestad. 
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In general, return outside the place of origin occurred in a neighbouring area, in 
this case, moreover, a bilingual area. Those settling in other parts of Finland also 
mostly moved to bilingual areas, usually a town. The material presented here thus 
indicates that it was only in the rural return migration that emigrants almost always 
returned to their place of origin. 

The findings for Kristinestad can, with some reservations, be generalized over at 
least the towns on the coast of the Gulf of Bothnia, in which the emigration rate 
was relatively high. Almost a third, therefore, of the emigrants from these towns 
who returned did so to a place other than the town from which they had departed. 
The towns received "compensation" for this loss in the form of returning emigrants 
from elsewhere, although to judge by the data from Kristinestad they did not succeed 
in attracting as many emigrants from elsewhere as they lost to neighbouring areas 
in particular. This is further supported by the finding reported earlier (see p. 66 
above) to the effect that the return migration to towns was weaker than to rural 
areas. TEDEBRAND comes to similar conclusions that areas dominated byagri­
culture were more able to attract returning emigrants than industrialized areas were. 
On these grounds, he regards the return migration in Sweden as conservative.52 On 
slightly different criteria, he thus reaches the same conclusions as were suggested 
above for Finland. To crystallize this finding, the countryside proper exerted a 
stronger attraction over returning emigrants than either towns or densely settled 
areas in general,53 Similarly, TEDEBRAND's estimate of the return other than to 
the place of origin (see p. 75) brings his findings closer to those for the Finnish 
sample areas - at least indirectly. 

The main reason for the differences which occurred between urban and rural 
emigration in this respect was "eta pe emigration". Rapidly growing centres of popu­
lation included people who had moved from the surrounding countryside in to the 
town and later continued on their journey overseas. From Helsinki, in particular, 
the majority of emigrants were etape emigrants.54 The majority of the male emigrants 
from Kristinestad who returned to settle elsewhere were in fact returning to their 
place of ultimate origin, i.e. 10 out of 17. Of the 10 women only two did the same, 
while four returned to the home locality of their husbands, having got married 
overseas. Some of the returning migrants moved to other parts of the country, 
usually a town (see the list on p. 76); this was caused by various reasons (e.g. job 
opportunities, or familiarity with city life while abroad). 

In any case, even in Kristinestad - which was not even an important industrial 
town - roughly half of the persons who returned to settle elsewhere went to their 
ultimate home place, which usually was located quite close. The same phenomenon 
has been observed also for emigrants returning to Sweden even though there is no 

52 TEDEBRAND 1972, 237-240, 314. 
53 The concentration of the return migration almost exclusively in the areas of origin (with the 

exception of towns) is important for the present investigation, since it is extremely difficult to trace 
return migrants who have settled elsewhere than their place of origin. 

54 KERO 1974, 54-55. 
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Table 17. Places of Birth of Persons Emigrating from Toholampi to America and of Those Returning 
to Toholampi. 1880-1889.3 

Place of Birth Persons Persons 
Emigrating Returning 

Toholampi 376 RO.7 % 56 65.9 % 
Neighbouring Areas 34 7.3 % 8 9.4 % 
Elsewhere in Finland 56 12.0 % 15 17.6 % 
America 6 7.1 % 

TOTAL 466 100.0 % 85 100.0 % 

a: KERO, KOSTIAINEN, KUPARINEN, VAINIO 1978, 52. "Neighbouring Area" refers to 
municipalities abutting on Tohoiampi municipality. 

exact information.55 If eta pe emigrants are regarded, on the basis of their place of 
ultimate origin, as rural population, this reduces the number of truly urban emi­
grants in the overseas emigration even further.56 

To a certain extent etape emigration also occurred in the country, though in a 
different way from that in for instance Helsinki. One-fifth of the emigrants from 
Toholampi in 1880-1889 had been born somewhere other than Toholampi (see 
Table 17). It is of course a question of definition whether all the persons born outside 
a particular municipality should be regarded as eta pe emigrants, but an emigration 
movement of this type, involving a series of stages, appears to have taken place in 
country areas as well. At any rate, this illustrates the connection between the overseas 
emigration and its accompanying return migration, and internal mobility within 
the home country. Even during the emigration period, internal domestic mobility 
was numerically greater: for example, 90 % of the moves into and out of Halmstad, 
in Sweden, in 1870-1910 took place within Sweden.57 The return rate in the internal 
domestic mobility is approximately of the same order as in the American emigration, 
at least for the 1880s in Toholampi.58 

Was the return rate higher among etape emigrants than other groups? An indi­
cation can be obtained by comparing the places of birth of those emigrating from 
Toholampi to America and of those returning in Table 17. 

Those born in Toholampi comprise a distinctly larger proportion of the emigrants 
than of those returning, while the reverse holds true for those born in neighbouring 
areas and elsewhere in Finland . It must be noted that the material is only taken from 
one area, covers a short period of time, and contains only a small population; but 
with these reservations, the conclusion may be drawn that those who had already 
moved at least once before emigrating were more likely to return than those who had 

55 TEDEBRAND 1972, 238. 
56 Cf. KERO 1974, 55. 

57 KRONBORG and NILSSON 1975, 226. 

58 KERO, KOSTIAINEN, KUPARINEN, VAIN!O 1978, 50-51. 
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lived all their lives in the same place before emigrating. The former group were more 
used to moving, so that the return was also "easier" for them. A similar conclusion 
was also reached on the basis of wider material in the preceding section (see p. 73-
74), when it was found that permanent return was relatively more common among 
those who made at least one temporary return previously, than among those who 
had only made a single journey. 

Overall, however, the return migration from overseas was stable in character, 
inasmuch as emigrants wished to return specifically to the place they had left from. 
The decision to return was largely dependent on individual factors, among which 
homesickness for Finland was important.59 It is therefore logical that emigrants 
should wish to return to the place where they had roots. 

4 THE DURATION OF THE EMIGRATION OF PERMANENT 
RETURN MIGRANTS 

The majority of overseas emigrants left for economic reasons, wishing to earn as 
much as possible and then return home. This can be seen in the following figures 
(based on questionnaires), reporting how long emigrants intended to remain in their 
host country:60 

Maximum 5 years, or "a few" years 
5-10 years 
Indefinite period (but definite intention to return) 
Intention to emigrate permanently 

TOTAL 

94 (35.7 %) 

11 (4.2 %) 

147 (55.9 %) 

11 (4.2 %) 

263 (100.0%) 

It was reported in ENGELBERG that most of the emigrants intended to return 
to Finland before long,6! and only a tiny proportion of those in the figures quoted 
above had planned to remain permanently in America or one of the other immi­
gration countries. One emigrant from 1922, now resident in Florida, Wallu Jaak­
kola, commented on the question as to the intention to return at the moment of 
emigration that "1 should think everyone intends to."62 Another very illuminating 
comment is provided by Otto Lammi, who emigrated from Kiikka in 1921, who 
stated that he had intended to remain abroad until he had a "pocketful" of money.63 
Very few, it can be said, intended to leave their home country for ever. 

59 This question is discussed in Chapter VII:2. 
60 TYYH / S/I 1700 \-7328 (328 questionnaires). These figures refer to emigrants actually returning 

to Finland. and this should be borne in mind. 
61 ENGELBERG 1944, 58. 
62 Interview with Wallu Jaakkola in 1975 (author's notes). 
63 TYYHjSflj7180. 
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Table 18. Length of Time Spent Ahroad hy emigrants Permanenth ReturninK to Finland.a 

Time 

0- 2 Years 
3 5 
6- 8 
9-11 

12-15 
16-20 
over 20 

TOTAL 

0_ 2 Years 
3_ 5 
6 8 
9-11 

12-15 
16-20 
over 20 _ "_ 

TOTAL 

Lohtaja 

101 23.7% 
179 41.9% 
63 14.8% 
40 9.4% 
17 4.0% 
9 2.1% 

18 4.2% 

427 100.0 % 

Leppavirta Polvijarvi 

11 44.0% 10 31.3% 
9 36.0% 9 28.1 % 

4.0% 5 15.6% 
4.0% 5 15.6% 
4.0% 2 6.3% 
4.0% 
4.0% 3.1% 

25 100.0% 32 100.0% 

Elimaki lokioinen 

22 36.7% 15 39.5% 
20 33.3% 9 23.7% 
7 11.7% 3 7.9% 
4 6.7% 6 15.8% 
2 3.3% 3 7.9% 
2 3.3% 
3 5.0 % 2 5.3% 

60 100.0% 38 100.0% 

Kristinestad Finland 

16 20.3% 9170 29.4% 
24 30.4% 9431 30.2% 
18 22.8% 

[2642 6 7.6% 
5 6.3% 40.5% 
2 2.5% 
8 10.1% 

79 100.0 % 31243 100.0% 

,,: The figures for Finland refer to those returning in 1894-1916 (STY 1897, Table 110; STY 
1898, Table 121; STY 1899-1900, Table 116: STY 1901, Table 119; STY 1902, Tables 119 and 
120 b; STY 1903-1904 and 1906-1908, Table 45 B; STY 1905, Table 46 B; STY 1909 and 1911, 
Table 47 B; STY 1910 and 1912, Table 50 B; STY 1913, Table 57 B; STY 1914-1915, Table 60 B; 
STY 1916, Table 64 B; STY 1917-1918, Table 65 B). During this period, the division between 1894 
and 1898 was as follows: 1-3, 3-5, over 5, unknown. The data for 1899 and 1900 were defined more 
precisely by starting the first group at 3 or 6 months. From 1901 to 1916 the following division was 
used: less than I, 1-3, 3-5, over 5, unknown. The divisions used in the official Statistics thus to some 
extent overlap. The data have however been set out in the Table so as to match the divisions used in 
the sample areas. The figures for the sample areas refer to those returning permanently, and in order 
to ensure comparability between the data obtained from different sources, the time spent abroad by 
each emigrant has been calculated as the difference between the year of departure and the year of 
return; e.g. the time spent abroad by someone emigrating in 1905 and returning in 1908 is given in the 
Table as 3 years. It is impossible to be more precise than this, since the month of return is usually not 
known. In the cases of persons who had emigrated several times, the period spent abroad is 
calculated here as the difference between the last preceding emigration and permanent return. Cases 
where the time spent abroad is not known have not been included in the Table at all; for Finland, 
these number 1337, for Lohtaja 3, for Elimaki 8, for lokioinen - , for Leppavirta 11, for Polvijarvi 
6, and for Kristinestad 24. 

As has already been seen, however, in view of these motives for emigration, 
the return migration was small. The return rate varied considerably between 
emigrant groups from different origins in the social structure, but the kaleidoscopic 
variety of personal motives was also significant. 
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Since the motive for emigration was frequently to become rich quickly, it might 
be predicted that those who returned permanently would do so fairly soon after 
having emigrated. 

Table 18 clearly demonstrates that both in all the sample areas and in Finland as a 
whole over half those returning permanently had been abroad for not more than five 
years; this group accounts for about 60 % or more of the returning emigrants in all 
the sample areas except Kristinestad (about 50 %). When these results are compared 
with findings of earlier research, where the classification used varies from that in 
Table 18, it is found that 65 % of the Karvia and Parkano emigrants returning had 
been in America for not more than four years.64 The corresponding figure for Kuu­
samo is 51.7%,65 for Munsala only 28.7 %,66 and elsewhere in southern Ostrobothnia 
30.2 %.67 On Aland, emigrants who had been abroad for not more than five years 
comprised 61.2 % of those returning permanently,68 and in Korpo about half.69 

To generalize on the basis of these figures, over half of the Finnish return migrants 
came back not more than five years after having emigrated. This finding is supported 
both by the official Statistics and by the data obtained in different areas, with the 
exception of Munsala and of TOIVONEN's data for return migrants in the rest of 
southern Ostrobothnia. The latter findings are however based on an extremely small 
popUlation and rely on interviews. The data for Munsala were also derived from 
interviews, whereas in all the other areas either District Court Registrars' records 
or parish archives, or both in complementation, were used as the main source of 
information. These factors are apparently responsible for some of the divergence in 
the findings, but it may be assumed that emigrants at least from some areas in 
southern Ostrobothnia remained abroad for longer than the average. In Kristinestad, 
for instance, those who had been abroad for five years or less comprised a smaller 
proportion of returning emigrants than in the other sample areas, though still over 
50 %. The emigration of urban emigrants would thus have lasted longer than that of 
rural emigrants. 

A general feature of Table 18 is that the longer the time from the emigration, the 
fewer emigrants who returned. In certain areas (Lohtaja and Kristinestad) the group 
of those who had been abroad for three to five years is, admittedly, larger than that 
for less than three years. The large size of the group who had been abroad for 20 
years or more, in Kristinestad for instance, can be explained by the fact that this in­
cludes persons who had been abroad for 40-50 years; in other words, this group 
covers an extremely long period of time. 

Postponement of the final decision to return usually, therefore, meant its 
abandonment. This can be vividly illustrated by the case of Henry Forsten, who emi-

64 KERO 1972, 18. The popUlation consists of 434 return migrants. 
65 PATYNEN 1972, 113. The population consists of 170 return migrants. 
66 BACKMAN 1945, 35. The population consists of 607 return migrants. 
67 TOIVONEN 1963, 186. The population consists of 116 return migrants. 
68 BLOMFELT 1968, 151. The population consists of 931 return migrants . 
69 WIDEN 1975, 80-8\. The popUlation consists of 72 return migrants. 



82 

grated to America from Siikainen at the beginning of this century. As was typical 
of emigrants, he went in order to earn money. His intention to return can clearly 
be seen in his first letters to his wife, in which he also sent money for his family's 
needs. A few years later, he returned to Finland, but soon returned to America. His 
longing for home persisted over the next few years, but the First World War 
intervened. Prior to this, however, he had sent a ticket for his eldest son, who had 
joined him in America. Gradually the letters began to become less frequent, and 
Henry Forsten wanted to take his whole family over to America; the idea of return­
ing began to fade. His wife and youngest son did not however join him in the new 
country, as a result of which Henry came back himself to their farm in 1926. He had 
however become so adjusted to his new country, and had acquired property there 
to such an extent, that he soon set out again for America. He continued to live 
there for several decades, but gradually broke off contacts with his family completely, 
even with the son living in AmericaJo 

Henry Forsten's fate illustrates the rootlessness which often overtook the first 
generation of emigrants. They were continuously drawn by their old home country, 
while the new continent began to bind them. The end result was the abandonment 
of their return and, in many cases, the cutting off of all contacts with the old country. 

It is significant that those emigrants who did then return to Finland usually spent 
a relatively short time in their host country. Also emigrants from Munsala and 
possibly elsewhere in southern Ostrobothnia, even if they did remain abroad slightly 
longer than most, had returned in more than 50 % of cases by at the latest the eighth 
year after emigrationJI 

Norwegian emigrants, too, returned quickly, for Ingrid SEMMINGSEN states 
that about three-quarters of them remained in America for no more than nine 
years,72 a finding that accords with Table 18. Approximately 70 % of those returning 
to the Sundsvall area in Sweden had been abroad for four years or less, a quarter for 
5-9 years, and about 5 % for over ten yearsJ3 This would suggest that Swedish 
emigrants remained abroad for somewhat shorter periods than Finnish ones. 

According to CERASE, the time spent in America by Italians was longer than that 
of Nordic emigrants, since only 42.8 % of those returning had been away for less than 
ten yearsJ4 However, this calculation is based on an infinitesimal sample (210 emi­
grants) out of all those returning to Italy; moreover, CERASE carried out the 
interviews at a very late stage. According to the Italian statistics, the majority of 
emigrants returning (at least between 1908 and 1916) had been abroad for less than 

70 TYYHjSjmjSatakunta/21/SIIKjlIl. 
71 BACKMAN 1945, 35; TOIVONEN 1963, 186. 
72 SEMMINGSEN 1950, 460. 
73 TEDEBRAND 1972, 252. 
74 CERASE 1970, 223-224. CERASE calculated the length of time spent as an emigrant as the 

difference between the date of the first emigration and of the permanent return, in the case of multiple 
emigrants. I 
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five years, since these composed 57.9-82.6 % of all returns annually,75 i.e. approx­
imately the same result as for the present investigation of sample areas. Accord­
ing to the Italian government, the average length of time spent abroad by emi­
grants returning in 1900- I 914 was five years.16 

SALOUTOS, however, found that more than half the emigrants returning to 
Greece had been abroad in North America for 5-10 years, and about 30 % for less 
than five years. This result, on the other hand, was derived from the return migration 
in a single year (1920). SALOUTOS regards this year as being representative,77 
which it cannot possibly be, in view of the First World War which had just taken 
place and which naturally prevented emigrants from returning during the course of 
hostilities. For this reason, the length of time spent abroad by emigrants returning 
in the postwar years was forced by circumstances to be longer than normal. 

All in all, therefore, the length of time spent abroad by Nordic and southern 
European emigrants does broadly speaking not diverge, despite the minor 
differences observed between Sweden and Finland. It is a general feature of 
both the Finnish and other nationalities' emigrations that permanent return to the 
home country generally occurred within a few years of having emigrated. Nor does 
any essential change appear to have taken place in this respect following the 
Second World War. In RICHMOND's investigation, he found that 34% of British 
return migrants had spent less than three years in Canada, 19.5 % from four to five 
years, 37 % from six to ten years, and 9 % from eleven to fifteen years.78 Correspond­
ingly, there were Polish political emigres who planned a group return from the 
United States around the middle of the 1800s, but because of the political situation 
in Poland they had to postpone their return, and this in turn led to the abandonment 
of their plans, and to gradual adaptation in the host country.79 These data are 
in broad terms completely in agreement with the information in Table 18, and with 
the rest of the analysis above, which deals with overseas migration at the end of the 
last century and the beginning of this. 

7S FOERSTER 1924, 35. These figures also include emigrants returning temporarily. 
76 CA ROll 1973, 50. 
77 SALOUTOS 1956,51. In 1920 there were 20319 emigrants who returned to Greece, 6222 of 

whom had been abroad for less than five years, 11 779 for five to ten years, 1729 for ten to fifteen 
years, 488 for fifteen to twenty years, and 101 for over twenty years. 

78 RICHMOND 1967, 231. 

79 STASIK 1973, 344-345. 



III Cyclical Huctuations In the Return 

1 LONG-TERM CYCLES 

Like the emigration, the overseas return migration is clearly characterized by 
different phases: at some times there were large numbers of people returning, and 
at other times only a few. These phases are usually linked to economic trends, in 
which three types of fluctuation have been identified: 1) long cycles, lasting even 
decades, 2) boom-<iepression cycles, with phases usually 3-7 years in length, and 
3) seasonal variation, recurring every year. I 

The long-term economic cycles have been defined on different criteria in different 
studies. Asher ACHINSTEIN refers to the movement of wholesale prices in the 
United States, which he says was particularly susceptible to the impact of "excep­
tional" events, such as war, gold discoveries, etc. There was a rising trend in prices 
from 1843 to 1865, a falling trend from 1865 to 1896, a rising trend from 1896 to 
1920, and a falling trend again from 1920 to 1933.2 The periods which he identifies 
match closely with the long-term cycles which can be observed in Nordic overseas 
emigration, and in the return migration as well. 

The first phase lasted from the beginnings of the emigration until approximately 
1893. It is impossible to identify the year precisely, but 1893 has been picked out in 
Sweden, for example, as an important turning point in the history of the return 
migration.3 Similarly, in Norway and Denmark the return began to rise steeply 
from the 1890s.4 In Finland, statistics on returning emigrants were initiated in 1894, 
which also indicates the increasing significance of the return migration factor. The 
early 1890s also marked a turning point in the emigration.5 By this decade, the 
conquest and settlement of North America was, broadly speaking, completed. 
Good and cheap farmland was decreasingly available. Transport communications 
also significantly improved in the early 1 890s. 6 At the same time, return migration 

I LENTO 1951, 116-117. 
2 ACHINSTEIN 1961, 170. 
3 LINDBERG 1930, 247; see also TEDEBRAND 1972, 248. 
4 SEMMINGSEN 1950, 460 (Norway); HVIDT 1971, 326 (Denmark). 
5 KERO 1974, 78. 
6 See more especially p. 35-36. 
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began to occur on a larger scale then, since emigration from Finland as a mass 
movement only began in the I 880s. 

The natural end of the second cycle is the First World War, which virtually cut 
off both the emigration and the return migration for many years. The third phase in 
the emigration ended in 1930, when emigration to overseas countries stopped almost 
completely. The reason for this was the international depression, together with the 
actual interception of immigration to Canada. Prior to this, the United States had 
started to impose mild restrictions on immigration in the 1890s and the early years 
of the 20th century. Quotas were adopted in the 1920s. First, in 1921, the quota for 
each nationality was fixed at 3 % of the popUlation of that nationality recorded in 
the 1910 United States Census. In 1924, the reference year was changed to 1890, in 
order to further limit the immigration of "new" immigrants, and the quota was cut 
to two per cent. In 1931, even this restricted immigration was stopped. Racial dis­
crimination was also practised.? In the return migration, however, the third phase 
continues up to the 1970s, since the return is being investigated of persons emigrating 
up to 1930. 

Generally speaking, the division of the emigration phenomenon into phases has 
been regarded as a useful device to assist in the a nalysis of its development over time. 
AKERMAN divides the emigration into four phases: introduction _ growth -
saturation - and regression.8 Here, both the emigration and the return migration 
are divided into three phases, with the first covering the introduction, the second 
both the growth and the saturation, and the third the regression period. The different 
phases vary however considerably between different areas, as will emerge in the 
following discussion. 

Outside the Ostrobothnian sample areas, emigration during the first phase was 
virtually nonexistent, i.e. up to 1893 (Figure 2). By that time, almost 40 % of the 
emigration from Lohtaja had already taken place, and over a fifth of that from 
Kristinestad. There was however as yet little return migration in these areas in this 
period: about 17 % of the permanent return in Lohtaja dates from this period, as 
does about 10 % of that in Kristinestad. 

As Figure 2 indicates, both the emigration and the return migration reached their 
peak during the second phase (1893-1914), when the. columns representing both 
emigration and also both temporary and permanent return are highest in all sample 
areas except Jokioinen, where the emigration peak was so late that the permanent 
return migration did not reach its maximum until after the First World War. Well 
over half the emigration from the sample areas dates from the second phase, with 
the sole exception of Lohtaja, where there had already been heavy emigration during 
the first phase. 

The period after the First World War was, in the Finnish overseas emigration, 
a kind of "aftennath", and the earlier the emigration had started in each area, the 

1 TUNKELO 1936.259-260; ENGELBERG 1944.45; WASASTJERNA 1957.44; JONES 1960. 
262. 276-277; SALONEN 1967. 44-45, 92. 

8 AKERMAN 1976. 25-31. 
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Figure 2. Distribution by D[fferent Periods of Emigration and Rerum Migration in the Sample Areas.a 
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smaller the relative proportion of emigrants who went in this period. The direction 
of the emigration also changed in this period, mainly. due to the adoption of quota 
systems in the countries of immigration. Canada was the main destination in the 
emigration in the 1920s, but emigrants' attention also began to be drawn to Australia. 
In addition to the quotas and the international boom-<iepression cycle, A. H. TUN­
KELO attributes the decline in emigration to the introduction of compulsory 
military service and to the "safety valve" effect of the increasing pull of Finnish towns 
on the rural population; the land reform, on the other hand (the transfer of rented 
land to owner occupation), did not in his opinion cause a decline in emigration 
in the 1920s.9 

The relative permanent return was fairly high, however, in the postwar period 
not only in 10kioinen but also in Lohtaja, Elimaki, Leppavirta and Kristinestad. 
The proportion of temporarily returning emigrants after the First World War is one­
third or less of all temporary returns in all the sample areas, one of the natural causes 
for which was the reduction in emigration opportunities as the 1930s approached. 

A related question concerns what proportion of people emigrating at different 
times subsequently returned. The perspective here is thus different from that in 
Figure 2, since what is being compared in the following discussion is not the emigra­
tion and return migration rate in different periods, but primarily the date of depar­
ture of the returning emigrants (Table 19). 

In Lohtaja and Kristinestad, where all three phases can be studied very clearly, 
the return percentage noticeably rises from the first to the third phase. Where 13.2 % 
of the persons emigrating from Lohtaja before] 893 eventually returned permanently 
to Finland, the corresponding figure for Toholampi for approximately the same 
period was 18.7 % (see Table 10). The figures for Toholampi are however not directly 
comparable with the data for Lohtaja, since the Toholampi investigation covered 
the emigration and the return migration occurring within the first phase only. 

The situation in Leppavirta and Polvijarvi is exactly the reverse of that in Lohtaja 
and Kristinestad: very few of those emigrating after the First World War returned 
to Finland. In Elimaki and 10kioinen, the return rate was broadly speaking fairly 
level as between emigrants from the second and third phases. 

Figure 2 and Table 19 suggest that the eastern Finland return migration rate after 
the First World War was low, and that in particular return by people emigrating in 
the 1920s was virtually nonexistent. In the high emigration regions, on the other 
hand, the return migration rate reaches its peak among those emigrating in the 1920s, 
as is supported by the findings both from rural (Lohtaja) and urban (Kristinestad) 
areas. There is no comparative material even though it has been mentioned in pass­
ing in some research that the return migration increased after the First World War;1O 
however, these are remarks based on guesswork. There is on the other hand a certain 
logic in the observation provided that the emigration and return migration 

9 TUNKELO 1936, 268-272. 
10 TUNKELO 1936.274: BLOMFELT 1968, 152. 
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Table 19. The Permanent Re/urn Migration Rate to Finland among Persons Emigrating at Different 
Times, by Sample Areas.a 

Date of Emigration Date of Emigration 
Sample 1862-1892 1893-1914 
Area Number Number Return Number Number Return 

Emigrat- Return- Percen- Emigrat- Return- Percen-
ing ing tage ing ing tage 

Lohtaja 880 116 13.2 953 204 21.4 
Elimaki 311 56 18.0 
10kioinen 109 25 22.9 
l..eppavirta 5 250 32 12.8 
Polvijarvi 167 37 22.2 
Kristinestad 230 II 4.8 686 50 7.3 

Date of Emigration TOTAL 
1915-1930 1862-1930 

Number Number Return Number Number Return 
Emigrat- Return- Percen- Emigrat- Return- Percen-

ing ing tage ing ing tage 

Lohtaja 301 99 32.9 2134 419 19.6 
Elimaki 68 12 17.6 380 68 17.9 
10kioinen 78 13 16.7 187 38 20.3 
l..eppavirta 78 4 5.1 333 36 10.8 
Polvijarvi 75 1 I.3 242 38 15.7 
Kristinestad 134 26 19.4 1050 87 8.3 

a: The figures refer to the persons emigrating, not to the total number of acts of emigration. The return 
figures include only emigrants from the sample areas who returned to Finland; they do not include 
emigrants from elsewhere returning to these areas. 

occurring in the same period are being compared with each other - in that the 
immigration quotas deterred immigration, but not return migration. In that case, 
however, it is not possible - as in Figure 2 and Table 19- to see what proportion 
of the total return migration occurred in each phase, nor what proportion of persons 
emigrating at different times eventually returned home. This point was noticed by 
GYLLING in 1910, in his attempt to analyze the official Statistics. ll 

The emigration and return migration rates in different periods were affected by 
many different factors, which will be discussed in more detail in the analysis of the 
structural features of these migration movements. The important point in the 
immediate context is to establish the existence of the long-term cycles and their 
significance in the return migration seen as a whole. There is a close link between 
long-term economic cycles and the phases of the migration movement; the establish­
ment of a sequence of chronological phases applicable to different migration move­
ments is in fact the theoretical starting point for the analysis of the migration. In the 
overseas migration, this applies both to the emigration and the return migration; 

11 GYLLlNG 1910, 103. 
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each of these displays its beginnings, expansion, peak period, and decline, the timing 
of which, however, varies from one region of Finland to another, as has been shown 
in the discussion of the analysis above. 

2 ANNUAL FLUCTUATIONS 

The main effect of the second type of periods of economic fluctuation, i.e. boom­
depression cycles, has been seen as operating on the emigration within the countries 
of immigration. 12 The primary impact of market fluctuations is on annual fluctu­
ations in migration, since each cycle consists of a series of stages (e.g. boom, reces­
sion, and recovery).13 Over a period of 100 years, from 1854 to 1954, altogether 24 
market cycles have been identified in the economy of the United States, with an 
average duration of slightly over four years (the shortest being 27 months, and the 
longest 99 months). 14 

Appendix 1 contains the records of the annual numbers of emigrants in the sample 
areas from the beginning of emigration, and also includes the annual total emigration 
figures for Finland and Sweden from the 1870s onwards. For the return migration, 
annual return figures are available for the sample areas and also for Karvia, Par­
kano, Aland, Finland, and Sweden. With the aid of Appendix 1, therefore, a reliable 
picture of both the emigration and the return migration can be established, and these 
can then be compared with each other. 

In order to display the annual fluctuations more clearly, curves representing the 
emigration and return migration for the sample areas from the 1880s onwards, 
which is when the return migration began to occur on a considerable scale, have 
been drawn in Figure 3. After 1940, return by persons who had emigrated before 
1930 had become so rare that no significant relation with boom-depression cycles 
obtains any more. In Figure 3, Lohtaja and Kristinestad have been represented 
separately, whereas all the remaining sample areas are represented by a single curve. 
The main reason for this is that the absolute numbers in the latter are so small that 
it would be practically impossible to see anything from the Figure if they were 
reprensented separately (the return figures for each sample area are however set out 
separately in Appendix I). 

The first peak in the Finnish emigration occurs in 1872 and 1873, when the United 
States economy was booming. Thereafter, overseas emigration was very low right 
up to the end of the decade, due to the depression in the United States and the 
Russo-Turkish War; Finland was the autonomous Grand Duchy of Russia from 
1809 until 1917 when it became independent. The next peak did not occur until 1882, 
when the economic cycle in the major immigration country was also at its peak. 

12 HJELT 1905, 53; JEROME 1926,208; T01VONEN 1963, 143; KERO 1974,78. 
IJ LENTO 1951, 117. 
14 ACHINSTEIN 1961. 165-166. 
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This year, in fact, saw the largest emigration from Lohtaja for any single year in any 
period. A contributory factor was the fact that the Finnish economy passed through 
the bottom of a depression in precisely the same year. When we look at Finland and 
Sweden together as a whole (Appendix 1), however, the peak did not come until 
1887. This was precisely the phase of the highest emigration from Sweden. Similarly, 
in Toholampi for example - which is adjacent to Lohtaja _ , the highest emigration 
for the 1870s and 1880s occurred in 1887, with 107 emigrants setting out. 15 It can, 
further, also be seen that the market conditions as recorded in Figure 3 and Appen­
dix 1 for the major country of immigration continued to be reflected in the annual 
emigration figures in the 1890s. Thus the emigration was particularly high in 1893 
and 1899, while in 1894 and 1897, due to the economic situation in the United 
States, there were relatively fewer emigrants. 

The peak year for the Finnish emigration was 1902, but in Lohtaja, for example, 
the numbers emigrating were not exceptionally high, which can be attributed to the 
early peak of emigration there. In Kristinestad, on the other hand, 1902 was the peak 
emigration year. In the other sample areas, the emigration peak did not come until 
later, since overseas emigration did not begin to establish itself there until the turn 
of the century. The emigration peak in Elimaki and Polvijarvi came in 1906, and in 
Leppavirta in 1909, both of which were also years of high emigration for Finland 
as a whole. The last high emigration year before the First World War was 1913, 
when there was a brief boom in the economy of the United States; this was when 
the emigration from Jokioinen reached its maximum. 16 Under the different condi­
tions prevailing for emigration in the following decade, it was only in 1923 that the 
emigration came even near the prewar level. 

The general conclusion is that the maximum and minimum years in the emigration 
reflect rather closely the economic cycle in the United States. Short-term fluctuations 
in the Finnish economy, on the other hand, do not appear to have particularly 
affected the annual emigration rate, though it is noticeable that 1882, 1893, and 1902, 
when the emigration rate was exceptionally high in relation to its period, were years 
when the economy in the United States was booming and that in Finland in depres­
sion. These factors in combination may have contributed to an increased interest 
in emigration. 

It is in general very difficult to estimate the impact of "push" and "pull" factors, 
and opinions as to their significance relative to each other are contradictory. The 
"push" of the home country was however primary, inasmuch as the emigration in its 
entirety was a consequence of the conditions prevailing in the region of departure, 
including demographic, economic, political, social, religious, and various individual 
aspects. The "pull" factors in the destination country, including the economic cycle, 
did on the other hand cause clearly recognizable fluctuations in the annual rate of 

15 The annual emigration figures for Toholampi in the 1870s were: - , - , 12,20,- , - , ,7, 
and 8. The equivalent figures in the 1880s were: 23, 46, 38, 15, 25, 31, 46, 107, 66, and 69 (KERO, 

KOSTIAINEN, KUPARINEN, VAINIO 1978, Appendix 4). 
16 Both in 1910 and in 1913 there were 26 emigrants who set out from Jokioinen. 
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Figure 3. Annual Fluctuations in the Emigration and Return Migration in the Sample Areas, 1880-
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a: The absolute figures and data for the periods prior to 1880 and subsequent to 1940 are set out in 
Appendix I. Emigrants include all acts of emigration, and return migrants consist of those returning 
permanently. The text below the diagram refers to the economic situation (boom-depression cycle) in the 
United States; see Appendix I. The fluctuations in the Finnish economy are given in Appendix I, as are 
also the emigration and return migration figures for certain other areas. 

flow of the emigrationP Short-term movements in the domestic economy have not 
been as significant, despite the fact that the emigration as a whole was the conse­
quence of the overall domestic situation. The significance of the economic situation 
in the host country can also be seen by comparing the annual fluctuations in the 
emigration rate between Sweden as a whole and the various parts of Finland, in 
Appendix 1, when it will be observed that the variations mainly move in the same 
direction. 18 

When the return migration is compared with the fluctuations in the economy of 
the United States, in Appendix 1 and Figure 3, it is immediately apparent that the 
annual return migration rate is not nearly as dependent on the state of the economy 

17 Sce NILSSON 1970, 37-41. 
18 Cf. also JEROME 1926, 84. 
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as the emigration rate is. Even less effect can be attributed to the economic situation 
in the home country at the time in question. Nevertheless, KERO, for · example, 
found that the return from the United States was greatest during depression years 
of the host country.19 The same point is made by HELL, in his study of German 
returnees.20 In comparison with the emigration, the return migration was much more 
dependent on individual decisions and motives, while the lower absolute numbers 
in the return migration also tend to keep the return curves lower and flatter than 
those for the emigration. Nonetheless, the economic situation in the host country 
has been of significance. 

Overseas return migration to Finland began to occur on a noticeable scale from 
the mid-1880s, as is indicated by the data for Lohtaja, Toholampi,21 and Kristine­
stad. The same observation has been made with reference to the Norwegian return 
migration, by SEMMINGSEN.22 The return figures for Sweden, in Appendix I, 
also increase with the approach of the 1890s. This, still a low curve, is due, at least 
in Finland, to the relatively low emigration in the 1880s while the improvement in 
transport communications was apparently important in raising the return rate by 
the 1890s. TEDEBRAND suggests that one of the reasons for the fairly low return 
rate in the 1880s in Sweden was the prevalence of emigration by whole families,23 
and this would also apply to Finland.24 

Both in Lohtaja and Toholampi, and in Sweden, the peak return year in the 1870s 
was 1875, due at least in part to the high emigration rate in 1872 and 1873. The next 
rise in the return rate does not occur until the mid -1880s, when there was an eco­
nomic depression both in the United States and in Finland. In general, however, 
the annual return rate to Lohtaja, Toholampi, and Kristinestad varied very little 
in the 1880s and early 1890s. Those returning in 1889-189 I consisted in the main 
of people who had emigrated in 1887, and there does not appear to be any effect 
on the annual return rate by market forces. In Sweden, too, the return migration can 
be seen to have risen both before and after the beginning of the 1890s, irrespective 
of the economic situation. 

From the mid-1890s onwards, however, the return migration rate began to follow 
more closely the fluctuations in the economy of the United States, though the peak 
of return migration need not coincide with the trough of the depression but occurred 
on either side of this. The emigration rate a few years previously was also an impor­
tant factor in the annual return rate; thus in 1900- 1904 the return rate was consis­
tently fairly high, due in the main to the high emigration in 1899 and 1902. The 

19 KERO 1972, 14; see also GYLLING 1910. 100; JEROME 1926. 109; L1NDBERG 1930.245. 
20 HELL 1976, 55-56. 
21 The annual return migration figures for Toholampi in the 1880s were: . 1.- .4. 11,9,4, 11. 14. 

and 31. The equivalent figures in the 18705 had been: - . - , .8, 1,2. - . and (KERO, 
KOSTIAINEN, KUPARINEN, VAINIO 1978. Appendix 4). 

22 SEMMINGSEN 1950.460. 
23 TEDEBRAND 1972. 251. 
24 See especially Chapter V:3. 
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impact of the economic situation in 1904 is also nevertheless distinguishable as a rise 
in the return rate. 

The overall peak of the Finnish return migration occurred in 1907 and 1908. 1907 
marked the peak of an economic boom, both in the United States and in Finland, 
but in the United States this rapidly turned to a depression, starting in May of that 
year, and reaching the trough of a depression in June 1908.25 Appendix I shows 
that 1907 represented a peak in the return migration for Lohtaja, Elimaki, Leppa­
virta, and Aland. The data from the District Court Registrars' records also reach 
a maximum in that year, both for urban and rural areas over Finland as a whole.26 

According to the information in the shipping lines' passenger lists, the peak year 
for the Finnish return migration was 1908. In Norway and Italy, too, 1908 has been 
identified as the overall peak of the return migration.27 It was also one of the years 
of heavy return migration to Sweden, though the peak had occurred there earlier, 
in 1894.28 

For Finland, the peak of the return migration can however be dated to 1907-
1908, as was also the case in a number of other countries. The return migration was 
still heavy in the early years of the following decade, only then reaching its maximum 
in some areas (e.g. Kuusamo, in 1910,29 and Jokioinen and Polvijarvi, in 1913). 
Similarly, in Greece, where the emigration had only begun at the beginning of the 
century, 1913 and 1920 were the peak return migration years, though SALOUTOS 
points out that the 1907 depression also led to a high return rate then.30 

The date of the maximum return in the years following the First World War varies 
considerably from one area to another, not occurring in Lohtaja until 1938, while 
in Kristinestad it came in 1920, in Leppavirta in 1921, in Elimaki in 1925, and in 
J okioinen in 1931. The relatively high return rate in the early 1920s is due not only 
to the economic cycles, but also to the fact that many people who had decided some 
time earlier to return were forced by the First World War to postpone their plans. 
The return rate for Kristinestad, which had remained relatively low and steady 
throughout the emigration period, only reached its culmination in 1920. 

Apart from the 1907 peak, it is worth mentioning that the urban return migration 
reached its maximum during the international depression in 1929-1933. Still, the 
Registrars' records do not record the numbers returning to towns as reaching 200 in 
any single year, whereas the same source shows over 3000 emigrants returning to 
rural areas in the years of the heaviest return migration.3l There is however a distinct 

25 ACHINSTEIN 1961, 165. 
26 The data from the District Courts Registrars for the return migration in urban and rural districts 

can be found in the following parts of the Finnish Statistical Yearbook: STY 1906, Table 46; STY 1916, 

Table 65; STY 1921, Table 63; STY 1924, Table 52; STY 1928, Table 54; STY 1931, 1933, Table 55; 

STY 1936, Table 56; STY 1939, Table 59; STY 1940, Table 66. 

27 On Norway, see SEM MINGSEN 1950, 460; on Italy, see FOERSTER 1924. 30. 

28 See also TEDEBRAND 1972, 224; NORMAN 1974, 50. 

29 PATYNEN 1972, 110. This refers to those returning permanently. 
30 SALOUTOS 1956, 32. 52. 
31 For the sources for these figures, see footnote 26. 
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rise in the urban return rate in the 1920s and 1930s, probably due to their increased 
pull on returning emigrants following on the increase in urbanization. 

The above-average return figures for 1925 and 1926 were affected by the high 
emigration in 1923. The return rate over Finland as a whole was also relatively high 
from 1927 right up to 1933. The highest annual return to Finland after the First 
World War was, according to both the Registrars' records and the passenger lists, 
1932, when there was a severe crisis in the United States economy. The absolute 
numbers drop thereafter, due to the virtual ceasing of emigration in 1930. The peak 
in Lohtaja in 1938 is not susceptible of explanation in terms of the economic cycle, 
but is primarily due to the fact that of the 16 who returned in that year, 15 returned 
from Australia. The geographical distance of Australia from Finland apparently 
led a rather large group of Lohtaja emigrants to return together to Finland, since 
the long sea voyage must certainly have felt more comfortable and secure in a group. 
The majority of the return migrants in that year had set out from Lohtaja at the end 
of the 1920s, and it can be suggested that the emigration rate for any given period 
will be reflected in return figures considerably later among Australian immigrants 
than among those going to North America. 01avi KOIVUKANGAS has also seen 
an increased return rate in the 1930s for Finnish emigrants to Australia, partic­
ularly during the international depression in the early years of the decade.32 The 
reason for this is also naturally the fact that Finnish emigration to Australia only 
reached its maximum in the 1920s. 

The return migration, then, did not reflect the cycles of the economy as closely 
as did the emigration rate. Nevertheless, the fat years and lean years in the United 
States can be clearly distinguished in the annual return migration rates. This is well 
illustrated by the high return rates for 1907 and 1908, and for the early 1930s, in 
comparison with the return migration for their periods. Other factors were also 
however rather important, e.g. the destination to which the emigrants went, or the 
preceding years' emigration and its composition. The main motive emigrants had for 
going overseas was to earn money, and it is therefore only to be expected that heavy 
emigration would lead to a rise in the return migration in subsequent years irre­
spective of the market cycle. It is precisely this feature in the return migration that 
was meant by RA VENSTEINs "Law" of 1885 concerning the compensatory return 
movement associated with every migratory movement. 33 The return migration is 
thus partly a self-regulating, automatic occurrence, although fluctuations in the 
return migration rate were affected by many factors, such as the economic situation 
in the immigration countries at the time in question. 

It was first observed by GYLLING that the emigration rate in the preceding quin­
quennium goes a long way to determining the return migration rate in the following 
five years. 34 KERO argues that it would be better to speak in terms of two- to three~ 

32 KOIVUKANGAS 1974, 206-207. 
33 RA VENSTEIN 1885, 199. 
34 GYLLlNG 1910, 102. 
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year periods.35 Both opinions can be justified, as will have become clear in the above 
analysis. The same point is evident in the length of time spent in emigration by those 
who returned: over half of those permanently returning had been abroad for not 
more than five years (see Table 18, p. 80). This mainly applies, however, to emigrants 
to North America. For emigrants to Australia, a longer period - five years and 
upwards _ is needed. For South Africa, on the other hand, the pattern in Finnish 
emigration prior to the First World War is the reverse of this: over two-thirds of 
those returning came back to Finland within the first two years from emigration, 
and many within one year.36 

The analysis of the Italian migration has revealed a high degree of sensitivity to 
economic conditions both in the emigration and in the return migration. 37 Many of 
these people were in effect "commuting to work" overseas, and even short-term 
fluctuations in the economy were therefore of considerable importance in affecting 
the decision to travel in either direction. Return to Europe by Jewish immigrants, on 
the other hand, is stated by JOSEPH not to have depended on economic conditions 
at alP8 The Finnish emigrants come between these extremes in their return migra­
tion. The significance of individual motives in the decision to return takes on greater 
prominence within those groups of emigrants whose return rate was in general low; 
a whole range of different factors then intervene to "confuse" the economic cycles. 
Scandinavian and Finnish emigrants are an example of such a group. 

3 SEASONAL VARIATION 

The movement of emigrants between Europe and the overseas countries fluctuated 
according to the time of year. Examination of these seasonal fluctuations has shown 
that in the early stages of the Finnish emigration - in the 1870s and I 880s - the 
maximum occurred in the summer months, June and July. From the beginning of 
the 1890s, the emigration was distributed more evenly around the year, with the 
largest numbers of emigrants in April, the numbers then falling through the summer 
months and increasing again slightly in August and September. The major reason 
for this change, in KERO's opinion, was the improvement in communications from 
the ] 890s on, which made it comparatively easier to transport emigrants outside 
the summer months, while the prospects of employment were highest in the host 
countries in the spring, which was when the busiest period began in mining, the con­
struction industry, and work in the docks .39 The American emigration from Italy has 

35 KERO 1972. 16 footnote 13. 
31> KUPARINEN 1978. 163 . 
37 FOERSTER 1924. 32. 
38 JOSE PH 1914. 138-139. 
39 KERO 1974. 69-70 especially Figure I. 
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Figure 4. Monthzv Fluctuations in the Finnish Return Migration. 1892-1937.3 

20 

15 

10 

-1892-1902 

- - -190L. -1914 

•••• 1921-1922 

00001931-1937 

.. 
~'" '. 0, • 

"o""~.--_~ 1,6 
oOoo~ooocP ~,~:oo 

_ •• _... 0 0 

............ 

2 3 4 5 G 7 ~ 9 10 11 1 2 mont h 

a: This Figure is derived from data collected by the Finnish Steamship Company (also available on 
microfilm at the Department of History. University of Turku: TYYH/S/mj7/ 17). The figures on which 
the Figure is based arc given in Appendix 3. 

also been noticed to have been heaviest during the spring months,40 as in Finland 
from the 1890s. 

The seasonal variations in the return migration are displayed in Figure 4, which 
has been divided into four periods in order to clarify the trends of development. 
The figures used here are derived from the passenger lists, and thus include all 
persons returning to Finland. In the first phase (1892-1902) the return migration 
is fairly evenly distributed throughout the months, with the maximum occurring 
in the autumn. During the period of the heaviest return migration (1904-1914) the 
heaviest movement clearly shifts to the summer (May, June, and July). After the 
First World War, the return movement becomes even more markedly concentrated 
in a few summer months, particularly the early summer. The same trend continues 
into the 1930s, with more than a quarter of the return taking place during May. 
Thus in general May and June were the major months for the return migration, 
from the beginning of the century onwards, and the winter and autumn months 

40 See CAROLI 1973, 43. 
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were marked by relatively low return rates. The exception to this is in the 18908, 
when the peak came in the autumn. 

Comparison of Figure 4 with the seasonal fluctuations in the emigration41 reveals 
completely opposed trends in the two phenomena. In the early stages, the return 
migration was fairly evenly distributed, but with the passage of time the curve 
becomes sharper and its peak shifts towards spring and early summer. The curve 
for the emigration becomes more evenly distributed with the passa~e of time, though 
its peak, like that for the return migration, also shifts towards the spring months.42 

It is complicated to suggest reasons why the return migration should have become 
more and more concentrated at a particular time of year. In view of the improve­
ments in communications, one would expect the opposite trend. Nor can the 
employment situation in the host countries be treated as a reason, for the kinds 
of employment mainly available for Finnish immigrants were most readily to be 
obtained in the spring; yet this is the season when the return reaches its annual 
maximum. The sex ratio among the emigrants does not offer any relevant explana­
tion, for although in general more men returned than women, the proportion of 
women in the emigration was steadily rising. The return by women was not as 
sensitive to economic factors as that of men,43 but the return curve does nonetheless 
distinctly become more sharply peaked as time proceeds, although it might be 
expected to level off as the proportion of women increased. 

The return by Italians at different seasons of the year relates much more clearly 
than that by Finnish emigrants to employment opportunities in the host country, 
reaching its maximum at the end of the year.44 The Italian overseas migration was 
in fact seasonal in character: they set out in large groups in the spring, for example 
to work on construction sites in some city on the eastern seaboard of the United 
States, and many of them would return at the end of the same year, when work 
finished,45 to set out once again the following spring. 

For the Finnish emigrants, on the other hand, the concentration of the return in 
the spring and early summer was probably related to pull factors in Finland. Many 
of the emigrants returned to rural areas and to agricultural work, in which the spring 
is a busy season. It is also possible that the effect of improved communications, 
specifically in the return migration, may have been to exaggerate the concentration 
in particular months: the further one proceeds from the First World War, the more 
common become visits home by Finnish-Americans. These, naturally, are included 
in Figure 4, which is based on the passenger lists; and a visit to Finland would be 

41 KERO 1974, 69 Figure I. 
42 Figure 4 deals to some extent with a period later than the emigration investigated by KERO, 

but the trend is nevertheless clearly to be seen. 
43 The differences between the sexes in the emigration and in the return migration will be discussed 

in Chapter V:2 below. 
44 See CAROLl 1973, 43. 

4S Construction work, mining, and work in the docks usually closed down for the winter (KERO 
1974, 70). 
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much more pleasant and attractive during the summer. No doubt it was also more 
comfortable to return permanently in spring and summer, bearing in mind that the 
return often took place for other than economic reasons, even though the improve­
ments in communications made it possible to move at any time of the year. Since 
the return was often due to highly personal motives, such as homesickness, it occur­
red at the most attractive time of year in Finland. In this sense, therefore, the pull 
of the home country was probably of considerable significance in the concentration 
of the return at particular times of year, while in the emigration, economic factors 
in the host country were distinctly more influential. 



IV The Socio~conomic Composition 
of the Return Migration 

In setting out to analyze the significance of social status in the return migration, 
the first point that has to be made is that the actual meaning of the terminology used 
to refer to occupations and social status in the various parts of Finland varied con­
siderably. The occupational statistics are recognized as being one of the weakest parts 
of the Finnish Official Statistics. J The Emigration Statistics regularly record, on the 
basis of the passport lists, the occupation of the emigrant, or to be more precise 
they give a term indicating social status. When a small unit, such as a municipality, 
is investigated, it becomes obvious that these entries were made by reference to 
fixed criteria. Over a long period of time, however, the content of the terms could 
change; changes have been noted in the occupational titles of people who applied for 
a passport more than once.2 Confusion could also be caused, within a single area, by 
the problem of who to call a farmer's or a crofter's son, or a cottager or a farmhand. 
The children of farmers and crofters did often work as farmhands or as maids, and 
the practice in the approach to recording SOCial status varies considerably, e.g. 
between the parish records in different decades.3 

When a larger area, such as a Province, or the whole country, is taken for analysis, 
the comparability of the data becomes even weaker, since people were allocated to 
different groups in different areas on different bases. The terms "tenant" (itsellinen), 
"cottager" (miikitupalainen), "workman" (tyomies), "farmhand" (renki), "maid" 
(p iik a), and "servant" (palvel(ja), for example, referred at the beginning of this 
century to virtually the same social status,4 but some of them were more frequently 
used in certain parts of the country than others. Thus, in Leppavirta the terms 
"lodger" (loinen) and "cottager" (miikitupalainen) referred in practice to the same 
social status.5 In Elimaki, on the other hand, the terms "tenant" (itsellinen) and 

I LENTO 1951. 23; see also GEBHARD 1913. 1-7.87. 
2 KERO 1974. 82-83. 
3 KERO, KOSTIAINEN, KUPARINEN, VAINIO 1978. 13. 
4 KERO 1970. 90. 
s RINTA-TASSI 1967. 68. 
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"cottager" (mdkitupalainen) were used interchangeably; and since these people were 
also "workers" (tyoldinen) for the manor,6 it was a mere matter of taste which term 
an Elimaki emigrant might use when applying for a passport. The difficulty of 
classifying the various groups in society has also been stressed by Eino JUTIK­
KALA, dealing with Hame Province; he treats "tenant" (itsellinen) and "cottager" 
(mdkitupalainen) as synonyms. 7 When the social status of emigrants from Jokioinen 
is examined as recorded in the passport registers and in the parish records, it emerges 
that the terms "workman" (tyomies), a different term for "cottager" (mokkildinen), 
and even the term "crofter" (torppari) may occur referring to the same person. 

It is somewhat easier to define the status of a "farmer" (talollinen) and his family 
than of other groups in rural society, since during the emigration period the term 
"farmer" was used to mean a person independently farming his own land.8 Problems 
do nevertheless arise, especially with farmers' children, as has been mentioned. 
Moreover, the wealth and income of farmers varied very considerably from one 
part of Finland to another. The contrast between landowning and landless in 
Ostrobothnia was in most cases smaller than in southern Finland, since the farms in 
Ostrobothnia were usually comparatively small.9 

A "crofter" (torppari), even though he was farming rented land, could in some 
cases be in a rather independent position. Here again, however, there were con­
siderable variations between different parts of the country, though crofters never 
formed the bottom layer of rural society, nor did they constitute the agricultural 
"surplus" population. lo Crofters usually supported themselves on the land they 
rented, though towards the end of the last century conditions were tending to become 
more difficult for them.11 With the development of technological methods in agri­
culture at the end of the century, the less well-off farmers and the crofters were in 
approximately the same position: it is only once the innovations had been established 
among the wealthier farmers that we find them being adopted by poorer farmers 
and crofters. In the latter part of the 19th century the position of the crofters in 
central and eastern Finland deteriorated, due to the rising value of timber, which 
meant that they could no longer support themselves by forest clearance. 12 

The position enjoyed by the crofters in Jokioinen, for instance, was relatively 
good; the area of land under their cultivation steadily expanded in the late 19th 
century. They even kept farmhands of their own. Nonetheless, they felt their legal 
position to be insecure, as is evidenced by the strikes in 1903 and in 1906. Jokioinen 
Manor, which had almost 400 tenants, kept a firm grip on its crofters. 13 One of the 

6 SAURI 1949, 57. 
7 JUTIKKALA 1969, 77-78. 
8 WARIS 1936. 36. 
9 SOININEN 1975. 402. 

10 RASILA 1961, 451; HAATANEN 1965,69; see also GEBHARD 1913.85. 
11 WARIS 1936. 37-39; RINTA-TASSI 1967. 67-68. 
12 ANTTILA 1974. 40. 183. 
13 RASILA 1961, 101-102,260-263.323-327; PELTOVUORI 1963. 99,108; JUTIKKALA 1969, 

116-117. 128-131. 138-139. 
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consequences of the new crofting legislation after 1909 _ which was soon felt to be 
only a temporary arrangement _ was that the landowners tried to amalgamate the 
crofts with the estate, since otherwise, on the expiry of the current agreement, they 
would be forced to enter into very long-term new leases. As a result, the effect of 
this Act, which was intended to improve the situation of the crofters, was partly to 
make their position less secure, and this in turn led to demands for land reform. 14 

These demands were soon realized, in 1918, thus securing the dominance in Finland 
of small-scale agriculture. 15 

Below the crofters, there was then a group, going by a variety of different terms, 
which was not able to support itself from the land, since the amount of land available 
for the use of cottagers (miikilupalainen), lodgers (loinen), and tenants (itsellinen) 
was quite inadequate for the purpose. The servants proper, on the other hand, 
farmhands (renki) and maids (piika), were distinguished from those who paid the 
rent for their land in labour for the landowner (i.e. crofters, cottagers, lodgers and 
tenants), by the fact that the servants had no land under cultivation at all. They were 
a purely wage-earning group, whose wages were paid partly in money and partly in 
food and clothing. Farming tenants quite often found themselves in the same posi­
tion as farmhands or maids, as has been pointed out for Leppavirta. 16 

The purpose of the foregoing discussion is to demonstrate the difficulty of assign­
ing the rural Finnish popUlation at the end of the last century into groups according 
to social status. These factors must therefore be borne in mind when the socio­
economic composition of the return migration is being considered. The term "socio­
economic composition", i.e. referring to both the social status and the economic 
position of the emigrants, is therefore a more satisfactory solution, especially for 
rural areas, than "occupational structure"; another widely-used alternative term 
would be "social status". 

In order to achieve comparability between the data for sample areas in various 
different investigations and the official Statistics, only a few groupings have been 
used in the following comparison of the socio-economic composition of the emi­
gration and of the return migration. The first grouping comprises farmers (talollinen), 
and the second, farmers' wives, children, and sons- and daughters-in-Iaw;'7 the third, 

14 JUTIKKALA 1969, 142, 166; cf. RASILA 1961. 447-450; RASILA 1970, 19-25. 
15 On the solution of the Finnish crofter problem, see RASILA 1970, passim. 

16 RINTA-TASSI 1967,68-71; cf. WARIS 1936,39. 
17 In the official Statistics, farmers' wives are included with the farmers, whereas in the sample areas 

for the present investigation they have been assigned with the farmers' children . Leaseholders (lampuoti). 

and ex-farmers, have been assigned to Group I, and their families to Group 2. RASILA has found that 

the status of leaseholders was the same as that of the crofters. However, since their number was very 
small (RASILA 1970, 14) and had no real significance in the overseas migration, they have been placed 
here in the same grouping as the farmers and ex-farmers; the latter were in the same grouping as the 

leaseholders also in the official Emigration Statistics. Group 1 in the present investigation thus corre­

sponds to Groups 1 and 2 in the official Statistics, with the exception of wives, and Group 2 here corre­

sponds to Group 3 in the official Statistics respectively. The data for comparison are from SVT XXVIII: 
7, Table VI. 
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crofters (torppari)'s and the fourth their wives, children, and sons- and daughters-in­
law;19 and the fifth comprises without further distinction the tenants (itsellinen), 
cottagers (miikitupalainen), lodgers (ioinen), farmhands (renkij, maids (piika), 
servants in general. as well as factory workers and their families.20 The sixth group­
ing for the rural al~as covers all other occupations, of which the most important for 
the emigration were craft workers (kiisityoliiinen) and seamen and their families. 
Those whose occupation is unknown have also been included in this sixth group­
ing. 21 

It is more justified to speak of occupations in the real sense in the urban areas than 
it is for the countryside. The terms used to describe occupations and social status in 
the towns diverge almost totally from those in use in the country, with the result 
that the urban and rural return migrations have to be examined separately. The 
occupations which are gathered together in the sixth rural grouping under the 
heading "Others" are in fact central in the urban migration Tables. The occupational 
terminology in the towns was very varied, for a dozen or more different terms are 
to be found among the craft workers alone. These have however been reduced to a 
few groupings in the present investigation, in order to obtain statistically significant 
nwnbers in each grouping. 

The first urban grouping consists of seamen, and the second of their families; the 
third covers a variety of crafts and trades (joiners, turners, painters, blacksmiths and 
coppersmiths, bakers, watchmakers, tailors, tanners, cobblers, saddlers, and 
masons), and the fourth their families; the fifth, the middle class in the towns (house­
holders, tradesmen, master builders, supervisors, and officials), and the sixth their 
families. 22 The seventh grouping includes servants and labourers with their families, 
thus approximately corresponding to the fifth rural grouping in terms of social 
status. The eighth grouping then includes farmers and crofters, since as was pointed 
out in Chapter 1:2, there was a certain amount of agricultural land within the Kris­
tinestad boundaries. Strictly speaking, the farmer and crofter groups do not belong 
together, but their significance in the urban migration is so small that it would be 
unjustified to make a distinction between them (see Table 21). For the same reason, 
farmers' and crofters' families have been included in the same grouping, which thus 
corresponds to groups 1-4 in the rural areas. The final grouping, the ninth, 
comprises other occupations and persons whose occupation is unknown. 

It is worth noting now - simultaneously with the beginning of the actual analysis 
- that the socio-economic nature of the entire population in different parts of the 
country has been treated above in Chapter 1:2 where the arguments for the selection 
of the sample areas were analyzed. 

Examination of the figures for the whole country in Table 20 reveals that the 

18 This Group corresponds to Group 4 in the official Statistics, with the exception of wives. 
19 This Group corresponds to Group 5 in the official Statistics, with the addition of crofters' wives. 
20 This Group corresponds to Groups 6 and 22-24 in the official Statistics. 
21 This Group corresponds to Groups 7-21 and 25-28 in the official Statistics. 
22 Groups 1-6 correspond to Groups 8-21 and 25-26 in the official Statistics. 



Table 20. Sodo-economic Composition of the Rural emigration. and of All Finland. a 

Social Lohtaja Elimaki Jokioinen 
Status 1867- 1914 1915-30 Total 1867- 1914 1915-30 Total 1861- 1914 1915-30 Total 

Farmers 73 4.0% 28 9.3% 101 4.7% 6 1.9% 6 1.6% 1.3% 0.5% 
Farmers' 
Families 774 42.2% 144 47.8% 918 43.0% 76 24.4% 10 14.7 % 86 22.6 % 8 7.3% 9 11.5% 17 9.1% 
Crofters 37 2.0% 6 2.0% 43 2.0% 3 3.8% 3 1.6% 
Crofters' 
Families 115 6.3 % 17 5.6 % 132 6.2% 27 8.7% 1.5 % 28 7.4% 28 25.7% 8 10.3% 36 19.3% 
Landless, 
Servants, and 
Labourers 
with Their 
Families 609 33.2% 82 27.2% 691 32.4 % 133 42.6% 13 19.1% 146 38.4% 66 60.6% 44 56.4% 110 58.8% 
Others and 
Unknown 225 12.3% 24 8.0% 249 11.7% 70 22.4% 44 64.7% 114 30.0% 7 6.4% 13 16.7% 20 10.7% 

TOTAL 1833 100.0% 301 100.0% 2134 100.0% 312 100.0% 68 100.0% 380 100.0% 109 100.0 % 78 100.0% 187 100.0% 

Leppavirta Polvijarvi Finland 

Farmers 5 2.0% 15 19.2% 20 6.0% 18 10.8% 6 8.0% 24 9.9% 13433 5.3% 9377 11.8% 22810 6.9% 
Farmers' 
Families 41 16. 1% 5 6.4% 46 13.8% 69 41.3% 12 16.0% 81 33.5% 61422 24.3% 18926 23.9% 80348 24.2% 
Crofters I 1.3% 0.3% 1.3% 0.4% 6857 2.7% 594 0.7% 7451 2.2% 
Crofters' 
Families 31 12.2% 3 3.8% 34 10.2% 1.3% 0.4% 24634 9.7% 1699 2.1% 26333 7.9% 
Landless, 
Servants, 
and 
Labourers 
with Their 
Families 139 54.5% 23 29.5% 162 48 .6% 71 42.5% 45 60.0% 116 47 .9% 117451 46.4% 26105 32.9% 143556 43.2% 
Others and 
Unknown 39 15.3% 31 39.7% 70 21.0% 9 5.4% 10 13.3% 19 7.9% 29219 11.5%22571 28.5% 51796 15.6% -0 

\,.).,I 

TOTAL 255 100.0% 78 100.0% 333 100.0% 167 100.0% 75 100.0% 242 100.0% 253016 100.0% 79278 100.0% 332294 100.0% 

a: For the figures for Finland as a whole, see SVT XXVIII : I, Table VIII; SVT XXVIII: 6, 16-19; SVT XXVIII: 11, Tables 13a & I3b; SVT XXVIII: IZ- 21, 
Table VI. The figures for Finland start from 1893. The figures for the sample areas refer to the true numbers of emigrants. 
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grouping consisting of the landless population, servants, and labourers, was the most 
significant source of emigrants. The same finding applies to all the rural sample areas 
under investigation, with the exception of Lohtaja, where the farmers' families 
clearly make up the largest grouping. 

The ratio between various groupings in the emigration varied between different 
parts of the country, mainly depending on the proportion of the local popUlation 
consisting of each grouping; for it has been found that the relative emigration rate 
did not significantly vary between different rural social groups even though some 
differences can be seen23 which at least partly are due to terminological problems. 
In any case, this is not a question to be analyzed in the present study. 

In northern Satakunta, which was part of the core region of the crofting institu­
tion, KERO reports the proportion of crofters and their families in the emigration 
altogether as 25.1 %.24 The amount was almost as great in Jokioinen, according 
to Table 20: 20.9 %; the figure for the whole country was 10.1 %. In Lohtaja, on the 
other hand, located as it was in a region of independent farmers, the proportion 
made up by farmers and their families was strikingly high. The same feature has 
been identified in southern Ostrobothnia25 and in Kuusamo. 26 The proportion of 
landless people in the emigration from areas in Kuopio Province was higher than 
in the Finnish emigration altogether, precisely because of the demographic structure 
of this region. These also composed the largest grouping in Elimaki, despite the fact 
that crofting survived there for a relatively long time;27 there were also far more 
landless people than crofters and their families among emigrants in Jokioinen, which 
was a typical crofting area. 

Table 20 also shows that the families of farmers and crofters _ especially their 
children - strikingly outnumbered their parents in the emigration. This was 
natural, for it was not easy to obtain land of one's own in a family with many 
children. 28 

Following the First World War, the structure of the emigration changed in some 
respects very significantly. Firstly, the proportion of farmers increased, mainly due 
to the beginnings of the transfer of formerly rented land to owner-occupation 
through the land reform. The proportion of crofters, consequently, dwindled away 
almost to nothing. The proportion of farmers and their families in the emigration 
fell in Elimaki in the final stages, mainly in favour of the "Others" grouping, which 
became the largest source of emigration in this period (64.7 % of the emigrants). The 
proximity of this area to popUlation centres appears to have been the main reason 
for "urban" occupations having come to dominate the emigration. The proportion 

23 TOIVONEN 1963,47; KERO 1970,96-97; cf. Table 4 on p. 37 and Table 20 above. 
24 KERO 1970, 86. 
25 BACK MAN 1945, 9-10; TOIVONEN 1963, 42. 
26 P A TYNEN 1972, 53. 
27 SAURI 1949, 56. 

28 On the distribution of emigration of different social groupings by Provinces in Finland, see KERO 
1974, 87-90, 209. 
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Table 21. Socio-economic Composition of the i:.migralion from Kristinestad:' 

Social 1862-1914 1915-1930 Total 
Status 

Seamen 145 15.8% IO 7.5% 155 14.8% 
Seamen's 
Families 117 12.8% 9 6.7% 126 12.0% 
Craftsmen, 
Skilled Workers 77 8.4% 14 10.4% 91 8.7% 
Families of 
Craftsmen, etc. 131 14.3% 12 9.0% 143 13.6% 
Middle Class 22 2.4% JO 7.5% 32 3.0% 
Families of 
Middle Class 37 4.0% 16 11.9% 53 5.0% 
Labourers with Their 
Families 265 28.9% 36 26.9% 301 28.7% 
Farmers and 
Crofters with Their Families 28 3.1% 7 5.2% 35 3.3% 
Others and Unknown 94 10.3% 20 14.9% 114 10.9% 

TOTAL 916 100.0% 134 100.0% 1050 100.0% 

a: The occupations included in each social group are set out above, on p. 102. 

represented by this grouping also rose considerably both in the other sample areas 
- except Lohtaja - and in Finland in general, subsequently to 1914. Industry 
became increasingly common in rural areas, which also contributed to the changes 
in the composition of the emigration. 

Overseas emigration after the First World War was however so low, compared 
with the earlier period, that changes in the socio-economic composition of the 
emigration do not very clearly emerge simply by examining it as a single phe­
nomenon over the entire period from its beginnings to 1930; this can be seen from 
Table 20, by comparing the figures for the period before 1914 with those for the 
entire emigration. It is therefore unnecessary to distinguish between emigrants from 
different periods when studying the return rate for different social groups. First, 
however, the composition of the emigration from urban areas needs to be estab­
lished. 

The first point established by Table 21 is the key position of seamen and their 
families in the emigration from ports such as Kristinestad (over a quarter of all 
emigrants). The only group slightly larger than this is that of the labourers. As would 
be expected, the proportion made up by seamen and their families diminished after 

the First World War. As has been noted earlier, the emigration from Finland started 
with seamen, with the result that their contribution to the total number of emigrants 
was highest at the beginning and thereafter steadily declined. 

In the various social groupings in both the urban and rural emigration, the families 
of emigrants consistently represented a higher quantity than the heads of families 
(see Tables 20 and 21), with the sole exception of the seamen, whose emigration 
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exceeded that of seamen's wives and children combined. This indicates the difference 
in character of the emigration among seamen in comparison with other social 
groups, though it should also be recognized that this may be merely an apparent 
difference, since it was considerably easier to call oneself a "seaman" at a young age 
- e.g. seamen's sons _ than was the case among the sons of farmers, for example. 
The "Seamen" grouping thus includes very young age groups, which is not the case, 
for instance, with the "Farmers". 

Table 21 indicates that emigration among the urban middle class was rather low, 
whereas craftsmen and skilled workers, and especially their families, fill a prominent 
position. The proportion of labourers is distinctly lower than in the country, though 
it is the largest single urban grouping. It should of course be borne in mind that it is 
impossible to draw a clear dividing line between terms such as "workman" (tyomies) 
and many craft trades. The 'Smallness of the grouping incorporating farmers and 
crofters and their households in Kristinestad is of course explained by the limited 
amount of farmland and of farming population within the borough limits. 

Turning the focus on to the rural return, Table 22 indicates that the permanent 
return rate in Lohtaja, Parkano, and Karvia was relatively highest among farmers 
and crofters, varying in these groupings between 39.5 and 58.1 %. They also returned 
relatively more often than the corresponding wives and children. In Kuusamo, for 
some reason, the ratios are reversed; this is not explained by PATYNEN.29 

In the other sample areas, the numbers of permanently returning emigrants are so 
small that the trends are not so clearly visible. In Leppavirta and Polvijarvi, however, 
the highest relative return rate was among farmers. Farmers have also been estimated 
as having returned more often than other groupings in Malax, since according to 
SMEDS as many as 80 % of the farming population who emigrated overseas subse­
quently returned.30 It must be remembered that the return rate for the various 
groupings varied in different parts of the country according to the overall local return 
rate, as can clearly be seen in Table 22; but it is more important for the investigation 
of the return by different social groups to ,~tudy the ratio between the different 
groupings' return rates. 

Farmers' children thus returned permanently distinctly less frequently than their 
parents, as did crofters' children; but Table 22 shows the lowest return rate as 
occurring among landless, servant, and labourer emigrantsY The only exception is 
found in Elimaki where the permanent return rate has been more even between the 
different social groupings. Since the permanent return rate among the landless and 
labourer emigrants never rises above one-fifth (being highest in Elimaki: 19.9 %), 
the difference between this and the return rate among farmers and crofters is evident. 
The return rate in Sweden has also been found to have been noticeably higher to 

29 PATYNEN 1972, 115. 
30 SMEDS 1935, 336. The material cannot be considered very reliable. 
31 See also SMEDS 1935, 336. 



Table 22. Rural Return Migration Rate. by Social Status.· 

Social Status Lohtaja Elimaki Jokioinen Leppavirta 

Emigrat- Permanently Temporarily Emigrat- Permanently Temporarily Emigrat- Permanently Temporarily Emigrat- Permanently Temporarily 
ing Returning Returning ing Returning Returning ing Returning Returning ing Returnmg Returning 

Farmers 

Farmers' 
Families 
Crofters 
Crofters' 

101 

918 
43 

Families 132 

Landless. Servants. 
and Labourers with 
Their Families 691 
Others and 
Unknown 249 

TOTAL 

Farmers 
Farmers' 
Families 
Crofters 
Crofters' 
Families 

2134 

24 

81 

Landless. Servants. 
and Labourers with 
Their Families 116 
Others and 
Unknown 19 

TOTAL 242 

44 43.6% 20 19.8% 6 

208 22.7% 161 17.5% 86 
17 39.5% 9 20.9% 

20 15.2% 15 11.4% 28 

89 12.9% 84 12.2% 146 

52 20.9% 28 11.2% 114 

430 20.1% 317 14.9% 380 

Polvijarvi 

6 25.0% 2 8.3% 66 

17 21.0% 14 17.3% 221 

109 

282 

13 11.2% 4 3.4% 210 

2 10.5% 5.3% 59 

38 15.7% 21 8.7% 947 

16.7% 

18 20.9% 25 29.1% 

5 17.9% 4 14.3% 

29 19.9% 21 14.4% 

15 13.2% 1I 9.6% 

68 17.9% 61 16. 1% 

Ka rvia 

38 57.6% 

44 19.9% 
59 54.1% 

50 17.7% 

18 8.6% 

12 20.3% 

221 23.3% 

17 
3 

36 

110 

20 

187 

43 

279 

135 

442 

633 

86 

1618 

4 23.5% 2 11.8% 
33.3% 

7 19.4% 6 16.7% 

20 18.2% 5 4.5% 

7 35.0% -

20 

46 

34 

162 

70 

38 20.3% 14 7.5% 333 

Parkano 

25 58.1% 

80 28.7% 

61 45.2% 

129 29.2% 

124 19.6% ·· 

22 25.6% ·, 

441 27.3% . . 

116 

750 
25 

107 

857 

79 

1934 

4 20.0% 1 5.0% 

7 15.2% 8 17.4% 

4 11.8% 4 11.8% 

15 9.3% 21 13.0% 

6 8.6% 4 5.7% 

36 10.8% 38 11.4% 

Kuusamo 

15 12.9% .· 

114 15.2% 

2 8.0% 

14 13.1% 

51 6.0% " 

13 16,5% ·· 

209 10.8% . . 

a: The figures for Lohtaja, Elimaki, Jokioinen, Leppavirta, and Polvijarvi include those emigrating up to 1930; for Karvia, Parkano, and Kuusamo, up to 1914. 
The figures for the sample areas from the present investigation include all emigrants returning from abroad to the sample areas and also emigrants emigrating 
from the sample areas but returning elsewhere. All acts of temporary return are included. For the figures for Karvia and Parkano, see KERO 1972,21 ; for Kuu­

samo, see PATYNEN 1972, 115. In the figures for Karvia there was an error of calculation. 

-o ....., 
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purely agricultural areas than to industrial areas,32 which (indirectly) supports the 
above findings about the return rate. 

The data in Table 22 can be supplemented by the data from the official Statistics 
for the entire country. As has several times been pointed out, the Statistics are rather 
inadequate and unreliable, but they do throw some light on the picture obtained 
in the sample areas. For the period 1901-1916, they provide information on the 
one hand about those emigrating, and on the other hand about those returning 
during the same period, though many of those returning may have subsequently 
re-emigrated, i.e. had not returned permanently. In addition, the Statistics record the 
occupations of those returning at the point of return, not at emigration, with the 
result that the social status of the emigrants is not as readily visible as in Table 22. 
The following list gives the occupations of those emigrating and of those returning 
between 1901 and 1916, with the return percentage for each occupational grouping, 
on the basis of the official Statistics:33 

Farmers with wives, emigrated 10408, returned 2689 (25.8 %) 

Farmers' children, 51445, 6497 (12.6 %) 

Crofters with wives, 4945, 1061 (21.5 %) 

Crofters' children, 20591. 1061 ( 5.2 %) 

Landless and 
labourers, 100439, 14890 (14.8 %) 
Others, 26997, 1613 ( 6.0 %) 

TOTAL, 214825, 2781 I (12.9 %) 

As already emerged in the examination in the sample areas, the return rate among 
farmers and crofters was considerably higher than in other social groupings, and this 
is also true for the country as a whole. The biggest difference to emerge in the 
national Statistics concerns the landless and labourer emigrants. The reason for the 
relatively high return percentage here in comparison with other groupings is that 
many sons of farmers or crofters gave their occupation on return as "workman" 
(tyomies), on the basis of their work abroad. Also, the list includes urban return 
migration as well. 

The motive for emigration - to become rich overseas and return- is one which 
can more easily be applied to the farmers and crofters than to the other social 
groupings in the countryside. It can be said that, except when the whole family 
emigrated, farmers and crofters almost always emigrated with the sole object of 
making money, since they owned or had rented land and other property in their 

32 TEDEBRAND 1972, 237. 
33 SVT XXVIII : 4,18-21; SVT XXVIII : 12-13, Tables 13 a and 13 b; STY 1903-1904 and 1906-

1908, Table 45 A; STY 1905, Table 46 A; STY 1909 and 1911 , Table 47 A; STY 1910 and 1912, Table 
50 A; STY 1913, Table 57 A; STY 1914-1915, Table 60 A; STY 1916, Table 64 A; STY 1917-1918, 
Table 65 A. The Finnish Statistical Yearbook (STV) also contains information on returning emigrants' 
occupations for 1894-1900; the classification is however differently based than that for emigrants, 
with the result that the data are not comparable (see STY 1897, Table 110). 
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home country. Consequently, once their object had been achieved, they usually 
returned to their families to farm the land. Due to the large families, farmers' and 
crofters' children on the other hand were often unable to become independent 
farmers, and the home country was thus unable to exert such a strong attraction on 
them as on their parents. 

The main difference between the situation of the landless and labouring rural 
population and that of the farmers was that the former owned no property at all 
in Finland. They thus had less motive to return than had the independent farmers. 
Another point is that although the work in their host countries was hard, the wages 
were considerably higher than could be earned by for instance a cottager's son in 
Finland.34 Naturally, this was a fact which did not attract people back to Finland, 
and a counterargument to those who did for some reason wish to return. 

Since the Finnish emigration also included some of those "birds of passage" who 
returned at times to Finland only subsequently to re-emigrate, perhaps ultimately 
to return again or perhaps to settle abroad permanently, the socio-economic compo­
sition of this group needs to be analyzed for similarities with or differences from 
that of the permanently returning emigrants, and in Table 22, rather clear distinc­
tions do in fact emerge in the rural areas. In none of the sample areas did farmers 
form relatively the largest group among those returning temporarily. On the basis 
of the comparison between the temporary return rates of different groupings on the 
one hand, and the permanent return rates on the other, it can be said that farmers 
who returned did so permanently, whereas their children were fairly likely to 
subsequently re-emigrate. The main explanation for this would be that in many 
cases farmers' children returned to Finland to investigate the possibilities of farming 
on their home farm or of other kinds of work. Another factor was age, since the 
temporary return was "younger" than the permanent return.35 Where the farmer 
himself returned, on the other hand, he had usually already made a binding decision 
to resettle in his place of origin, since he was adequately able to support himself 
there. The example of Lohtaja nevertheless also suggests that even farmers and 
crofters were fairly often dissatisfied after their return, and decided to re-emigrate 
overseas once more, in many cases with their families. The temporary return rate 
for servants and labourers in the countryside does not strikingly differ from that 
for other social groupings. 

The following Table examines which social groupings returned to Finland most 
frequently in the urban emigration (Table 23). 

The low permanent ret~rn migration rate for towns is evident from Table 23, in 
which the highest rate is that for farmers, crofters, and their families . The return rate 
for labourers is approximately the same as the mean urban rate. Overall, the urban 
permanent return migration is depicted in the Table as regularly low across all the 
social groupings. There were only a few emigrants belonging to the urban middle 
class, and their return rate appears to be also very low. Craftsmen and skilled 

34 On the wages in Finland and the United States, see p. 24. 
35 See more especially Chapter V: I. 
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Table 23. Return Migration Rate in Kristinestad, by Social Status.
a 

Social Emigrat- Permanently Temporarily 
Status ing Returning Returning 

Seamen 155 13 8.4% 30 19.4% 

Seamen's Families 126 12 9.5% 14 Il.l% 

Craftsmen, Skilled Workers 91 11 12.1% 16 17.6% 

Families of Craftsmen, etc. 143 11 7.7% 10 7.0% 

Middle Class 32 2 6.3% 2 6.3% 

Families of Middle Class 53 3 5.7% 

Labourers with Their Families 301 29 9.6% 33 11.0% 

Farmers and Crofters with Their Families 35 7 20.0% 2 5.7% 

Others and Unknown 114 15 13.2% 6 5.3% 

TOTAL 1050 103 9.8% 113 10.8% 

a: The figures for emigrants cover those emigrating up to 1930. The figures for returning emigrants 
correspond to those for the other sample areas, in Table 22. 

workers, on the other hand, have returned slightly more frequently than most: after 
all, they did have a trade, which would be of use to them if necessary in Finland 
as well. The return by seamen and their families has been slightly lower than 
average. The overall impression given by Table 23 is, however, that the permanent 
return migration to towns is definitely below the rate for Finland as a whole, 
irrespective of social status, and this is reinforced by the fact that in this Table it is 
the return rate for the "rural" grouping which is the highest. 

It has been observed in Sweden that highly skilled emigrants were those who 
returned the most frequently.36 This finding cannot be unconditionally supported 
for Finland, since Table 23 indicates that people belonging to the middle class clearly 
returned less frequently than average; the return rate for craftsmen, however, was 
high in comparison with that for other groupings. In Finland, in fact, only a tiny 
proportion of the emigrants can be classified as belonging to the middle class or to 
the skilled section of the population, and the whole question is therefore of limited 
relevance in examining the Finnish emigration in its entirety. Of course, farmers 
were also "skilled workers", but on the whole there was little use for their skills in the 
host country, especially in the early years of the emigration, when they mainly 
worked in mines and in forestry. This raises another, but entirely reverse and 
separate question, i.e. the skills acquired abroad and innovations brought with them 
by the return migrants; but the impact of these will be studied in Chapter IX. The 
important point in this examination of the socio-economic composition of the return 
migration is to establish the relative return migration rates of these various social 
groupings. 

36 LINDBERG 1930, 249-252. 



Table 24. Sodo-economic Composition of the Rural Permanent and Temporary Return.a 

Social Lohtaja Elimaki 
Status Per- Tem- Per- Tem-

manent porary manent porary 

Farmers 10.2 % 6.3 % 1.5 % 
Farmers' Families 48.4 % 50.8 % 26.5 % 41.0 % 
Crofters 4.0 % 2.8 % 
Crofters' Families 4.7 % 4.7 % 7.4 % 6.6 % 
Landless, Servants, 
and Labourers with Their Families 20.7 % 26.5 % 42.6 % 34.4 % 
Others and Unknown 12.1 % 8.8 % 22.1 % 18.0 % 

TOTAL 100.0 % 100.0 % 100.0 % 100.0 % 

a: The absolute figures for this Table's data may be seen in Table 22. 

Jokioinen 
Per- Tem-

manent porary 

10.5 % 14.3 % 
7.1 % 

18.4 % 42.9 % 

52.6 % 35.7 % 
18.4 % 

100.0 % 100.0 % 

Leppavirta 
Per- Tem-

manent porary 

Il.l % 2.6 % 
19.4 % 21.1 % 

11.1 % 10.5 % 

41.7 % 55.3 % 
16.7 % 10.5 % 

100.0 % 100.0 % 

Polvijarvi 
Per- Tem-

manent porary 

15.8 % 9.5 % 
44.7 % 66.7 % 

34.2 % 19.0 % 
5.3 % 4.8 % 

100.0 % 100.0 % 

...... 

...... 
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Table 25. Sodo-economic Composition of the Permanent and Temporary Return in Kristinestad.
a 

Social Status Per- Tem-
manent porary 

Seamen 12.6 % 26.5 % 
Seamen's Families 11.7 % 12.4 % 
Craftsmen, Skilled Workers 10.7 % 14.2 % 
Families of Craftsmen, etc. 10.7 % 8.8 % 
Middle Class 1.9 % 1.8 % 
Families of Middle Class 2.9 % 
Labourers with Their Families 28.2 % 29.2 % 
Farmers and Crofters 
with Their Families 6.8 % 1.8 % 
Others and Unknown 14.6 % 5.3 % 

TOTAL 100.0 % 100.0 % 

a: The absolute figures for this Table's data may be seen in Table 23. 

In the urban return migration, the temporary return rate for labourers is at 
approximately the same level as the rate of temporary return overall. Seamen, on the 
other hand, emerge as the urban "birds of passage", as might be predictable. They, 
more than anyone else, were the experienced travellers in Finland at the turn of the 
century. There was also a more than average high temporary return rate among 
craftsmen and other skilled workers. 

To sum up the findings obtained concerning the socio-economic composition of the 
return migration, both temporary and permanent, this will finally be studied from 
an exclusively "structural" point of view: not that of what proportion of emigrants 
from each social grouping subsequently returned, but the proportion which each 
grouping made up in the total return migration. 

Table 24 indicates that the proportion of farmers among the emigrants returning 
temporarily was markedly lower than among those returning permanently, but that 
the proportion of farmers' families (especially their children) was higher in the 
temporary than in the permanent return. For crofters and their families, no variation 
is detectable between the composition of the two returns, except in the sample area 
most dominated by crofting, Jokioinen, where children of crofters make up rather 
a large proportion (42.9 %) of the total temporary return migration in the area, 
whereas the corresponding figure for the permanent return is less than one-fifth . 

The data from Kristinestad in Table 25 indicate, first of all, the high mobility 
among seamen; the proportion they constitute in the temporary return is clearly 
shown to be higher than that in the permanent return. The proportion represented 
by their families in each return is approximately the same. The craftsmen composed 
a somewhat larger proportion of the temporary than of the permanent return. The 
occupations included in this grouping will have made the move from one place to 
another relatively easy, though on the other hand one might expect that occupational 
skills might have had the effect of tying them down to a particular place. The propor-
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tion represented in this Table by the middle class, both in the temporary and in the 
permanent return, is almost non-existent. Labourers, at least in Kristinestad, made 
up nearly a third both in the temporary and in the permanent return, as indeed they 
did in the emigration too (cf. Table 21, p. 105). 

Tables 24 and 25 thus confirm that the emigrants least likely to return permanently 
to Finland, and also most likely to move a number of times between Finland and 
overseas, were those without a secure source of livelihood in Finland. These people 
were, as it were, adrift, constantly exploring their chances both at home and abroad. 
This situation applied especially to the children of farmers, whereas the farmers 
themselves (who only made up a small fraction of the emigration) came back - rela­
tively speaking - more frequently to Finland than the other social groupings. 
Return migration by the landless and labouring population was, in general, relatively 
rare, and the re-emigration rate varied from one part of Finland to another, due to 
the heterogeneity of the grouping. In the towns, where the return rate in general 
was fairly low, there was no "urban" occupational grouping with a return rate 
particularly higher than the others', whereas seamen clearly displayed greater 
mobility both overseas and back again (i.e. temporary return). 



V Demographic Features of the Return Migration 

I AGE 

When Aug. HJEL T attempted at the beginning of this century to assess the loss 
entailed for Finland by the emigration, mainly on the basis of the official Statistics, 
he suggested that the age structure of the emigration was a particularly important 
factor. The conclusion he came to from his analysis was that "in that great loss of 
blood which our nation is suffering, through the emigration, it is precisely her best 
blood that she is losing." What he was referring to was the greater interest in emigra­
tion shown by the young.' 

As Table 26 shows, in all the sample areas with the exception of Lohtaja and 
Kristinestad the highest emigration rate occurred among the 21-25 age range; and 
this was also the case for Finland as a whole. In Lohtaja and Kristinestad, the 
emigration was even "younger", since the largest group occurred among the 16-20-
year-olds. HJEL Ts estimate is thus strongly supported by the Table. It emerges that 
the 16-25 age range comprises roughly half of all the emigrants: the proportion 
varies in the sample areas between 42.2 % and 63.4 %, while for Finland as a whole 
the figure is 50.7 %. For comparison, the proportion of emigrants from Munsala 
in the 16-25 age range was as high as 69.3 %;2 in Parkano, 59.7 %, and in Karvia 
56.3 %;3 in FoglO, 52.5 %, and in Finstrom, 50.8 %;4 and in Kuusamo, 42.7 %.5 
When, moreover, it is remembered that in the sample areas, as over Finland in 
general, the proportion of emigrants in the 26-30 age range varied between 12. 1 % 
and 22.5 %, it is clear which age groups the emigration was overwhelmingly recruited 
from. This was in fact already indirectly seen earlier, since in the examination of the 
social status of the emigrants it emerged that the children of farmers and crofters 
emigrated more often than their parents. Table 26 also clearly demonstrates that the 

I HJELT 1905, 58-60. 
2 BACK MAN 1945,9. 
3 KERO 1972, 22. The figures have been calculated on the basis of KERO's statistics, and cover the 

period 1900-1914. 
4 BLOMFELT 1968, Appendices Tables 39a and 39b. The figures have been calculated on the basis 

of BLOMFELTs statistics, and cover the period 1881-1918. 
s PATYNEN 1972, 61. 
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older the age range, the lower was the emigration rate. Emigration by people older 
than 50 was extremely rare, making up less than 3 % of the emigration. 

No differences emerge in the Table between the age structures of the rural and 
urban emigrations; the emigration from Kristinestad can be seen to be almost 
exactly the same in this respect as that from for instance Lohtaja. Studying the 
official Statistics, however, KERO came to the conclusion that the urban emigration 
was slightly "older" than that from the countryside. The figures involved only 
covered the period 1900-1914, however,6 which represents a relatively short part 
of the overall duration of the emigration. 

The major reason for the variation in the emigration rate among the under-15s 
can be attributed to the extent to which emigration by entire families occurred in 
different areas; this will be further discussed below in Chapter V: 3. The general 
pattern which emerges from Table 26 is that the emigrants from areas of high 
emigration (Lohtaja and Kristinestad) were "younger" than those elsewhere. In all 
the other sample areas, for instance, the proportion of emigrants in the 21-25 age 
range is higher than for the sample areas from Vaasa Province. Since moreover the 
largest age group in the emigration from Lohtaja and Kristinestad consisted of the 
16-20-year-olds (where elsewhere it was the 21-25-year-olds), the emigration from 
areas of high emigration can thus without doubt be described as younger than that 
in the areas of low emigration. KERO's findings for the country as a whole are 
similar in this respect to those for the sample areas.1 

Comparison of the Finnish and Swedish emigrations reveals, firstly, that the 
proportion of 16-25-year-olds in Sweden between 1871 and 1905 was 45.0 %, i.e. 
slightly lower than in Finland. The emigration of children under 15 was however 
distinctly more common in Sweden (16.9%) than in Finland (10.8 %), whereas in the 
older age ranges, the Swedish and Finnish emigrations were similar.8 The differences 
thus observed may however be due to the periods being investigated, since in Lohtaja 
and Kristinestad, for instance, emigration by 16-25-year-olds was relatively lower 
in the early stages of the emigration (prior to 1892) than later. The differences in the 
emigration rate for children can be explained in terms of the frequency of family 
emigration, and of the periods being investigated, since emigration by entire families 
was at its maximum over Finland as a whole in the early years of the emigration, 
as was also the case in the other Nordic countries.9 The overall age structure in the 
Finnish and Swedish emigrations, as also in a typical "old" emigration country, 
Ireland,lo thus has been broadly speaking similar. 

Some differences have been identified in the age structure of the emigration at 
different periods. Prior to 1893, data are only available for Lohtaja and Kristinestad, 
but on the basis of these emigration by the older age ranges was slightly higher than 

6 KERO 1974, 116-117. 
7 KERO 1974, 116. 
8 LINDBERG 1930, 243 for Sweden; Table 26 for Finland. 
9 See KERO 1974, 119-123. 

10 See SCHRIER 1958, 4. 



Table 26. Age Structure of the Finnish Emigration at Different Period.~.a ...... 
0-.. 

Age Lohtaja Elimaki 
- 1892 1893-1914 1915 1930 Total - 1914 191 5- 1930 Total 

- 15 66 7.5 % 125 13.1 % 53 17.6 % 244 11.4 % 29 9.3 % 7 10.3 % 36 9.5 % 

16 20 182 20.7 % 363 38.1 % 50 16.6 % 595 27.9 % 89 28.5 % 12 17.6 % 101 26.6 % 

21 - 25 170 19.3 % 250 26.2 % 104 34.6 % 524 24.6 % 110 35.3 % 30 44. 1 % 140 36.8 % 
26- 30 127 14.4 % 95 10.0 % 55 18.3 % 277 13.0 % 34 10.9 % 12 17.6 % 46 12.1 % 
31 - 35 72 8.2 % 59 6.2 % 20 6.6 % 151 7.1 % 17 5.4 % 3 4.4 % 20 5.3 % 

36- 40 42 4.8 % 23 2.4 % 10 3.3 % 75 3.5 % 7 2.2 % 1.5 % 8 2.1 % 
41 - 50 38 4.3 % 22 2.3 % 4 1.3 % 64 3.0 % 6 1.9 % 6 1.6 % 
SI- II 1.3 % 16 1.7 % 1 0.3 % 28 1.3 % 0.3 % 1.5 % 2 0.5 % 

Age Unknown 172 19.5 % 4 1.3 % 176 8.2 % 19 6.1 % 2 2.9 % 21 5.5 % 

TOTAL 880 100.0 % 953 100.0 % 301 100.0 % 2134 100.0 % 312 100.0 % 68 100.0 % 380 100.0 % 

lokioinen Leppavirta 

- 15 10 9.2 % 14 17.9 % 24 12.8 % 6 2.4 % 13 16.7% 19 5.7% 
16- 20 23 21.1 % 9 11.5 % 32 17.1 % 65 25.5 % 7 9.0% 72 21.6% 
21- 25 33 30.3 % 14 17.9 % 47 25. 1 % 73 28.6 % 24 30.8% 97 29.1% 
26-30 19 17.4 % 23 29.5 % 42 22.5 % 42 16.5 % 15 19.2% 57 17.1% 
31-35 13 11.9 % 11 14.1 % 24 12.8 % 27 10.6 % 8 10.3% 35 10.5% 
36- 40 4 3.7 % 5 6.4 % 9 4.8 % 12 4.7 % 4 5.1% 16 4.8% 
41- 50 7 2.7 % 6 7.7% 13 3.9% 
51- 2 1. 8 % 1. 3 % 3 1.6 % 0.4 % 0.3% 
Age Unknown 5 4.6 % 1.3 % 6 3.2 % 22 8.6 % 1.3% 23 6.9% 

TOTAL 109 100.0 % 78 100.0 o/c 187 100.0 % 255 100.0 % 78 100.0% 333 100.0% 

a: For the figure5 for Finland as a whole, see SVT XXVIII: 1-15, Table V; SVT XXVIII: 16- 17, Tables VII and VIII; SVT XXVIII: 18, Tables IV and XI; 
SVT XXVIII: 19-20, Tables VI and XIV; SVT XXVIII: 21, Tables V and XII. The figures for Finland as a whole cover the period 1900- 1930, since for the 
period 1893-1899 only four age ranges were used. 



Age Polvijarvi Kristinestad 

- 1914 1915-1930 Total - 1892 1893- 1914 1915- 1930 Total 

- 15 9 5.4 % 9 12.0 % 18 7.4 % 33 14.3 % 74 10.8 % 18 13.4 % 125 11.9 % 
16-20 32 19.2 % 20 26.7 % 52 21.5 % 60 26. I o/c 234 34. 1 % 23 17.2 % 317 30.2 % 
21-25 65 38.9 % 23 30.7 % 88 36.4 % 33 14.3 % 169 24.6 % 36 26.9 % 238 22.7 % 
26- 30 27 16.2 % 11 14.7 % 38 15.7 % 31 13.5 % 83 12.1 % 16 11.9 % 130 12.4 % 
31 - 35 20 12.0 % 3 4.0 % 23 9.5 % 28 12.2 % 34 5.0 % 13 9.7 % 75 7. 1 % 
36- 40 3 1.8 % 3 4.0 % 6 2.5 % 16 7.0 % 34 5.0 % 10 7.5 % 60 5.7 % 
41 - 50 3 1.8 % 6 8.0 % 9 3.7 % 7 3.0 % 28 4. 1 % 8 6.0 % 43 4. 1 % 
51- 2 1.2 % 2 0.8 % 2 0.9 o/c 23 3.4 % 7 5.2 % 32 3.0 % 
Age Unknown 6 3.6 % 6 2.5 % 20 8.7 %. 7 1.0 % 3 2.2 % 30 2.9 % 

TOTAL 167 100.0 % 75 100.0 % 242 100.0 % 230 100.0 % 686 100.0 % 134 100.0 % 1050 100.0 % 

Finland 
1900-1914 1915- 1930 Total 

- 15 23149 10.7 % 8870 11.2 % 32019 10.8 % 
16- 20 54543 25.3 % 12025 15.2 % 66568 22.6 % 
21 - 25 60390 28.0 % 22425 28.3 % 82815 28.1 % 
26-30 36793 17.0 % 15174 19. 1 % 51967 17.6 % 
31-35 18547 8.6 % 8972 11.3 % 27519 9.3 % 
36- 40 9670 4.5 % 5414 6.8 % 15084 5. 1 % 
41 - 50 8018 3.7 % 4490 5.7 % 12508 4.2 % 
51- 3062 1.4 % 1558 2.0 % 4620 1.6 % 
Age Unknown 1684 0.8 % 350 0.4 % 2034 0.7 % 

TOTAL 215856 100.0 % 79278 100.0 % 295134 100.0 % 

..... ..... 
-....j 
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in the period 1893-1914. The investigation a t the Department of History, University 
of Turku, into the emigration in the years 1873, 1882, and 1905 revealed a steadily 
declining mean age,11 which supports the pattern emerging from Table 26. Following 
the First World War, however, the emigration started to become "older" again, while 
emigration by children under 16 also appears in the Table at its maximum after the 
Fir~t World War. This point was also reported by TOIVONEN in southern Ostro­
bothnia. 12 The same wavelike trend is thus found in family emigration as in the age 
structure, i.e. it reaches its minimum during the peak period of the emigration (1893 
-1914).13 

One of the reasons for the change in the age structure of the emigration between 
the periods pre-1892 and 1893-1914 is the tra veIling conditions to the host countries 
in the early years, and the uncertainty of information about these countries, so that 
young men and women were less likely to set out and try their luck than they were 
a little later at the peak of the emigration. TUNKELO considers that the introduc­
tion of compulsory military service in Finland after the achievement of independence 
in 1917 reduced the emigration by 16-20-year-olds. 14 The rise in the relative propor­
tion of emigration by children and older people in the postwar period, on the other 
hand, is further illustration of the fact that this period constitutes merely a sort of 
"aftermath" to the great emigration. New emigration declined, and men who had 
emigrated before the First World War were now obviously being followed by their 
families. 

When the permanent return rate for emigrants in different age ranges is then 
examined, against the background of the above discussion, one point, naturally, 
is that the age structure of the return migration was higher than that of the emi­
gration, depending on the length of time spent abroad by the emigrants. Table 27 
shows that the largest group in Lohtaja, Elimaki, and Polvijarvi were the 26-30-
year-olds, followed by the 31-35-year-olds; the order is reversed in Leppavirta. The 
age structure of the return migration in Jokioinen is distinctly higher than in the 
other rural areas. 

The age range 26-30 also comprises the largest group in the urban return migra­
tion, but there were also as many in the 41-50 age range; apart from this, emigrants 
returning to Kristinestad were usually 21 -35 years old, as in the rural areas in 
general. Thus emigrants returning to towns (or at least to Kristinestad) were slightly 
older at return than those returning to rural areas. The emigrants from Kristinestad 
remained abroad rather longer than returning rural emigrants (see p. 80-81 above), 
which is the explanation of the age structure at return. It is however evident that 
the pennanent return usually happened when the emigrant was relatively young, 
in the prime of his or her working life, for there were very few permanently returning 
emigrants over 50 years old both in the rural and urban areas. 

11 KERO 1974, 113-115. 
12 TOIVONEN 1963, 49. 
13 The rather large number of unknown cases in Lohtaja for the period before 1893 should be noted. 

14 TUNKELO 1936, 266. 
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Table 27. Age Structure of the Permanent Return Migration, by Sample Areas. a 

Lohtajaja Elimaki lokioinen 
Age Returning Returning Returning 

-15 15 3.5% 4.4% 4 10.5% 
16-20 18 4.2% 4 5.9% I 2.6% 
21-25 72 16.7% 11 16.2% 5 13.2% 
26-30 115 26.7% 16 23.5% 4 10.5% 
31-35 82 19.1% 12 17.6% 8 21.1% 
36-40 50 11.6% 3 4.4% 5 13.2% 
41-50 47 10.9% 5 7.4% 8 2I.I % 
51- 29 6.7% 6 8.8% 2.6% 
Age Unknown 2 0.5% 8 11.8% 2 5.3% 

TOTAL 430 100.0% 68 100.0% 38 100.0% 

Leppavirta Polvijarvi Kristinestad 

-15 2 1.9% 
16-20 2.8% 2.6% 4 3.9% 
21-25 4 11.1% 4 10.5% 15 14.6% 
26-30 6 16.7% 9 23.7% 18 17.5% 
31-35 10 27.8% 8 21.1 % 12 11.7% 
36-40 2 5.6% 5 13.2% 4 3.9% 
41-50 2 5.6% 3 7.9% 18 17.5% 
51- 3 7.9% 6 5.8% 
Age Unknown 11 30.6% 5 13.2% 24 23.3% 

TOTAL 36 100.0% 38 100.0% 103 100.0% 

a~ This Table includes all persons emigrating before 1930 and subsequently returning permanently. 

It has also been observed in Sweden that the emigrants returning were more likely 
to be in the 26-30 age range than in other groups, as in most of the sample areas 
here. One of the most striking differences in Sweden was that those under 16 made 
up as many as 18.3 % of those returning,15 whereas the corresponding figure in the 
areas under investigation here is merely a few per cent. The Swedish figures probably 
include children born abroad, who cannot however be considered as returning 
migrants. 

The age structure at return of the Italian return migration, at least in 1905-1906, 
also is approximately the same as in Finland and Sweden.16 Minor differences can 
always be found, but these are capable of deriving simply from the different kinds 
of sources used. 

The age structure of the Finnish return migrants can also to some extent be 
studied by means of the official Statistics. These report 2861 persons aged under 16 

15 LlNDBERG 1930, 243. On the age structure of the Swedish return migration, see also TEDE­

BRAND 1972, 240-243. 
16 See CA ROll 1973, 43-45. 
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as having returned in 1894-1916 (8.8 % of those returning), 718 persons aged 16-
20 (2.2 %),23605 persons aged 21-39 (72.4 %),4610 persons aged over 40 (l4.l %), 
and 831 whose age was unknown (2.5 %). The total return recorded by the Regis­
trars for this period was 32625 persons. 17 According to these figures, the number 
of returning emigrants under the age of 16 was relatively higher in Finland as a whole 
than in the sample areas, with the exception of Jokioinen, while in the following age 
range the situation was slightly reversed. The explanation for this, besides the 
unreliability of the official Statistics, may be the low rate of family emigration in the 
sample areas in comparison with the rest of Finland. Another point is the fact that 
the Statistics include children born abroad and travelling with their parents. 

Slight differences do emerge between the sample areas and the whole of Finland 
with respect to those returning at a higher age. When the number of emigrants 
returning to the sample areas is calculated in Table 27 in the age range 21-39, which 
corresponds to that used in the official Statistics, this gives 74.1 % for Lohtaja, 68.5 % 
for Polvijarvi, 61.7 % for Elimaki, 61.2 % for Leppavirta, 58.0 % for Jokioinen, and 
47.7 % for Kristinestad; the figure for all Finland was 72.4 %. There thus have been 
minor local variations, but the data do however indicate that about two-thirds of the 
emigrants returning did so when aged 21-40. The figure for towns is lower, on the 
basis of the data for Kristinestad. 

A similar pattern emerges for the return of those aged over 40 from the sample 
areas, from the official Finnish Statistics, and from the Swedish statistics: broadly 
speaking about 15 % of all the emigrants permanently returning to their country 
of origin did so when aged 40 or over. 18 In Kristinestad and in Jokioinen, this figure 
is slightly over one-fifth, but the return has already been seen to have been "older" 
in these areas. 

The age structure of the return migration having been thus established, another, 
more important aspect - from the point of view of return or non-return - needs 
to be analyzed: i.e. what proportion of those emigrating at different ages then 
returned to Finland. The foregoing discussion of the age structure at return says 
very little about this, since it was largely dependent on the age structure at emigra­
tion. The only way that this question can be studied is through the sample areas 
material, since the official Statistics do not include any information about the age 
at emigration of the returning emigrants. Comparative data for the emigrants perma­
nently returning are however available for Karvia, Parkano, and Kuusamo, although 
these only cover a limited period in the return migration. 19 

17 STY 1897, Table 110; STY 1898, Table 121; STY 1899-1900, Table 116; STY 1901, Table 119; 
STY 1902, Tables 119-120 a; STY 1903-1904 and 1906-1908, Table 45 A; STY 1905, Table 46 A; 
STY !909 and 191 I, Table 47 A; STY 1910 and 1912, Table 50 A; STY 1913, Table 57 A; STY 1914-
1915, Table 60 A; STY 1916, Table 64 A; STY 1917-1918, Table 65 A. The classification by age was as 
set out in the text for the period 1894-1910. For 1911-1916, it was more precise, but as the period 
is so brief it has not been given here separately. 

18 ef. LINDBERG 1930, 243-244; TEDEBRAND 1972, 241-243. 
19 The data for Karvia and Parkano cover the period 1900-1914, and the data for Kuusamo 1864-

1914. 
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The permanent return rate in different age groups can be examined in Table 28, 
where in the areas with high emigration (Lohtaja, Parkano, and Karvia) an abso­
lutely systematic trend emerges: the higher the age of the emigrants, the higher the 
relative return rate. The sole exception to this pattern in the sample areas occurs 
with those over 50 at emigration, whose return rate is lower than in the preceding 
age range. This is mainly the result of the fact that the over-50s did not emigrate in 
search of earnings to the same extent as the younger age groups. Their motive was 
in many cases to spend their old age with their children, or relatives, or friends, who 
had already emigrated previously. In fact, among the 36 persons who were more than 
50 years old at emigration (in the rural sample areas of the present investigation) 
there were ten who had children overseas; only one of these later returned perma­
nently. Similarly, there were six women whose husbands had emigrated previously; 
only one of these women returned. Two men emigrated with their families, and never 
returned. Obviously, the intention of most of these persons was to emigrate perma­
nently. 

This cannot however have been the only motive for the over-50s, for the return 
percentages in Lohtaja, Karvia, and Parkano are all distinctly above average in 
Table 28. The 36 persons group includes eight married men who left their families 
at home; four of these returned. There were also three unmarried persons who did 
not return. Finally, there were seven who cannot be classified in any of the categories 
above; two of them returned. Generally speaking, the motives to stay permanently 
of the persons in these groups were certainly a lot weaker than of those described 
above. 

The findings for Kuusamo, an area of considerable emigration, diverge almost 
completely from those for most areas in Table 28. No consistent trend can be observ­
ed in the relative return rates for different age groups. The relatively largest group 
of returning emigrants were among those who had emigrated when aged 21-25, 
and PATYNEN refers to the fact that the absolute numbers of emigrants were 
highest in this age group.20 It must be pointed out, however, that the numbers 
of emigrants cannot of course explain the relative return rate for a particular age 
group. 

The impact of age on the return in the areas of low emigration is not so distinct; 
however, the same trend described above can be clearly seen. In general, people aged 
over 50 when they emigrated tended not to return, a point which confirms the 
discussion above. The findings for Elimaki are moreover in general agreement with 
those for the areas of high emigration: the older the age group, the higher the return 
rate, with the sole modification that in Elimaki the under-16s returned slightly more 
than the 16-20-year-olds. Similarly, the permanent return rate in 10kioinen and 
Polvijarvi relatively increases in the older age groups, even if not quite as consistently 
as in the areas of high emigration. There were no emigrants aged over 40 at emigra­
tion who returned to 10kioinen, but the explanation for this is quite simply that 

20 See PATYNEN 1972, 114. 



Table 28. Return Migration Rate among Those Emigrating at Different Ages, by Sample Areas. 
a ,.... 

IV 
IV 

Lohtaja Elimaki lokioinen 
Age Emi- Permanent Temporary Emi- Permanent Temporary Emi- Permanent Temporary 

gration Return Return gration Return Return gration Return Return 

- 15 244 23 9.4 % 14 5.7 % 36 4 11.1 % 2.8 % 24 3 12.5 % 4.2 % 
16-20 595 83 13.9 % 92 15.5 % 101 9 8.9 % 14 13.9 % 32 4 12.5 % 4 12.5 % 
21-25 524 139 26.5 % 88 16.8 % 140 22 15.7 % 18 12.9 % 47 8 17.0 % 3 6.4 % 
26- 30 277 76 27.4 % 48 17.3 % 46 13 28.3 % 12 26. 1 % 42 6 14.3 % 5 11.9 % 
31 - 35 151 46 30.5 % 32 21.2 % 20 8 40.0 % 8 40.0 % 24 10 41.7 % 
36-40 75 28 37.3 % 21 28.0 % 8 4 50.0 % 2 25.0 % 9 5 55.6 % 11.1 % 
41-50 64 28 43.8 % 9 14.1 % 6 5 83.3 % 16.7 % 
51- 28 7 25.0 % 2 7. 1 % 2 3 
Age Unknown 176 11 6.3 % 21 3 14.3 % 5 23.8 % 6 2 33.3 % 

TOTAL 2134 430 20. 1 % 317 14.9 % 380 68 17.9 % 61 16.1 % 187 38 20.3 % 14 7.5 % 

Leppavirta Polvijarvi Kristinestad 

- 15 19 18 1 5.6 % 125 6 4.8 % 6 4.8 % 
16- 20 72 7 9.7 % 5 6.9 % 52 6 11.5 % 7 13.5 % 317 33 10.4 % 36 11.4 % 
21 - 25 97 14 14.4 % 15 15.5 % 88 17 19.3 % 9 10.2 % 238 22 9.2 % 25 10.5 % 
26- 30 57 6 10.5 % 9 15.8 % 38 4 10.5 % 2 5.3 % 130 18 13.8% 23 17.7 % 
31 - 35 35 7 20.0 % 4 11.4 % 23 6 26.1 % 4.3 % 75 3 4.0 % 6 8.0 % 
36-40 16 2 12.5 % 2 12.5 % 6 2 33.3 % 16.7 % 60 9 15.0 % 10 16.7 % 
41-50 13 9 2 22.2 % 43 9 20.9 % 3 7.0 % 
51- 2 50.0 % 32 3 9.4 % 4 12.5 % 
Age Unknown 23 3 13.0 % 6 30 

TOTAL 333 36 10.8 % 38 11.4 % 242 38 15.7 % 21 8.7 % 1050 103 9.8 % 113 10.8 % 

a: For the figures for Karvia and Parkano, see KERO 1972,22; for the figures for Kuusamo, see PATYNEN 1972, 114. The data for Karvia and Parkano cover 
the period 1900-1914, and that for Kuusamo the period 1864-1914. The data for the other areas in the Table cover permanent and temporary return by those 
emigrating up to 1930. In the figures for Parkano there were errors of calculation. 



.. 
123 

Karvia Parkano Kuusamo 

Age Emi- Permanent Emi- Permanent Emi- Permanent 
gration Return gration Return gration Return 

-15 58 3 5.2 % 61 4 6.6 % 327 13 4.0 % 
16-20 248 33 13.3 % 412 90 21.8 % 341 40 11.7 % 
21-25 209 34 16.3 % 457 109 23.9 % 485 80 16.5 % 
26-30 95 28 29.5 % 235 77 32.8 % 298 38 12.8 % 
31-35 55 20 36.4 % 118 48 40.7 % 153 18 11.8 % 
36-40 37 15 40.5 % 66 30 45.5 % 70 2 2.9 % 
41-50 38 20 52.6 % 67 32 47.8 % 59 6 10.2 % 
51- 7 3 42.9 % 14 (, 42.9 % 51 6 11.8 % 
Age Unknown 65 17 26.2 % 25 9 36.0 % 150 6 4.0 % 

TOTAL 812 173 21.3 % 1455 405 27.8 % 1934 209 10.8 % 

emigration from 10kioinen by the over-40s was virtually nonexistent. The permanent 
return in Leppavirta was similar to that in Kuusamo, in the sense that no consistent 
trend emerges in the permanent return rate for different age groups. However, we 
can conclude that the permanent return rates for different age groups were broadly 
speaking similar in the rural areas. 

The pattern in the urban return migration also is approximately similar. The 
highest relative return rate in Kristinestad was among those emigrating when aged 
41-50, as was also the case in Lohtaja, Elimaki, Parkano, and Karvia. With only 
two exceptions, the return rate rises steadily in the age groups up to 50 and then falls 
over 50, a pattern which was seen above to characterize most of the rural areas toO.21 

The increasing return rate with increasing age for those emigrating up to the age 
of 50 is largely due to the question of adaptation to conditions in the host country, 
since no particularly clear differences in motives for emigration have been found 
between these age groups: th.e majority left in search of earnings, and not only those 
aged 21-25 as has been claimed.22 Those emigrating younger were more able to 
meet the challenges posed by their host country, and . the new conditions, and were 
for this reason less interested in returning to Finland. The younger groups were also 
more or less forced to try to adapt to their new conditions since as the children of 
farmers or crofters with large families, they did not have the same possibilities of 
obtaining work and supporting themselves in Finland as their parents had. The 
relatively high return rate among the older age groups can be linked to the social 
status of the emigrants, since as was noted earlier it was considerably more common 
for farmers and crofters to return than it was for their children. The interaction 
between these factors is clear; but not however merely between two structural factors, 

21 In Kristinestad, there were 32 persons who were more than 50 years old at emigration. 11 of them 

had children overseas; six were unmarried; nine men left their families at home; and six persons cannot 

be classified. Two of the unmarried persons returned permanently, and one of the unclassified group; 

the others emigrated to stay in the host country. 
22 PATYNEN 1972. 114. 
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since the question of individual adaptation was undoubtedly of decisive importance 
both for rural and urban emigrants, as is indicated by the consistency of the perma­
nent return rates for different age groups in different areas, although the social status 
of the emigrants from these areas diverged quite sharply. 

The relative rate of temporary return between different age groups can only be 
examined in Table 28 for the sample areas under investigation. In Lohtaja (once 
again the most representative area) it can be seen that the older the emigrants were 
at emigration, the more frequently they returned temporarily as well, except that, 
in contrast to the permanent return, this curve takes a downward turn from the age 
of 40 upwards. The differences in the temporary return rate between different age 
groups are also smaller than in the permanent return. The relative temporary return 
rate also rises on the whole with increasing age in Elimaki, but begins to decline even 
earlier than in Lohtaja, at the age group of 36-40. 

In general, the relative temporary return rate in rural areas between those emi­
grating at different ages is more even than the relative permanent return rate. The 
return rates for different age groups in Kristinestad are also fairly even and similar, 
with the highest temporary rate there occurring among those 26-30 years old at 
emigration. 

The comparison of the temporary and permanent return suggests that temporary 
return was noticeably more common among the younger age groups. Re-emigration 
by those aged over 40 was rather rare, and it was those emigrating between the ages 
of 41 and 50 who permanently returned the most frequently. When those in the older 
age groups made their decision to return or not to return, they were more likely 
to have reached a final decision about how they wished to arrange their lives than 
the younger age groups, who were in this respect still more open-minded. 

2 SEX 

When the District Council of Kronoby, in its reply to the Migration Committee 
questionnaire in 1918, was asked to estimate the proportion of women involved in 
the emigration, they replied: "When so many of the men have gone, how could the 
girls help but follow them?,'23 In the following, it will be investigated to what extent 
this did in fact happen, and to what extent the sex composition of the return migra­
tion differed from that of the emigrants. 

Table 29 shows that in the sample areas, apart from 10kioinen and Kristinestad, 
the emigration was somewhat more male-dominated than in Finland in general. 
TOIVONEN claimed however that approximately two-thirds of the emigrants were 
men, if it is remembered that virtually all of those travelling without passports were 

23 Suomen siirtolaisuusolot n.d ., 30. 
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Table 29. Sex Composilion of the Finnish Emigration at D([ferenl Periods.a 

1862-1892 1893-1914 

Area Men Women Men Women 

Lohtaja 664 75.5 % 216 24.5 % 597 62.6 % 356 37.4 % 
Elimaki I 100.0 % 224 72.0 % 87 28.0 % 
Jokioinen 77 70.6 % 32 29.4 % 
Leppavirta 3 60.0 % 2 40.0 % 203 81.2 % 47 18.8 % 
Polvijarvi 134 80.2 % 33 19.8 % 
Kristinestad 134 58.3 % 96 41.7 % 387 56.4 % 299 H6% 

Finland 159406 63.0 % 93610 37.0 % 

1915-1930 TOTAL 

Lohtaja 198 65.8 % 103 34.2 % 1459 68.4 % 675 31.6 % 
Elimaki 41 60.3 % 27 39.7 % 266 70.0 % 114 30.0 % 
Jokioinen 37 47.4 % 41 52.6 % 114 61.0 % 73 39.0 % 
Leppavirta 50 64. 1 % 28 35.9 % 256 76.9 % 77 23.1 % 
Polvijarvi 37 49.3 % 38 50.7 % 171 70.7 % 71 29.3 % 
Kristinestad 71 53.0 % 63 47.0 % 592 56.4 % 458 43.6 % 

Finland 45458 57.3 % 33820 42.7 % 204864 61.7 % 127430 38.3 % 

a: For the data for whole of Finland, see: SVT XXVIII: 15,6-7; SVT XXVlII: 16,4; SVT XXVIII: 

21. 14. 

men;24 these are of course totally missing from the official calculations. 'l1e figures 
for the whole of Finland, moreover, only cover the period from 1893 onward. Since 
the data from Lohtaja and Kristinestad (where there was considerable emigration 
earlier than 1893) shows that the proportion consisting of men was highest in the 
early stages of the emigration, the figures given in Table 29 for men in Finland as a 
whole must be regarded as an underestimate. KERO calculated that about 65 % 
of the emigrants in the period 1869-1914 were men.25 Two-thirds of the Finnish 
emigration can thus be said to have been made up by men, and the rural areas in the 
Table therefore correspond closely to the pattern for the whole country, with the 
proportion of men varying between 61.0 % and 76.9 %. BACKMAN counted 1478 
men in the emigration from Munsala (72.7 %), and 555 women (27.3 %);26 the emi­
grants from northern Satakunta in the period 1881-1914 included 11 802 men 
(69.7 %) and 5 140 women (30.3 %).n These figures also confirm that the sex compo­
sition of the emigration from the sample areas was highly typical. 

In comparison with the emigration from the other Nordic countries, the Finnish 
emigration emerges as distinctly more male-dominated; on the other hand, in many 
countries in eastern and southern Europe, the emigration was even more dominated 

24 TOIVONEN 1963, 49-50. 

25 KERO 1974, 91-92. 

26 BACKMAN 1945, 8. 

27 KERO 1970, 98. 
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by men than it was in Finland. One reason that has been advanced for the difference 
between the Finnish emigration and that from the other Nordic countries is that 
there was so little urban emigration in Finland in absolute numbers;28 as Table 29 
indicates, the urban emigration was distinctly less male-dominated than that from 
the rural areas. Only about 56 % of the emigrants from Kristinestad were men, and 
KERO has drawn the conclusion from studying the emigration over Finland as a 
whole that about half of the emigrants from towns were women. 29 In the emigration 
from countries of the "old" emigration, e.g. Ireland, nearly half of the emigrants were 
women,30 whereas in the countries of the "new" emigration such as Greece women 
only made up a fraction of the emigrants;31 the Finnish overseas emigration can thus 
be placed approximately in the middle of the European emigration pattern. 

Both Table 29, and the figures discussed above, suggest a certain degree of local 
variation in the proportions of men and women emigrating from different parts 
of Finland: on Aland, in particular, and in some of the island communities of the 
south-west Finnish archipelago, women were exceptionally strongly represented 
in relation to the men,32 while in some other areas the men were even more dominant 
than TOIVONEN's two-thirds, which was approximately the mean ratio for the 
whole country, e.g., according to Table 29, in the areas in Kuopio Province. It has 
been noticed that at least prior to the First World War the emigration from Mikkeli, 
Kuopio, and Hame Provinces was exceptionally dominated by men, while this was 
somewhat less true than average in Oulu and Vaasa Provinces.33 

The reasons for variations in the sex composition of the emigration between 
different parts of the country have been discussed by KERO, and his conclusions 
will be briefly summarized here. First, he suggests that there is a relation between the 
sex composition of the popUlation in the area of origin and the sex composition 
of the emigration, but that this is not the sole component in the local differences 
which emerge in the emigration. Other factors which he puts forward include internal 
domestic mobility, and the possible effects of differences in the kinds of work availa­
ble in different areas. Furthermore. he suggests that different areas of Finland may 
have exerted varying degrees of "push" on men and women to emigrate; and he also 
mentions the possibility that the major areas of settlement in the host country for the 
emigrants from a particular area in Finland may also have had an effect on the 
proportion of men and women emigrating.34 

These factors may well have influenced the emigration, but it is extremely difficult 
to disentangle their effects; and KERO offers them more as hypotheses or possible 

28 See KERO 1974, 93-94. 
29 KERO 1974, 96, 209. 
30 SCHRIER 1958, 4. 
31 SALOUTOS 1956, 7. 
32 For Aland, BLOMFELT 1968, 93; for southwestern Finland, VAINIO 1 974a, 39-40. 
33 KERO 1974, 98. 
34 KERO 1974, 102-105. 
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interpretations. It is for example by no means clear that the emigrants from areas 
where the proportion of women among the emigrants' was higher than usual should 
have been more attracted than average to the eastern parts of North America 
(where there was more work available for women in the cities). Certain examples 
can be found in the sample areas to support this interpretation, but so can "counter­
examples".35 Whereas SMEDS claims that only a few women emigrated to Canada 
because suitable work was not available there,36 this can be demonstrated to be false, 
since in the 1920s, when the majority of the Finnish emigration was directed towards 
Canada, the proportion of women in the emigration increased. 

It has been commented on in a number of contexts that as emigration begins from 
any particular area it tends to be male-dominated, and that it is only subsequently 
that women also become involved.37 In Table 29, the emigration from Lohtaja and 
Kristinestad can be seen clearly in each of the three periods used, and the proportion 
of men is indeed highest during the first long emigration cycle. 

In all the sample areas other than Lohtaja, the proportion of women emigrating 
rose considerably after 19 I 4, largely due to the increase in emigration by entire 
families. This was true in Finland as a whole, too. TUNKELO suggests that a wider 
range of employment became available for women in North America in the 1920s, 
and that this may have increased their willingness to emigrate.38 The highest propor­
tion of women in Lohtaja had occurred earlier, in 1893-1914, due to the earlier 
peaking of the emigration wave here than elsewhere in Finland. As the sample areas 
illustrate, the later the emigration from a particular area began, the lower was the 
proportion of men after 1914. Thus, in Jokioinen and Polvijarvi there were actually 
more women than men emigrants in the period 1915-1930. 

The effect of economic conditions on the proportion of men to women in the 
annual emigration rates was considerable, since the absolute number of men emi­
grants fluctuated strikingly more than that of women. The reason for this is that in 
many cases the women were joining husbands who had emigrated earlier, and this 
was not so dependent on economic fluctuations; nor were the service occupations 
which women usually took up so sensitively affected by economic changes as were 
the jobs carried out by the men.39 Similarly, it has been noticed that prepaid tickets 
sent from overseas were more significant in the emigration of women than of men,40 
and this too had the effect of evening out annual fluctuations in the women's emi­
gration rate. These factors would also lead one to predict that women would return 
to Finland relatively less than men. 

35 The areas of settlement of the emigrants from the sample areas will be discussed in Chapter VI. 
36 SMEDS 1935, 339. 
37 SMEDS 1935, 337; TOIVONEN 1963, 49; KERO 1974, 95. 
38 TUNKELO 1936, 264-265. 
39 Siirtolaisuuskomitean mietintO 1924, 10-11; see also HJELT 1905, 58; KERO 1970, 106-107; 

WIDEN 1975. 57. 
40 KERO 1974, 182. 
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Table 30. Permanent Return Migration Rate 10 Finland. by Sex. a 

Men Women TOTAL 
Area Emigrating Returning Emigrating Returning Emigrating Returning 

Munsala 1478 550 37.2% 555 82 14.8% 2033 632 31.1% 

Parkano + Karvia 1930 583 30.2% 635 74 11.7% 2565 657 25.6% 
10kioinen 114 27 23.7% 73 11 15.1% 187 38 20.3% 
Lohtaja 1459 336 23.0% 675 94 13.9% 2134 430 20.1% 
Toholampi 370 81 21.9% 143 15 10.5% 513 96 18.7% 
Elimaki 266 58 21.8% 114 10 8.8% 380 68 17.9% 
Polvijarvi 171 33 19.3% 71 5 7.0% 242 38 15.7% 
Kuusamo 1163 148 12.7% 771 61 7.9% 1934 209 10.8% 
Leppavirta 256 28 10.9% 77 8 10.4% 333 36 10.8% 
Kristinestad 592 68 11.5% 458 35 7.6% 1050 103 9.8% 

Finland 157961 25281 16.0% 95304 7299 7.7% 253265 32580 12.9% 

a: The figures for Lohtaja, Elimaki, 10kioinen, Leppavirta, Polvijarvi, and Kristinestad cover the 
return by those emigrating up to 1930; those for Parkano and Karvia, by those emigrating up to 1914 

(KERO 1972,24); those for Kuusamo, by those emigrating up to 1914 (PATYNEN 1972, 117-118); 
and the figures for Munsala. by those emigrating up to 1934 (BACK MAN 1945, 5, 22). The figures for 

Toholampi only cover those persons emigrating before 1889 who had returned by that date (KERO, 

KOSTIAINEN, KUPARINEN, VAINIO 1978, 36), thus including a certain number who will have 

subsequently re-emigrated but also excluding anyone returning later than 1889. Similar cases will also 

occur in the figures for Parkano, Karvia, Munsala, and Kuusamo. The percentages for the whole of 

Finland were calculated by taking the number of emigrants recorded in the official Statistics for the 

period 1894-1916 (see STY XXVIII: 13,5-6) and the numbers returning in the same period (see STY 
1897, Table 110; STY 1898, Table 121; STY 1899-1900, Table 116; STY 1901, Table 119; STY 1902, 

Tables 119-120 a; STY 1903-1904 and 1906-1908, Table 45 A; STY 1905, Table 46 A; STY 1909 and 

1911, Table 47 A; STY 1910 and 1912, Table 50 A; STY 1913, Table 57 A; STY 1914-1915, Table 60 A; 
STY 1916, Table 64 A; STY 1917-1918, Table 65 A). Data on the sex of returning emigrants are only 

available for the period 1894-1916. 

Table 30 does indeed clearly show that men did return to Finland permanently 
more frequently than women. In the areas shown in the Table, the relative male 
return rate was between 0.5 % and 22.4 % higher than that for women; the corre­
sponding figure for the whole of Finland, according to the official Statistics, was 
8.3 %. SMEDS also estimated that women returned to Malax relatively less fre­
quently than men,41 and similar findings are indirectly indicated for Aland, since 
almost half of the emigrants from Foglo and Finstrom were women, while only 
32.1 % of the Finstrom emigrants returning in 1894-1920 were women, and only 
30.8 % of the returning emigrants from FoglO.42 

41 SMEDS 1935, 337 footnote I. 

42 BLOMFELT 1968, 93, 150. The percentages have been calculated from BLOMFELTs absolute 

figures: in 1894-1920,93 men and 44 women returned to Finstrom, and 9 men and 4 women to F6glo. 
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It has also been observed in Sweden that men returned relatively more frequently 
than women. In the period 1875-1909,9.2 % of the men emigrating from the Sunds­
vall area returned during that period, but only 5.8 % of the women.43 Of the total 
emigrants leaving Sweden in 1861-1910, 56.1 % were men, whereas men made up 
63.0 % of those returning in 1875-1910,44 which further confirms that men were 
somewhat more likely to return than women. The domination of the Italian return 
migration by men has also been noted, although good statistical sources are not 
available.45 Overall, in 1908-1924 the ratio of men to women immigrants arriving 
in the United States was considerably lower than the ratio of men to women in the 
return migration out of the United States in the same period.46 

It is thus unquestionable that men returned to their country of origin relatively 
more frequently than women did. Differences of degree do occur between different 
areas, however, as Table 30 shows. In rural areas in the high emigration region, the 
difference between the return rate for men and for women is consistently high. On 
the other hand, there is a below-average difference between the rates for men and 
for women in the urban migration. In general, the Table indicates that the higher the 
overall return rate, the bigger the difference between the two sexes. 

With the difference between the return rate for men and for women in high 
emigration regions being so distinct, it can be said that on average 25-30 % of 
the men emigrants returned permanently, whereas the rate for women emigrants 
has been about 10-15 %. Insofar as the findings for Kristinestad can be general­
ized over the urban emigration as a whole, the permanent return rates, like the 
emigration rates, were close~ to each other for both sexes. 

An additional factor in the low return rate for women has also been the fact 
of their comparatively rapid adaptation to the new conditions in their service 
occupations, where language skills developed faster than in the forestry and 
mining jobs available for the men. Working conditions for women were some­
what more attractive than in Finland, which was not true of the work done by 
the men. Finally, women may have been more inclined to find satisfaction in their 
new surroundings once they had made the decision to go, since there was a very 
widespread belief in Finland that the situation of women in America was a good 
one.47 

Table 30 thus shows that the men were more often in the position of temporary 
labour in their host countries than the women were. This is confirmed by the fact 
that men also returned temporarily more often - relatively speaking - than the 

43 TEDEBRAND 1972. 247. 
44 ]ANSON 1931, Appendices Table Ill. In 1861-1910, the Swedish emigration included 523920 

men and 410038 women; in 1875-1910 the return included 71 570 men and 42054 women. 
45 See CAROLI 1973, 48-49. 
46 JEROME 1926, 39-40. 
47 Suomen siirtolaisuusolot n.d .. 30. 
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women did, as is shown in the following figures (which include all temporary returns 
to the sample areas):48 

Lohtaja 255 men (17.5%), 62 women ( 9.2%) 

Elimaki 41 men (15.4%), 20 women (17.5%) 

Jokioinen 9 men ( 7.9%), 5 women ( 6.8%) 

Leppavirta 34 men (13.3 %), 4 women ( 5.2 %) 

Polvijarvi 16 men ( 9.4 %), 5 women ( 7.0%) 

Kristinestad 73 men (12.3 %), 40 women ( 8.7%) 

In Elimaki, the women returned temporarily slightly more than the men, but in all 
the other areas, the men clearly outnumbered the women for temporary return as 
well. The material does not reveal a difference when the temporary and permanent 
return by men and by women are compared: the higher relative return rate for men 
is evident in both classes of return. 

The numbers returning varied from year to year, like those for the emigration, 
mainly following the economic situation, though as was mentioned in Chapter Ill: 2, 
this is not as clearly visible in the numbers of return migrants as of emigrants. It was 
also mentioned (p. 127) that the emigration fluctuations were most noticeable in the 
number of men emigrating. Figure 5 is an investigation of whether this is also true 
for the return, and this shows that in Lohtaja, the numbers of women returning 
remained fairly constant from year to year throughout, whereas there was distinctly 
greater variation among the men. The same feature can also be observed in the curve 
for Finland as a whole. The same trend is thus evident in the return as in the emi­
gration: in both cases, the men reacted to economic fluctuations more sharply than 
the women. The reasons for this are also largely the same, above all the sensitivity 
of their employment in the host country to swings in the economy. It is however also 
observable that in those years when the men's return rate rises, that for women also 
increases, though on a smaller scale; thus in 1907 (the peak year of the return 
migration) the return of both men and women reaches its maximum in Lohtaja, 
Aland, and for Finland as a whole. 

Overall, therefore, Figure 5 shows that the return rate for women, like that for 
men, follows the swings in the economic situation, the annual fluctuations for men 
merely being more acute. The same feature has also been established in the case 
of the return migration to Sweden.49 

The economic sensitivity of the return to Finland by women was however so low 
that there are some years when the rate for men rises while that for women falls. 
Examination of the data for Lohtaja for the period from 1916 onwards reveals that 
return by women became extremely rare, with no women at all returning in most 
years, notwithstanding the fact that on the brink of the Depression, in 1928-1929, 
the overall return rate in Lohtaja was rather high. The major reason for this is the 

48 This percentage has been calculated with reference to the true number of emigrants (see Table 30). 
49 TEDEBRAND 1972, 249. 
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Figure 5. Annual Fluctuations in the Finnish Return Migration for Men and Women.a 
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increasing frequency of family emigration which set in after the First World War, 
since where an entire family departed overseas, or a wife emigrated to join her hus­
band, there was no longer the same motivation to return as in the case of single emi­
grants. In the 1920s, men were still fairly frequently emigrating to try their luck 
fortune, e.g. in Australia, and the return rate from there was very high, as will be 
discussed below in Chapter VI: 2. If a single woman emigrated in the 1920s, on the 
other hand, she was quite likely to marry fairly soon (as was true earlier as well, 
of course) and thus to be less likely to return. Men emigrants' chances of getting 
married in America were lower, since there were relatively few women among the 
emigrants and interethnic marriages were rare among Finnish immigrants.5o This 
was true of Swedish immigrants, too; where a Swedish immigrant did marry a non­
Swede, this was almost always someone from another Nordic country.51 

Although more men returned than women, the imbalance among the emigrants 
remained, for the return migration altogether was on a small scale. A completely 
opposite situation prevailed for women emigrating from Ireland, who _ according 
to SCHRIER - returned to Ireland precisely in order to find a husband. They had 
emigrated to America before they were twenty, to work hard in the succeeding years; 
and since they came from a country where the age at marriage was among the highest 
in the world, it would never have occurred to them to look for a husband during 
their first years as immigrants. In the United States, on the other hand, people 
usually got married in the 19th century before they were 20, so that by the time these 
Irish girls were ready to consider marriage, round about the age of 25, they no 
longer had much chance in their host country. This led them to return to Ireland and 
to hunt "desperately" for a husband, as SCHRIER describes it. 52 

Since about two-thirds of the Finnish emigrants were men, and since it has been 
seen that the men were more likely to return than the women, it will be obvious 
that the return migration was heavily male-dominated (Table 31). 

In all of the rural sample areas, at least 70 % of those permanently returning were 
men. Comparison of these figures with the data in Table 29 reveals that the return 
migration was more male-dominated than the emigration in all the sample areas. 
It is justified to conclude that 75-85 % of those permanently returning were men 
in the rural areas.53 

Women were more evident in the return migration to towns, than in the country­
side, due firstly to the fact that a relatively higher proportion of the emigrants from 
towns than from country areas were women. Nevertheless, men made up 66 % of the 

50 WARIS 1936,33; WAISANEN 1969,204; WIDEN 1975,58. There were however exceptions to the 

rule stated in the text, e.g. Edit Arborelius from Jokioinen, for whom there is an entry in the Jokioinen 
parish register (1910-1919, double-page 631): "Married to a Japanese in America". 

51 NORMAN 1976, 269-271 and the sources cited there. 
52 SCRIER 1958, 130-13\. 
53 The number of emigrants recorded in the Finnish official Statistics as returning to Finland in 1894 

-1916 was 32580, of whom 25281 (77.6 %) were men, and 7299 (22.4 %) were women. The sources 

for these figures are given in the note to Table 30. 



Table 31. Sex Composition of the Permanent Return Migration, by Sample Areas.
a 

Sample 
Area 

Lohtaja 
EJimaki 
Jokioinen 
Leppavirta 
Polvijarvi 
Kristinestad 

Lohtaja 
Elimaki 
Jokioinen 
Leppavirta 
Polvijarvi 
Kristinestad 

Date of Return 1871-1892 
Men Women 

64 85.3% 11 14.7% 

5 62.5% 3 37.5% 

Date of Return 1915-1969 

115 84.6% 21 15.4% 
20 87.0% 3 13.0% 
18 66.7% 9 33.3% 
5 55.6% 4 44.4% 
4 66.7% 2 33.3% 

24 68.6% II 31.4% 

Date of Return 1893-1914 
Men Women 

157 71.7% 62 28.3% 
34 87.2% 5 12.8% 
9 81.8% 2 18.2% 

12 75.0% 4 25.0% 
25 96.2% I 3.8% 
25 67.6% 12 32.4% 

TOTAL 

336 78.1 % 94 21.9% 
58 85.3% 10 1..t.7% 
27 71.1% 11 28.9% 
28 77.8% 8 22.2% 
33 86.8% 5 13.2% 
68 66.0% 35 34.0% 
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a: The date of return is unknown for 4 men and 2 women in Elimaki, 1 I men in Leppavirta, 4 men and 
2 women in Polvijarvi, and 14 men and 9 women in Kristinestad. These persons have however been 
included in the figures for the total return. 

return migrants to Kristinestad on the basis of the findings obtained, which is further 
evidence of the male domination of the return migration both in the country as a 
whole and in different areas. 

The ratio of men to women did not on the other hand remain constant in all the 
periods, as can be illustrated from the data for Lohtaja. The lowest proportion of 
men occurred in the period 1893-1914; the return migration prior and subsequent 
to this was extremely dominated by men. The scarcity of women in the return 
migration to Lohtaja from the 1920s on has already been remarked on in the exami­
nation of the cyclical fluctuations in migration for men and for women. The sex 
composition of the return migration was also distinctly more male-dominated in the 
1880s than in the decade 1900-1910 in Sweden.54 

In the postwar period, the proportion of women in the return migration to all 
the rural areas except Lohtaja was higher than it had been previously. The main 
reason for this is the date of the beginnings and peaking of the emigration. Whereas 
emigration from Lohtaja was high even in the 1880s, in the other rural areas it did 
not become significant until after the turn of the century. Consequently these low­
migration areas were in some ways in a position after the First World War compa­
rable to that for the return migration in Lohtaja during the second long-term cycle. 
The emigration to Australia in the 1920s was also heavily dominated by men, and 
Lohtaja was the only one of the sample areas where this achieved significance, which 

54 TEDEBRAND 1972. 240. 
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naturally is therefore visible in the sex composition of the return migration in the 
final long-term cycle.55 

Despite the variations between different areas and different periods, the overall 
features of the sex composition of the Finnish return migration are clear: the pro"­
portion of men in relation to women was even higher among those returning than 
in the emigration. Since the emigration itself was very male-dominated (e.g. in 
comparison with Sweden), and since the male return rate to Finland was slightly 
higher than that to Sweden in comparison with that for women,56 the Finnish return 
migration emerges as a really male-dominated phenomenon. The proportion of 
women was distinctly higher in the urban emigration and return, approximately at 
the same level as in the Swedish emigration and return migration overallY Urban 
emigration in Finland was ho~ever so low in comparison with the rural movement, 
with the urban return even lower still, that it was almost entirely the rural emigration 
and return which determined the character of the movement for the country as a 
whole, i.e. the heavy domination of men in the return migration. The female emi­
grant was, to sum up, clearly more likely to settle and adjust _ for reasons analyzed 
in this section _ in the destination country than the male was. 

3 MARITAL STATUS AND FAMILY EMIGRATION 

The information available about the marital status of the emigrants is in many 
ways defective, and also unreliable. At some times, the passport registers of some 
Provinces, especially in the early years of the emigration, did not record marital 
status at all. There also appears to be some degree of error in the marital status 
information recorded. For the return, on the other hand, the District Court Regis­
trars only reported the returning emigrant's marital status at the point of return. 
These deficiencies can however be remedied with the aid of the Emigrants Index, 
and this then makes it possible to examine the differences in the return rate for emi­
grants with different marital status at emigration. The parish records are also of 
assistance in filling out the gaps in the information supplied by the Registrars about 
marital status. Consequently it becomes feasible to carry out an analysis of adequate 
reliability on the return migration from this point of view. 

Since it has already been established that a large proportion of the emigrants 
consisted of the children of agriculturists and in general of young people, the findings 
in Table 32 about their marital status at the time of emigration are only natural. Both 
in the sample areas, and throughout Finland, the percentage of unmarried emigrants 
varied between 73.6 % and 88. I %. The figures for Lohtaja, Jokioinen, Kristinestad 

55 The emigration to and return migration from Australia is discussed in Chapter VI: 2 below. 
56 On the return to Finland, see Table 30; on the return to Sweden, see for instance TEDEBRAND 

1972, 247. 
57 Cf. Tables 29 and 31 (Kristinestad), and footnote 44 to this Chapter (Sweden). 
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and for Finland as a whole are approximately similar; married emigrants made up 
about one-quarter, whereas in the remaining sample areas the unmarried emigrants 
composed more than four-fifths of those emigrating. 

The high proportions of unmarried emigrants from Leppavirta, Polvijarvi, and 
Elimaki are supported by the data from Munsala, where the unmarried emigrants 
accounted for 81.1 % of all those emigrating.58 The corresponding figure for emi­
grants from Foglo was 82.9 %, and from Finstrom 75.4 %.59 The figure for Parkano 
and Karvia was 77.0 %,60 and for Kuusamo 71.1 %.61 

Unmarried persons (including children) thus comprised about three-quarters of all 
the emigrants, and in some areas an even higher proportion than that. Widows, 
widowers, and divorced persons only made up about 1-2 % of the emigrants, 
lea ving the proportion of married persons as varying between around 10 and 25 % 
in different areas. Finland appears not to have differed much in this respect from 
one of the countries of the "old" migration, since the proportion of married persons 
among the emigrants from Ireland rarely exceeded 16 % in any year in the second 
half of the 19th century.62 

When the different periods in Table 32 are compared with each other, it can be 
seen that the proportion of married emigrants in relation to unmarried persons rose 
both in the· sample areas (excepting Jokioinen) and in Finland as a whole in the 
period after 19 I 5 in comparison with the preceding period, despite the fact that 
the 1918 Migration Committee Report includes an estimation that the emigration 
of unmarried persons was on the increase. 'The Report also however states that it 
was rarer after the First World War for an emigrant to leave his family at home,63 
and it was precisely the increase in emigration by entire families which altered the 
composition of the emigration in the 1920s. This period also, according to TOIVO­
NEN, saw an increase in emigration by wives joining their husbands abroad.64 In 
Lohtaja and Kristinestad, the number of married emigrants is seen to have been 
highest prior to 1893, and the number of married emigrants was also high in the early 
stages of the movement from Toholampi, comprising over 40 % of those emi­
grating in the 1870s and 1880s.65 

It is thus clear that the proportion of married emigrants was highest in the early 
stages, during the first wave of emigration. During the peak period of emigration, 

58 BACK MAN 1945,9. 
59 BLOMFELT 1968, 81, 98. The percentages have been calculated from BLOMFELT's absolute 

figures : there were 1534 emigrants from Finstrom, of whom 1157 were unmarried, and 1066 emigrants 

from FoglO, of whom 884 were unmarried. 
60 KERO 1972, 23. The calculation covers the period 1900-1914, when 2110 persons emigrated, 

of whom 1625 were unmarried . The unknown cases are excluded. 
61 PATYNEN 1972, 56. Up to 1914 there were 1890 emigrants, of whom 1343 were unmarried. The 

unknown cases are excluded . 

62 SCHRIER 1958, 4. 
63 Siirtolaisuuskomitean mietinto 1924, 12, 15. 
64 TOIVONEN 1963, 50. 
65 KERO, KOSTIAINEN, KUPARINEN, VAINIO 1978,44. 



Table 32. Marital Status of Finnish Emigrants at Different Periods.
a 

Marital Lohtaja Elimaki 
Status 1867- 1892 1893-1914 1915-1930 Total 1893 1914 1915-1930 Total 

Married 163 34.5% 196 21.4% 77 26.2% 436 25.9% 27 11.1 % 6 15.8% 33 11.7% 

Unmarried 309 65.5% 715 78.0% 215 73.1 % 1239 73.6% 216 88.9% 31 81.6% 247 87.9% 
Widowed 6 0.7% 2 0.7% 8 0.5% I 2.6% 0.4% 

TOTAL 472 100.0% 917 100.0% 294 100.0% 1683 100.0% 243 100.0% 38 100.0% 281 100.0% 
Marital Status Unknown 408 36 7 451 68 30 99 

10kioinen Leppavirta 

Married 25 23.8% 16 21.1% 41 22.7% 25 13.0% 17 25.0% 42 16.0% 
Unmarried 78 74.3% 57 75.0% 135 74.6% 167 86.5% 50 73.5% 219 83.3% 
Widowed 2 1.9% 3 3.9% 5 2.8% 0.5% 1.5% 2 0.8% 

TOTAL 105 100.0% 76 100.0% 181 100.0% 193 100.0% 68 100.0% 263 100.0% 
Marital Status Unknown 4 2 6 57 10 70 

a: The official Statistics only contain information about marital status from 1900 on, as the figures here for all Finland indicate (see SVT XXVIII: J, 24; SVT 
XXVIII: 12, Table 8 a; SVT XXVIII: 15, Table 8 a; SVT XXVIII: 16, Table 8; SVT XXVIII: 21, 16). For the sample areas, the emigrants of unknown marital 
status have been excluded from the percentage calculations due to their numerousness. Data for the period prior to 1893 are only available for the sample areas 
Lohtaja and Kristinestad; one emigrant set out from Elimaki in that period (marital status unknown), and five from Leppavirta (two unmarried, three with marital 
status unknown); these cases are included in the totals in the Table . Emigrants from the sample areas have been classified with reference to their first emigration. 
Widowed and divorced emigrants are in the same category in the official Statistics; no divorcees were found among the emigrants from the sample areas. Children 

are in the "Unmarried" category. 



Marital Polvijarvi Kristinestad 
Status 1893-1 914 1915-1930 Total 1862- 1892 1893- 1914 1915 1930 Total 

Married 10 6.6% 15 20.0% 25 11.0% 55 27.5% 118 17.7% 30 24.8% 203 20.5% 
Unmarried 140 92.1 % 60 80.0% 200 88.1 % 140 70.0% 534 80.1% 86 71.1 % 760 76.9% 
Widowed 2 1.3% 2 0.9% 5 2.5% 15 2.2% 5 4.1% 25 2.5% 

TOTAL 152 100.0% 75 100.0% 227 100.0% 200 100.0% 667 100.0% 121 100.0% 988 100.0% 
Marital Status Unknown 15 15 30 19 13 62 

Finland 

1900- 1914 191~1930 Total 

Married 51629 24.0% 22021 28.1% 73650 25.1% 
Unmarried 161054 75.0% 54575 69.7% 215629 73.6% 
Widowed or Divorced 2146 1.0% 1655 2.1% 3801 l.30t 

TOTAL 214829 100.0% 78251 100.0% 293080 100.0% 
Marital Status Unknown 1027 1027 2054 
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1893-1914, it then fell considerably, but rose again following the First World War, 
even if failing to reach the level of the first wave. Table 32 does not reveal any 
differences in terms of marital status between the rural and urban emigration either 
as a whole or at different periods. 

The significance of family relationships has been investigated by KERO in his 
doctoral dissertation from a slightly different point of view from that adopted in 
Table 32. First, he points out that family emigration composed around one-third 
of the total emigration (on a sample consisting of all emigrants in 1905), counting 
for this purpose all married persons and all children whether emigrating in the 
company of their parents or joining them subsequently.66 Not all of these can how­
ever be considered as family emigration, since many married men emigrated for a 
few years and then returned, without their families ever having been overseas. 
Comparisons of the rate of family and of individual emigration are in fact largely 
a question of terminology.67 That is why KERO has to offer various statistics: e.g. 
simultaneous emigration by entire families comprised only 3.3 % of the emigration 
in 1905; the corresponding figures for 1873 and 1882 were 12.3 %and 12.6 %. Family 
emigration was higher during the early years of the emigration than for instance 
in the first decade of this century.68 This trend can also be derived from Table 32, 
where the variable being measured is marital status. KERO's investigation finishes 
at the First World War, but all the evidence assembled indicates that family emi­
gration rose again in the 1920s, since the proportion of married emigrants increased. 

Not only do the investigations of the composition of the emigration in terms of 
marital status and of family vs individual emigration support each other when 
checked at different points in time, they also offer similar findings on variations 
in this composition between different parts of the country. Thus the proportion 
of family emigration and of married emigrants was above average in Oulu and 
Viipuri Provinces, whereas in Turku and Pori, Hame, Kuopio, and Mikkeli Provin­
ces individual emigration took on greater importance.69 In the central regions of the 
Finnish emigration, in Vaasa Province, the proportion of married emigrants and 
of family emigration was approximately the same as the mean level for Finland. 

The majority of the married emigrants were men, whose intention was to improve 
their family's finances as quickly as possible by a few years as an emigrant. Alter­
natively, these emigrants might decide to remain abroad, in which case they were 
usually joined by their wives and children. 

Table 33 confirms that more persons married at the time of emigration returned 
permanently to Finland than unmarried. For most of the sample areas in the Table 

66 KERO 1974, 122. 

67 In studying the spread of the emigration and the flow of information concerning it. etc .. WESTER 
uses "migratory units", consisting of an entire family emigrating for the first time (WESTER 1977. 189). 

This technique fits WESTER's approach well, but is inappropriate for the investigation of different 
aspects of the demographic structure of the return. 

68 KERO 1974, 122-123 footnote 12. 
69 KERO 1974, 125-126, 210; cf. Table 32 above. 



Table 33. Return Migra tion Rate by Marital Status in the Sample Areas. a 

Marital L o hta j a Elimak i Jokioinen 
Status Emi- Returning Returning Emi- Returning Returning Emi- Returning Returning 

grating Permanently Temporarily grating Permanently Temporari ly grating Permanently Temporarily 

Married 436 120 27.5% 68 15.6 % 33 8 24.2% 5 15.2% 41 11 26.8% 5 12.2% 

Unmarried 1239 234 18.9% 171 13.8% 247 42 17.0% 41 16.6% 135 26 19.3% 9 6.7% 
Widowed 8 1 12.5% 12.5% 1 5 20.0% 
Unknown 45 1 75 16.6% 77 17.1% 99 18 18.2% 15 15.2% 6 

TOTAL 2134 430 20.1% 317 14.9% 380 68 17.9 % 61 16.1% 187 38 20.3 % 14 7.5 % 

Leppa vi rta Po l vi j ar v i Kr is t i nestad 

Married 42 4 9.5% 25 2 8.0% 4.0% 203 24 11.8% 28 13.8% 
Unmarried 2 19 29 13.2% 28 12.8% 200 34 17.0% 20 10.0% 760 68 8.9% 82 10.8% 
Widowed 2 50.0 % 2 2 100.0% 25 4.0 % 
Unknown 70 3 4.3% 9 12.9% 15 62 10 16.1% 3 4.8% 

TOTAL 333 36 10.8% 38 II.4o/c, 242 38 15.7 % 21 8.7 % 1050 103 9.8% 113 10.8 % 

Kar vi a+Parkan o Ku u samo 

Married 480 16 1 33.5% 525 54 10.3% 
Unmarried 1625 367 22.6% 1343 150 11.2% 
Widowed 5 21 4.8% 
Unknown 157 50 31.8% 45 4 8.9% 

TOTAL 2267 578 25.5% 1934 209 10.8 % 

a: The figures for Lohtaja, Elimaki, Jokio inen , Leppavirta , Polvijarvi , and Kristinestad show retu rn by all persons emigrating up to 1930. The figures fo r Karvia 
and Parkano refer to the period 1900-1914 (see KERO 1972, 23), and those for Kuusamo the period prior to 1914 (see PATYNEN 1972, 115). There was one 

divorced emigrant from Kuusamo who did not return. In the Table he is in the "Unknown" category, since no such cases are traceable in other a reas. 



140 

(Lohtaja, Elimaki, Jokioinen, Kristinestad, Parkano and Karvia), the permanent 
return rate for married emigrants was distinctly higher than that for unmarried 
emigrants, and only in Leppavirta, Polvijarvi and Kuusamo was this reversed. The 
reasons for the exceptional situation in the Kuopio Province areas lie in the overall 
structural differences between the emigration there and in the high emigration areas, 
of which the most important is the different socio-economic structure in the Kuopio 
Province areas. Relatively, the majority of Finnish emigrants married at the time 
of emigration who returned were farmers and crofters who had gone abroad for a 
short time to earn money. The rural population of Kuopio Province was however 
dominated by landless persons; consequently the majority of married emigrants from 
this region were landless, and thus had less motive for returning to Finland than 
farmers or crofters, whereas the married cottager or lodger emigrants later asked 
their families to join them in America, unless, that is, they had emigrated as a family 
in the first place. In Kuusamo, it would appear that the high rate of family emigra­
tion led to a relatively lower rate of return by married than by unmarried emigrants: 
Oulu Province was a region with a high family emigration rate. P ATYNEN's inter­
pretation, however _ that unmarried people could reach the decision to return 
more easily than married people7o _ , cannot be supported, since this point depends 
crucially on whether the married emigrants had their families with them in America 
or at home in Finland. 

In the high emigration region, as also in southern Finland (Elimaki and Jokioinen), 
the permanent return rate for married emigrants was, for similar reasons, relatively 
higher than that for unmarried emigrants. A house and family in Finland exerted 
greater attraction than settling down permanently in the new surroundings, at least 
when compared with Kuopio Province and its high proportion of non-selfsupport­
ing population. 

In his study of Swedish emigrants, TEDEBRAND came to the conclusion that in 
the period 1875-1913 the return rate for married emigrants in the Sundsvall region 
was relatively lower than that for unmarried ones,?] a finding that strikingly differs 
from those in Table 33. The only explanation is the high rate of family emigration 
in the Sundsvall region, to be described below. For Finland, however, Table 33 
shows that in those areas where emigration was of demographic importance, married 
emigrants were relatively speaking distinctly more likely to return than those un­
married at emigration. This is thus also true for the country as a whole, despite the 
fact that in Oulu and Kuopio Provinces the unmarried emigrants appear to have 
returned relatively more often than the married ones. 

The permanent return rates for urban married and unmarried emigrants, even 
in the high emigration region, have been more even than in the surrounding country­
side, although the same trend is also visible in Kristinestad: the unmarried emi-

70 PATYNEN 1972, 116. 
71 TEDEBRAND 1972, 244-245. 
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grants returned less often. The main reason for this evenness is that family emi­
gration played a larger part in the town than in the country,12 

The number of widows and widowers in the emigration was so small that there 
is no need to examine their return very thoroughly. There were altogether 69 such 
emigrants in Table 33, and of these six (8.7 %) permanently returned. In the sample 
areas of the present investigation there were 43 widows and widowers; 19 of them 
were more than 50 years old at emigration, and only two returned permanently. 
The main reason for this is the fact that 11 persons out of the 19 had children who 
had emigrated previously; others may have had relatives abroad. In general the 
return rate of widowed emigrants was low, and at least the fairly elderly persons 
went to spend their old age with their children or relatives, for example; thus they 
were less interested in high earnings and were less likely to return. 

When we turn to the second part of Table 33, dealing with the temporary return, 
it emerges that in three areas (Lohtaja, Jokioinen, and Kristinestad) the married 
emigrants also returned temporarily more often than the unmarried ones; but in 
three other areas (Elimaki, Leppavirta, and Polvijarvi) the situation was the opposite. 
The return rates in Lohtaja and Kristinestad were, furthermore, very similar for the 
different marital-status groups. Whereas. permanent return was in general more 
common among married than unmarried emigrants, therefore, the temporary return 
rates for those with different marital status were relatively even, though there are 
variations between different parts of the country. In Kuopio Province, both the 
temporary and the permanent return migration were largely movements of un­
married persons, whereas in Ostrobothnia the married emigrants were dominant, 
relatively speaking, especially in the permanent return. 

As was mentioned earlier, whether the variable under investigation is the emi­
grants' marital status or the family emigration rate, approximately similar findings 
are obtained for the structure of the emigration. This situation is reversed in the case 
of the return migration, however, and to such a degree that the two questions need 
to be kept quite separate from each other. Whereas married emigrants were in 
general more likely to return than unmarried ones, return migration by families was 
rare. The married return migrants had usually, in other words, emigrated alone, 
and after a few years they then returned to their families. The low return rate for 
Jewish migrants has also, for example, been linked with the high proportion of 
family emigration,73 

A comparison of the proportion of children under the age of 15 in the emigration 
and in the return migration comfirms the low rate of family return migration in the 
Finnish overseas movement. In Lohtaja, Elimaki, Leppavirta, Polvijarvi, and 
Kristinestad, the proportion of emigrants aged under 15 was 5.7-11.9 %, whereas 
their proportion in the return migration was only 0.0-4.4 %. These figures clearly 
indicate the rarity of return migration by families. The only modification to this 

72 See KERO 1974, 127. 

73 JOSE PH 1914, 133. 
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generalization among the sample areas is found in Jokioinen, where emigrants under 
15 made up ] 2.8 % of the emigration and 10.5 % of the return migration; the trend 
is however the same.14 Despite this divergence, however, the overall pattern is very 
clear. The same finding applies in Sweden, for whereas emigrants aged under 15 
made up 29 % of the emigration from the Sundsvall region, they only comprised 
12 % of the return.15 This point also demonstrates the relatively high rate of family 
emigration in that region in comparison with Finland, and this in turn explains the 
divergence from the Finnish findings concerning the return rates for different 
marital-status groups. 

In Lohtaja, there were altogether 55 returns when a family or a part of family 
came back together at the same time (12.8 % of the total permanent return); in Eli­
maki, 11 returns (16.2 %); in Jokioinen, seven returns (18.4 %); and in Kristinestad, 
six returns (5.8 %).16 In Polvijarvi and Leppavirta there were no such cases to be 
found in the major sources. On the basis of these figures, the share of family migra­
tion in the return was in general around 15 % or less, in most parts of the country. 
However, it must be remembered that the whole question is a matter of definition 
to a large extent. For example, these figures include persons who got married over­
seas and returned as a "family" with no children; there are also cases when only the 

parents returned while children remained abroad; in some cases the spouse died, and 
the widow returned with children. Thus these figures include "partial families". In 
sum, the proportion made up by family return was very small, which can be seen 
on the basis of these figures and also of the comparison between the proportion of 
children in the emigration and in the return migration. 

When it is also noted that some of the returning emigrants had got married while 
abroad, it becomes clear that the marital structure of the return migration was com­
pletely different from that of the emigration. The following figures give the marital 
status of migrants at the point of permanent return, with the figures for Finland 
as a whole for the period 1894-1916 for comparison:77 

74 Cf. Tables 26 and 27 in Chapter V: 1. The absolute numbers for lokioinen are very low, which 

may partly explain the difference from other areas. 
75 TEDEBRAND 1972, 244. 

76 The percentages have been calculated from the total numbers of those permanently returning: 

Lohtaja 430, Elimaki 68, lokioinen 38, and Kristinestad 103. The children born overseas have been 
excluded. The following returns, occurring together, have been counted as a "family": husband + wife + 
child, father + child, mother + child, and husband + wife. 

77 The percentages have been calculated from the total numbers of returning emigrants: Lohtaja 265, 
Elimaki 42, Jokioinen 37, Leppavirta 21, Polvijarvi 31, Kristinestad 70, and Finland as a whole 32231. 
The numbers of cases where marital status is unknown are as follows: Lohtaja 165, Elimiiki 26, lokioi­
nen I, Leppavirta 15, Polvijiirvi 7, Kristinestad 33, and Finland altogether 349. For the Finland figures, 
see STY 1897, Table 110; STY 1898, Table 121; STY 1899-1900, Table 116; STY 1901, Table 119; STY 

1902, Tables 119 and 120 b; STY 1903-1904 and 1906-1908, Table 45 B; STY 1905, Table 46 B; STY 
1909 and 1911, Table 47 B; STY 1910 and 1912, Table 50 B; STY 1913, Table 57 B; STY 1914-1915, 
Table 60 B; STY 1916, Table 64 B; STY 1917-1918, Table 65 B. 
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Lohtaja. married at return 142 (53.6 % of the return migrants) 
Elimaki. 11 (26.2% ) 

Jokioinen. 9 (24.3% ) 

Leppavirta. 5 (23.8% ) 

Polvijarvi, 9 (29.0% ) 

Kristinestad. 17 (24.3% ) 

Finland. 14643 (45.4% 

Lohtaja. unmarried at return 118 (44.5 % 
Elimaki. 29 (69.0% 
Jokioinen, 26 (70.3% 
Leppavirta. 15 (71.4% 
Polvijarvi. 20 (64.5 % 
Kristinestad, 49 (70.0% 

Finland. 17017 (52.8% 

Lohtaja. widowed or divorced at return 5 ( 1.9% 
Elimaki. 2 ( 4.8% 
Jokioinen, 2 ( 5.4% 
Leppavirta. I ( 4.8% 
Polvijarvi. 2 ( 6.5% 
Kristinestad, 4 ( 5.7% 

Finland, 571 ( 1.8% 

If we compare these figures with Table 32, we see that the marital structure of the 
return had changed considerably from that of the emigration: there are considerably 
more married persons, relatively speaking, among the return migrants than among 
the emigrants. This is of course a natural consequence of the fact that a higher 
proportion of those married at the point of emigration returned, and of the many 
marriages abroad whose partners would therefore be married at the point of return. 
The latter feature has been investigated by BACK MAN for Munsala, and on the 

basis of his information it was calculated that 47. I % of the emigrants from Munsala 
who were unmarried at emigration got married abroad. Only 12.6 % of these actually 
returned to Finland,18 which suggests that marriage abroad, like family emigration, 
tended to reduce the interest in return. The overall return percentage in Munsala 
was 31.1 % in Table 10 (p. 62). Even this 12.6 % group, however, automatically raise 
the proportion of return migrants married at return. Consequently, even in the areas 
where the return rate for those unmarried at emigration was relatively higher than 

78 There were 1648 unmarried overseas emigrants from Munsala. Of these, 776 got married abroad, 
and of these, 98 later returned (BACKMAN 1945, 9, 28, 31). 
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that for the emigrants already married at emigration, the proportion of married 
persons at the point of return was higher than at the point of emigration. 

In Lohtaja, and in Finland as a whole, approximately half of the returning emi­
grants were married when they came back; in the other sample areas, the proportion 
of married return migrants was about one-quarter. The geographical variations can 
mainly be attributed to the socio-economic composition of the emigration, and to 
the proportions of married and unmarried persons at emigration. To sum up, while 
about three-quarters of the emigrants were unmarried at the time of emigration, 
only 45-70 % of the return were so (depending on the area). The proportion of 
return migrants married at return has been about half of the total in the high emi­
gration region. In the low emigration areas, the figure was distinctly lower, around 
one-quarter of those returning. The urban return migration, although this (Kristine­
stad) was a region of high emigration, appears to have resembled that for the low 
emigration areas, i.e. around one-quarter of those returning were married. The high 
emigration regions naturally dominate the pattern of marital composition in the 
Finnish return as a whole; thus nearly half of the emigrants returning to Finland 
were married at return. 

TEDEBRAND reports that 40 % of the women returning to the Sundsvall region, 
and 44 % of the men, were married when they returnedJ9 This diverges, however, 
from the overall pattern for Sweden, since over the period 1861-1910 17.7 % of the 
emigrants were married, while for the period 1875-1910 27.7 % of those returning 
were married.8o These figures, which are derived from the official Swedish statistics, 
are completely at variance with TEDEBRAND's finding reported earlier (p. 140), 
that there were fewer married persons in the return migration than in the emigration 
in the Sundsvall region. 81 Comparison of the Swedish and Finnish data also shows 
that relatively there were fewer married persons in the emigration from Sweden than 
there were in Finland; but there is a larger difference in the return, since less than 
30 % of those returning to Sweden were married while in Finland they made up 
almost 50 %. The married emigrants from Sweden may have included more actual 
couples (and families) than in Finland, whose return rate was lower than that of 
married emigrants travelling on their own. 

79 TEDEBRAND 1972, 244. 
80 In 1861-1910, 164867 married persons emigrated from Sweden (17.7 %), and 769091 (82.3 %) 

unmarried persons. In 1875-1910, 31435 (27.7 %) married persons returned, and 82189 unmarried 
persons (72.3 %) (JANSON 1931, Appendices Table Ill). 

81 In his article on the return migration published in 1976. TEDEBRAND does not make any further 
comments on the marital structure in Sundsvall, but merely deals with this feature with reference to 
Sweden as a whole, and the ratio between different marital-status groups in this case corresponds to 
those stated by JANSON (see TEDEBRAND 1976, 223-224). TEDEBRAND appears to have had 
terminological difficulties in his doctoral dissertation (1972), since on the one hand he refers to the relative 
infrequency of married persons in the return compared with the emigration, but in the summary then 
uses the term "married couple" (TEDEBRAND 1972,244-245,315). The latter term would really refer 
to family emigration, the return rate for which has also been found to have been low in Finland. 



VI The Significance for the Return Migration 
of the Host Area 

1 THE REGIONS OF NORTH AMERICA 

In the model put forward by LEE, one of the factors affecting migration was 
identified as the receiving area, while another factor, intervening obstacles, was also 
identified as particularly occurring in the receiving area. l Particularly in the return 
migration, the conditions in the receiving area have a considerable impact on the 
migrant's decision to settle or to return. It is these factors, approached in general 
terms, which are the topic of this Chapter; strictly individual _ micro-level - mo­
tives will be discussed separately, in Chapter VII. 

The main flow of the Finnish overseas emigration was directed to the continent 
of North America, i.e. to the United States and Canada. It was not until the 1920s 
that other countries and continents began to attract more attention from emigrants. 
According to the official Emigration Statistics, 99.7 % of the Finnish emigrants 
between 1900 and 1923 went to America,2 though there is no breakdown for this 
period in the official Statistics between North and South America. Statistics in the 
countries of destination, however, indicate that during this period a total of 216850 
Finnish immigrants arrived in the United States, and 29928 in Canada.3 In the 
period before the First World War, 1883-1914, the shipping lines' passenger lists 
record only 763 Finnish travellers to South Africa, and 299 to Australia or New 
Zealand, as against a total number of pre-1914 emigrants of over 300000.4 Since it is 

also known that the number of Finnish immigrants into Brazil in 1916-1924 
amounted to no more than a few dozen,S a clear picture emerges of the direction of 
the overseas emigration. Olavi LAHTEENMAKI has found that the Finnish 
emigration to South America overall was virtually nonexistent prior to 1906, and 

I LEE 1966, 49-50; cf. p. 18-2 J in the present study. 
2 SVT XXVIII: 2, 22; SVT XXVIII: 18,23. The number of emigrants departing in 1900-1923 was 

259682, of whom 259023 went to America. 
3 International Migrations I 1929, 364-365, 367, 452. 
4 KERO 1974, Appendices A and F. 
5 International Migrations I 1929. 552. 
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that even thereafter it remained very low; roughly 1000 Finns had emigrated there 
by 1930.6 

From 1924 onwards, the Finnish Emigration Statistics give a more precise record 
of the destinations of emigrants, and these show that by 1930 Canada had taken over 
the leading position, since the adoption of the quota system in the United States 
drove the majority of would-be immigrants elsewhere. The United States remained 
nonetheless the next most important destination for the emigrants, 9.1 % of whom 
moved there during the period 1924-1930, when the equivalent figure for Canada 
was 79.2 %. Outside Europe, the next most important country was Australia, with 
3 %, followed by South and Central America (1.6 %). There were even fewer emi­
grants travelling to Asia or Africa (0.3 %). European countries, mainly Sweden and 
the Soviet Union, absorbed altogether 6.8 % of the Finnish emigrants in this period,7 
but this migration pattern did not begin to take on real significance until the follow­
ing decade, following the introduction of immigration restrictions in Canada. 

The United States and Canada, therefore, constituted the most important destina­
tion for Finnish overseas emigrants during the period under investigation. Of the 
figures given above and in Appendix 1, it is justified to estimate that of about 
380000 Finnish overseas emigrants before 1930 approximately 315000 went to the 
United States, 60000 to Canada, and 4000 to other continents. The relative return 
migration rate from North America was around one-fifth, as was established 
in Chapter 11 without distinguishing between the different countries of destination; 
and the analysis of the various features of the return rate, and the composition 
of the return migration, also mainly refer to the North American migration. It is, 
however, important to recognize that the return migration from different continents 
was not the same, despite the limited significance of the return from continents other 
than North America. The return migration from elsewhere will therefore be discuss­
ed separately in its entirety in the second section of this Chapter. 

Since almost all of the Finnish emigrants headed for North America, it will now 
be examined which factors affected the volume of return from different parts of the 
continent. This will also make it possible to test AKERMAN's hypothesis that the 
return migration rate falls with increasing distance.8 

This entire question cannot be approached directly, since there is no "direct" 
method or source available on how the return migrants had settled in different parts 
of North America. The impact of host areas on the return can be studied, therefore, 
by first establishing the orientation of the emigration from a particular area in Fin­
land, by then establishing the employment opportunities available in the host 

6 LAHTEENMAKI 1975. Ill; Interview with Olavi LAHTEENMAKJ. 1979 (author's notes). The 

continents other than North America will be discussed in section 2 of this Chapter. 

7 SVT xxvm: 21. 13. The absolute numbers of emigrants during 1924-1930 were as follows: Ca­

nada 28090. United States 3212, Australia and New Zealand I 066, South America 494, Central Ameri­
ca 71. Africa 62. Asia 40, Sweden I 103, Soviet Union 536. the rest of Europe 772. destination un­

known 6; total, 35452. 
8 AKERMAN 1976, 21. 
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Table 34. Numericolfl' Most Important Areas ()( Settlement hy Finnish Immigrants in North America, 

1900-1930:' 

State or I st Generation Finns 1st & 2nd Generation Finns 
Province 1900 1920 1910 1930 

UNITED STATES 
Michigan 18910 30096 55548 74229 

Minnesota 10727 29108 44463 60610 
New York 4048 12504 11505 27247 

M assach usetts 5104 14570 16170 26889 
Washington 2732 11863 13257 22048 

California 2763 7053 8992 16426 

Wisconsin 2198 6757 9696 14596 

Ohio 2814 6406 7301 12809 

Oregon 2131 6050 7711 12026 

IIIinois 859 3080 3182 9623 

Montana 2103 3577 6623 6051 

New Jersey 367 2109 2258 4954 

Pennsylvania 988 2818 3688 4549 

North Dakota 651 1108 2610 3331 

South Dakota 1 175 1085 3075 3100 

New Hampshire 321 1558 1834 3011 

Connecticut 442 1226 1231 2974 

Maine 179 1393 1214 2913 

Idaho 292 989 954 1898 

Wyoming 1220 856 2·154 1417 

Colorado 844 879 1857 1252 

Utah 734 779 1535 1130 

Vermont 53 476 467 1076 

CANADA 

Ontario 8619 27137 

British Columbia 2858 6558 

Alberta 1588 3318 

Quebec 218 2973 

Saskatchewan 1008 2313 

Manitoba 1080 1013 

a: For the United States. see US Census of Population 1900-1930; for Canada. see RAIVIO 1975, 

119. 138. RAIVIO cites and refers to the Canadian census statistics. They do not include separate 

information on those born in Finland. "lst Generation" means persons born in Finland, and "2nd 

Generation" their children. 

country, and finally by establishing the return migrants' last place of residence and 
employment before their return home, insofar as the source material permits this. 

The starting point for the study of the impact of the host area on the process of 
return is the number of Finnish immigrants in the various regions of North America 
at different times. Table 34 presents data on the number of Finns in different States 
and Provinces in 1900, 1910, 1920, and 1930. It only covers those States and Prov-
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inces in which the total number of 1st and 2nd generation Finns in 1930 was at 
least 1000. 

In the United States, the Finnish immigrants were strikingly concentrated in the 
north of the country, from the Atlantic seaboard to the Pacific coast (see also Map 
5). Their settlement is concentrated more to the north than that of for example 
Swedish immigrants, which is due to the later date at which the Finnish migration 
began.9 The better farmland lay to the south of the Finnish areas, and had already 
been settled and brought under cultivation. 

There were only a very few Finnish immigrants in the southern States by the end 
of the major emigration movement. Florida had already become the most important 
area of Finnish settlement, with a total of over 600 1st and 2nd generation Finns.lO 
It was not until after the Second World War, and especially in the 1950s and I960s, 
that the Finnish population in Florida began to increase rapidly, mainly due to a 
flow of retired people from the north: over half of them were at least 60 years old on 
arrival, and the major State they came from was Michigan. In the 1970 Census, there 
were 6665 Finns in Florida.!! 

During the great emigration period, the most important Finnish areas were Michi­
gan and Minnesota. In the upper Michigan peninSUla, Finnish settlement was so 
dense that research has shown the English spoken in the area to have been affected 
by Finnish. 12 In the eastern States, the major Finnish settlements were in New York 
and Massachusetts. The western States on the Pacific coast, California, Oregon, and 
Washington, also attracted quite a number of Finnish immigrants. Immigration to 
Canada, especially to Ontario, was so high in the 1920s that by 1930 there were 
almost as many Finns there as in New York, which was the third biggest Finnish 
State in the US. 

In the United States, the pattern of Finnish settlement had on the whole been 
established by the beginning of the 20th century; Michigan and Minnesota stand out 
as the major Finnish States in each decade shown in Table 34. Certain changes did 
occur, however: the most striking feature is that the number of Finns in the mountain 
States - Montana, Wyoming, Colorado, and Utah- began to decline in the second 
and third decades of the century whereas in all other States of the US the sum 
of 1st and 2nd generation Finns increased from 1910 to 1930. The numbers of Ist­
generation Finns reached their maximum in the 1920 Census in the United States, 
but the numbers of persons reckoned as Finnish did not begin to decline until the 
Census of 1940.!3 The areas of Finnish settlement certainly shifted somewhat in the 

9 See NORMAN 1976, 244-247. 
10 US Census of Population 1930. The first Finnish arrivals in Florida were probably seamen, who 

deserted ship in Pensacola harbour in considerable numbers in the later 19th century (HAUTALA 
1967, 108-109). 

11 On the movement of Finns to Rorida, see more particularly VIRTANEN 1976b. passim. 
12 Detroit Free Press, 19 Jan. 1975; Ann Arhor News. 9 March 1975. These investigations were carried 

out at Northern Michigan University, Marquette. 
13 US Census of Population 1910-1970; cf. WASASTJERNA 1957,57; Raivaaja, 3 Dec. 1974. 
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Map 5, Main Areas of Finnish Settlement in the United States and Canada, 1930,a 
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course of time, largely due to the occupations followed by the immigrants, which will 
be discussed below; the decline in Finnish settlement in the mountain States was 
in fact a consequence of the closing down of the mines where the Finnish immigrants 
generally worked, as the mines became exhausted. 

As settlement became established, towards the end of the century, the Finns 
immediately began to set up various organizations in order to maintain their ethnic 
identity. These, natunilly, increased the pleasantness of their new surroundings. 

The greatest number of organizations emerged in the largest Finnish areas of 
settlement, and they have in part survived to the present day, as is illustrated by the 
following figures for parishes in the Suomi Conference (formerly the Suomi Synod) 
in different States in 1960:14 

Michigan 54 
Minnesota 34 
Massachusetts 10 
Ohio 8 
California 6 
Wisconsin 6 
New York 4 
Oregon 4 

Washington 4 
Maine 4 

Illinois 
Pennsylvania 
North Dakota 
South Dakota 
Florida 
Connecticut 
Wyoming 
West Virginia 

Mississippi 

TOTAL 

3 
3 
3 
2 
2 
2 

152 

These figures show that in 1960 the parishes of the major Finnish church were 
still distributed in approximately the same areas as the main Finnish settlements at 
the beginning of the century. Similar examples could be multiplied from other 
Finnish organizations, but one example will suffice here to illustrate the force of 
various background factors affecting the return migration. Many organizations, 
moreover, were concentrated in particular areas, and did not cover the areas of 
Finnish settlement as well as the parishes cited above. It must also be noted that 
there were a number of different Finnish churches; in the eastern USA, for example, 
the Congregational parishes were as important as the Suomi Synod, whereas there 
were relatively few Congregational parishes in the Mid-West (as is indirectly reflected 
in the figures above). 

The places of settlement of the emigrants from the sample areas in the present 
investigation have been collated in Appendix 5. The major area of settlement for 
emigrants from Lohtaja, as for Finnish emigrants in general, was the Mid-West 
States, especially Minnesota and Michigan. Compared with the Finnish immigration 
in general, there were fewer than average Lohtaja immigrants in the eastern States. 
Some pull was exercised by the big cities of New York and Boston. Lohtaja immi-

14 Reports of the Activities of the Suomi Conference Congregations in the United States and Canada 
in 1960. 
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grants moved, on the other hand, like other central Ostrobothnians in general, to the 
western USA,15 where the most important area was the State of Washington on the 
West Coast. In Canada, almost the only settlement by immigrants from Lohtaja 
was in the major Finnish Provinces, Ontario and British Columbia. 

Immigrants from Lohtaja thus spread over the various parts of North America 
in broadly speaking the same pattern as Finnish immigrants in general, with about 
half of them in the Mid-West, about a quarter in the West, approximately 15 % in 
the East and about IO % in Canada. These figures for Lohtaja immigrants match 
the areas of general Finnish immigration settlement fairly closely, with the largest 
difference being the above-average settlement of Lohtaja immigrants in the West. 
The same overall pattern emerges when the basis of comparison is settlement in 
different States,16 or smaller 10calitiesY 

Despite the smaller absolute figures for areas of destination in Appendix 5 for the 
other sample areas, it is justified to generalize that immigrants from Elimaki were 
more attracted to the East than to the other parts (this also seems to have applied 
to immigrants from other parts of eastern Uusimaa ~rovince and from KymiIB); the 
major centres of settlement by Elimaki immigrants were the city of New York, and 
in particular Gardner, Mass. 19 In the Mid-West, the noticeable feature is the relative 
absence of settlement by Elimaki immigrants in Michigan. The most important 
States in that region were Minnesota and Wisconsin. There were virtually no settlers 
from Elimaki in the western USA, but relatively many in Canada, especially in 
Ontario. 

The pattern of settlement from 10kioinen is largely similar to that from Elimaki, 
with almost half of immigrants settling in the East, especially Massachusetts, where 
the main centre was Fitchburg; similarly' there were relatively many settlers from 
10kioinen, like Elimaki, in Ontario, Canada, while settlement in the western USA 
was low. 

According to KERO's calculations, half the immigrants from Kuopio Province 
settled in the States of the Mid-West,20 and a similar pattern emerges from Appendix 
5 for immigrants from Leppavirta, with the major State being Minnesota, which 
absorbed something like a third of all Leppavirta immigrants. LePpavirta immi­
grants settled in the West rather more than in the East, and also in Canada to a 
significant extent. 

The Mid-West, especially Minnesota, was also the most important region of settle­
ment for immigrants from Polvijarvi, with significant settlement also occurring in 
the eastern USA and Canada, but not the western USA. In general the immigration 

IS Cf. ILMONEN Il 1923, 237; ILMONEN III 1926. 11. 

16 Cf. KERO 1970, 140; Table 34 above; Appendix 5 below. 

17 Cf. ILMONEN III 1926, passim; Appendix 5 below. 
18 Cf. KERO 1970, 140. 

19 Interview with Pauline Maki, 1971 (author's notes); see also Appendix 5. 

20 KERO 1970, 140. 
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from Polvijarvi followed the same pattern as for Kuopio Province overall, though 
not as distinctly as that from Leppavirta. 

Taking North America as a whole, immigrants from Kristinestad have particularly 
favoured the States and Provinces of the Pacific coast, especially California in 
the US and British Columbia in Canada. There were also fairly many immi­
grants from Kristinestad in the Mid-West _ Michigan, Minnesota, and Illinois, 
with the major centre there being Chicago. In the East, Massachusetts and 
New York were the main States, though fewer immigrants from Kristinestad 
than average settled in the East; they appear to have moved to the different parts 
of North America in very much the same pattern as those from Lohtaja, the major 
difference being the large number of settlers from Kristinestad in Canada, partic­
ularly in British Columbia. They also have settled rather more often in cities. 

Anders MYHRMAN comments that settlers from Kristinestad were important 
in establishing the beginnings of settlement by Swedish-Finns in cities such as 
Chicago, and the western USA in general, and the pattern of immigration from 
Kristinestad over the North American continent corresponds fairly closely to the 
general Swedish-Finnish pattern. The major area of settlement by Swedish-Finns 
in Canada is stated by MYHRMAN to have been British Columbia, especially 
Vancouver, from the 1920s on, and the cities of Seattle, Wash., and San Francisco, 
Cal., were also Swedish-Finnish centres (the latter due to seamen). Settlement by 
Swedish-Finns in the Mid-West was however heavy like that by Finnish immigrants 
overall, with a major centre at Chicago,21 as was already noted for the Kristinestad 
immigrants. 

Overall, then, migrants from the sample areas have settled in broadly speaking 
similar regions of North America as other migrants from broadly speaking similar 
parts of Finland. As was seen above, there have been differences between emigrants 
from different regions of Finland, and the date of the beginnings and peaking of the 
local emigration are also significant: e.g. emigrants from areas of low emigration 
were considerably more likely to settle in Canada than those from Lohtaja. Also 
in the areas of high and early emigration (Lohtaja and Kristinestad), western North 
America was more popular than otherwise. Associated with this is a form of etape 
migration in the host countries, for with the passage of time, immigrants originating 
from these areas gradually moved further west. The higher absolute numbers of 
emigrants in comparison with the areas of low emigration have also helped to create 
traditional patterns of movement within the host countries, particularly in the 
formation of new local centres. 

Information about the areas of settlement is, however, not sufficient to permit 
statements that the return migration from one particular region or State might have 
been higher than from elsewhere. Even if it is known that emigrants from Munsala, 
say, were more likely to move to the western USA,22 or those from 10kioinen to the 

21 See MYHRMAN 1972, 165, 221, 244, 295, 323, 339, 380, 388. 
22 BACK MAN 1945, 15-16. 
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East, the migrants returning to Finland might have mainly come from an area out­
side the major areas of settlement. It must also be remembered that immigrants often 
did not remain in one place, but may have had a number of different places of resi­
dence. ILMONEN, for instance, recounts how a group of 22 immigrants arrived 
from Lohtaja and Toholampi in 1873 to work on the railroads in Ohio. The same 
year, the group moved to work in the mines in Canada, returning the following 
spring to work on the railroads in the border region between Ohio and Pennsylvania. 
Subsequently they were engaged in forestry work in Canada and Michigan, while 
about three years after their arrival in America they had split and gone their separate 
ways.23 

Seamen, in particular, tended to move around from place to place before settling 
down for even a shorter time in one place. This can be illustrated by the example of 
August Aalto, who went to sea from Naantali in 1916, and first of all sailed from 
London to Pictou, Nova Scotia. He then returned to London, only to set out again 
across the Atlantic: this time to Florida, where he then hid aboard a ship bound for 
New York, on which he found himself sailing first to Brazil, before headingfor New 
York. He then settled down for a number of years in Brooklyn, N.Y., working as a 
carpenter. The seaman's lust for travel then claimed him again, and he travelled 
through virtually every State of the US; in 1933 he emigrated to the Soviet Union, 
but the following year finally returned to Finland.24 

Emil Nummelin, from Nagu, went to sea in 1919 with the specific intention of 
deserting from the ship in order to settle in North America, which he succeeded in 
doing in Montreal, Que., and then worked in a variety of jobs in different parts 
of Canada. Later in the 1920s, he managed (like many others at that time) to cross 
into the United States at the border between Windsor, Ont., and Detroit, Mich. 
After having worked for some time in the Ford automobile plant in Detroit, he 
moved to New York, as a building worker, before finally returning home in 1932.25 

These two examples illustrate (in rather an extreme form) the way in which many 
migrants spent some time in quite a number of places before returning to Finland. 
A number of Finnish emigrants are known to have worked in the big cities of the 
eastern United States for some time in order to save up the fare to their real destina­
tion of work and settlement, e.g. one of the mining towns of upper Michigan.26 

This must have been the case particularly often in the early years of the emigration, 
before the "prepaid ticket" system had taken on its later significance. This is the 
explanation, for example, of the fact that emigrants from Toholampi (adjacent to 
Lohtaja) in the l870s and 1880s mainly headed for the eastern USA.27 Nonetheless, 
the East did not have to form the focus of the American emigration from Toholampi 

23 ILMONEN 11 1923, 318-319. 

24 TYYH / SI 1/700 I. The emigration to the Soviet Union will be discussed below, p. 181-182. 
25 Interview with Emil Nummelin, 1966 (TYYHI S.' a/ 127). 
26 GRAFF 1974, 52. 

27 KERO, KOSTIAINEN, KUPARINEN, VAINIO 1978, 45-48. 
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in general,28 since it may have changed in later stages of the emigration. Further­
more, the sources available for the investigation of the Toholampi emigration _ 
shipping passenger lists _ would tend to shift the focus further east, since these lists 
only record the destination on the traveller's ticket. 

The destinations of emigrants according to the shipping passenger lists continued 
to lie in the East even at later stages, as can be seen from the following list of ticket 
destinations for Finnish emigrants in 1905:29 

Massachusetts 3 305 emigrants 
Michigan 3104 .. -
New York 2185 

Minnesota 1452 

Quebec 936 

Ontario 837 
Ohio 583 -
Pen nsylva nia 522 
Wisconsin 314 
[llinois 308 
Washington 289 
California 246 - .. 
Oregon 216 
Montana 163 

Maine 158 

New Hampshire 128 

Utah 128 .. -
Colorado 115 
Others and unknown 848 

TOTAL 15837 emigrants 

The first point to make is that the States of New York and Massachusetts, and the 
Province of Quebec, all include major ports, which were merely points of passage 
for the immigrants. Comparison of this list with the figures in Table 34 reveals major 
differences, largely due to the sources used; the list allocates primary position to the 
eastern seaboard, and only a few emigrants are recorded as moving directly from 
Finland to the West, thus once again reinforcing the significance of internal mobility 
within the host country, discussed above. The shipping passenger lists are not a 
comprehensive source of information on emigrants' places of residence, and their 
major value in this respect is as a moderately good record of the emigrants' primary 
destination abroad. 

In the investigation of the return migration, it is more important to know the 
migrants' last place of residence than their original destinations in the host country, 
and it is therefore desirable that the various places of residence of each return 

28 Cf. KERO, KOSTIAINEN, KUPARINEN, VAINIO 1978. 59. 

29 KERO 1974, 190. 
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migrant should be traced in the same way as has been done in Appendix 5 for emi­
grants. In practice, this is extremely difficult to achieve, since not all of these places 
can be traced and also in view of the fact that the absolute numbers of return 
migrants are so low. Among the sample areas in this investigation, only in Lohtaja 
were there enough return migrants to permit a sampling of their places of residence, 
and comparative material is not available from earlier studies. Appendix 6 therefore 
contains the places of residence of emigrants from Lohtaja alone. Information is 
available for 127 cases altogether of permanent and of temporary return, i.e. 17% of 
the total return popUlation being studied. The comparative material in this Appendix 
has been obtained from the questionnaire carried out on return migrants at the 
Department of History, University of Turku, and covers the distribution of the 
return migrants' last place of work overseas.30 

In view of the absence of earlier research, and the defectiveness of the sources, 
it will be necessary to examine briefly the period between the migrants' departure 
from Finland and their return in terms of other aspects, before Appendix 6 can be 
analyzed: i.e. to enquire into what occupations the migrants took up overseas. The 
kinds of employment followed by immigrants in different areas of the host countries 
represents one of the crucial geographical factors affecting the return migration. 
The employment opportunities could lead to internal movement within the host 
countries, which in many cases counteracted against plans for return. 

Finnish immigrants tended to have to take up relatively poorly paid kinds of work 
in both North America and Australia,3) primarily due to their lack of skills and to 
difficulties with language and adaptation. Finnish immigrants have also been re­
ported as having deliberately accepted the "worse" jobs in order to earn more money 
quickly.32 The first job obtained by the men was typically in mining, forestry, or in 
a factory, while the women mainly worked in service occupations,33 and were 
popular as employees, especially as maids in city families. The experiences of Aili 
Kurala, from RymattyIa, for instance, are fairly typical. She emigrated to New York 
in 1922, and her first place of work was as a servant in a family there. She moved 
on to similar jobs thereafter every few years, and claimed never to have had any 
difficulties in obtaining work, not even during the Great Depression. She considered 
herself to have adapted well to American society. She finally returned to Finland in 
1962, having visited home several times earlier.34 

30 TYYH / S/ I! 5001 -6268. On the basis of these questionnaires, the last place of work overseas has 

been identified for 898 emigrants who returned to Finland. At the time (1974) when this research was 
being carried out, a total of 1268 questionnaires had been returned, but the last place of work is not 

mentioned in all of them, or is stated so unclearly that the placename could not be confirmed from the 

map. There is also some information on those emigrating later than 1930, who are excluded from the 
scope of the present investigation. 

31 KERO 1970, 164; KOIVUKANGAS 1972, 45. 
32 GRAFF 1974, 52. 

33 cr. van CLEEF 1929, 194; BLOMFELT 1968. 144; KERO 1970. 154-164; WIDEN 1975,55. 
34 Interview with Aili Kurala, 1966 (TYYH/S/a/ 127). 
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The work women obtained tended to help them to assimilate to American society 
in a way which was not true of the men's work, and their employment was also much 
less sensitive to economic fluctuations than that of the men; these are contributory 
factors in the relatively lower return rate for women than for men. Similarly, women 
did not so often have to change occupations in the host country. With the men 
emigrants, on the other hand, if they succeeded in saving up the desired capital in 
their first place of employment, they then either returned to Finland, or else turned 
farmer (in which case the plans for a return to Finland would lapse). 

The third choice would be to move to a city and take up some urban occupation. 
Detroit, Mich., for example, began to strongly attract a variety of ethnic groups in 
the second decade of the 20th century, thanks to the automotive industry. This 
largely consisted of internal migration within the host country, as indicated in an 
earlier investigation. The immigrants attracted to Detroit tended to be living relative­
ly nearby; e.g., the main area of origin for Finnish workers was upper Michigan.35 

Moving from mining or forestry onto a farm of one's own was thus not the only 
form of internal mobility (and thus of reduced likelihood of return migration); move­
ment into urban occupations was also important. These city jobs were, on the other 
hand, relatively sensitive to swings in the economy, leading to unemployment during 
depressions and in many cases thus to return migration even after a relatively long 
stay abroad. 

Geographical factors meant that the kinds of employment available in different 
parts of North America were very varied. Thus mining, and farming, were distinctly 
less important in the eastern United States than in the Mid-West, though in New 
England some Finnish immigrants did take over and start to cultivate abandoned 
farms;36 their main form of work in this region, however, was in factories, with the 
textile industry being a major employerY South of New England, the main centre 
of settlement for Finnish immigrants in the East was undoubtedly the city of New 
York. Finnish men worked on the docks and in construction, while the women were 
family maids, as in other cities.38 

In the Mid-West, originally in the upper Michigan peninsula, the Finnish immi­
grants found themselves in the mining industry, and this then became their major 
source of employment. In Houghton County ("Copper Country"), in the north of 
upper Michigan, Finnish immigrants had become the overwhelmingly largest ethnic 
group by 1900. Almost half of the population of the area had been born outside the 
United States, and its ethnic composition was extremely varied.39 Mining activity 

35 On the impact of the automotive industry on the ethnic pattern in Detroit, see VIRTANEN 1977, 
passim; also the interview with Sylva Loukinen, 1974 (author's notes). 

36 WARGELIN 1924,77-78; ILMONEN III 1926. 13; RUSSELL 1937,75; HOGLUND 1978, I. 
37 JARNEFELT 1899,50-65; WARGELIN 1924,81 - 82; ILMONEN III 1926.28,32. 
38 JARNEFELT 1899,40--46; fLMONEN III 1926,49; SILFVERSTEN 1931.86; WIDEN 1975. 

48, 55. 
39 See THURNER 1974. 13. 
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also led to the emergence of large centres of Finnish settlement in north-eastern 
Minnesota in the 1880s, following the discovery of iron deposits.40 

Gradually the miners began to establish farms on the outskirts of the mining 
areas, though often only on very infertile land; the best land had already been 
occupied by other ethnic groups by the end of the 19th century. The main reason 
for this intense eagerness to establish farms has been identified as the unemployment 
in the mines during depressions, so that owning a farm was seen as a more secure 
livelihood. Mining was also a dangerous occupation, causing accidents and health 
hazards.41 Even those immigrants who set up a farm, however, usually also needed 
to work in the mines for some months in the year, since the farm did not supply 
enough to support them. The farms were cheap, but usually of poor quality. Real 
estate agents were particularly active in urging Finnish immigrants to buy farmland 
in the first two decades of the 20th century,42 thus leading to the emergence of the 
important Finnish agricultural colony in Kaleva, in lower Michigan, in the early 
years of the century, with the establishment of the Finnish-language newspaper 
Siirtolainen (Migrant) in 1901, etc. The Finns of Kaleva publicized the advantages 
of their area even in Finland, in order to persuade relatives and acquaintances to 
join them.43 

One of the most central factors in the origins of the Finnish farming community 
derives from the ultimate reasons for the emigration. The majority of the emigrants 
were in fact farming population without the opportunity to support themselves in 
Finland. They were familiar with agricultural work, and were usually the sons of 
farmers or crofters, so that they tended to see farming as the only genuine way of 
making a living. Since this was impossible for them in Finland, they determined to 
turn farmer in their new home, despite the obstacles. The Finnish interest in estab" 
lishing farms was so great that in the 1920 Census they were the 14th largest ethnic 
group of farmers in the United States; in Michigan, they were the third largest group, 
and the fourth largest in Minnesota.44 Two-thirds of the Finnish-American farmers 
lived in Michigan, Minnesota, and Wisconsin.45 Yet it must be recalled that the Finns 
emerged as farmers at a very late stage. 

Ohio differed from the other mid-western States in that mining and forestry never 
became really established there. The majority of the Finnish-Americans in Ohio lived 
in the towns along the shores of Lake Erie, and the docks provided their main source 
of employment, though a few of the immigrants in Ohio and Pennsylvania attempted 
to get into farming in the same way as in New England.46 Many of the dock workers 

40 AALTIO 1953, 7. 

41 OHMAN 1927. 94-98: van CLEEF 1929. 197-200; RUSSELL 1937,70; AALTIO 1953,7-8; 
KERO 1970. 171-181; THURNER 1974,38-39; HOGLUND 1978, 1,5. 

42 HOGLUND 1978, 1-3, 7-9. 
43 VIRTANEN 1976a, 11-14. 
44 See WARGELlN 1924. 79. 
45 See HOGLUND 1978, 4. 
46 JARNEFEL T 1899. 69-72; ILMONEN 11[ 1926. 60. 80. 
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in Ashtabula, however, moved further west to start farming once they had earned 
enough money.47 In Illinois, the Finns were mainly concentrated in Chicago and its 
surroundings, predominantly in urban-type occupations. In general it was not until 
after the turn of the century that large numbers of Finns began to move into New 
York, Chicago, and Detroit, and similar cities, and to take up corresponding forms 
of work. By 1930, only about 48 % of the Finnish-Americans were still living in rural 
areas.48 

After Minnesota, Michigan, and Wisconsin, the next most important Finnish 
farming regions were South and North Dakota, as placenames such as Savo and 
Pelto bear witness.49 In Montana and Wyoming, even further west, the main source 
of employment for Finns was in mining. 50 Since there was virtually no other source 
of employment there, the number of Finnish immigrants began to decline relatively 
early on, as was mentioned above (p. 148, 150). In the West Coast States, Finns often 
engaged in fishing, which was familiar from home to emigrants from central Ostro­
bothnia, for example. Besides fishing, the West Coast States also offered opportuni­
ties for farming, work in connection with forestry, and various skilled trades in the 
cities.51 

Moving north from the State of Washington to the Canadian Province of British 
Columbia, the main sources of employment besides farming, forestry, and fishing 
were mining and the railroads. The major forms of work in the biggest Finnish 
Province in Canada, Ontario, were mining, forestry, and farming, as in Michigan 
and Minnesota.52 

Overwhelmingly, therefore, it was the conditions in the receiving area which 
determined the trades followed by immigrants. Thus, for example, emigrants from 
Munsala, who usually went to the western USA, were more likely to be forest 
workers than miners,53 since there was relatively little mining in the West Coast 
States in comparison with the Mid-West. For emigrants from Satakunta, who 
mainly settled in the Mid-West, the main occupation was in mining, apart from 
domestic jobs undertaken by the women.54 BLOMFELT reports that the most 
important occupation of men emigrants from Finstrom and FoglO was in con­
struction,55 which relates to the fact that many of these were living in the cities. 

Since it has already been mentioned that the likelihood of return decreased once 

47 RUSSELL 1937, 75-76. 
48 RUSSELL 1937, 69; cf. ILMONEN III 1926, 12, 92. 
49 JARNEFELT 1899, 149; ILMONEN III 1926, 201-203, 207. 
so O. JARNEFELT 1899, 156, 164-165; ILMONEN III 1926, 213-214, 222-223. 
SI JARNEFELT 1899, 196-223; ILMONEN 11 1923,250; WARGELIN 1924,85; ILMONEN III 

1926, 236, 251-252, 260-261. 
52 ILMONEN III 1926, 299-300, 303; WILSON & DAHLIE 1971, 7- 8. 
53 BACK MAN 1945, 20-21. 
54 KERO 1970, 157. 
55 BLOMFELT 1968, 144. 
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a farm had been acquired, the following list shows _ to test this finding _ the 
occupations followed in the host country by emigrants returning to Lohtaja:56 

Industry (including mining and forestry) 27 persons 
Agricultural labour 18 
Independent farming 2 
Supervisory occupations 2 
Domestic occupations 2 

TOTAL 51 persons 

These figures show that only in two cases had a migrant who had acquired a farm 
of his own then returned to Finland. As expected from the above discussion, the 
highest proportion consisted of mining and forestry labourers as well as persons 
working in various other industrial jobs, i.e. in the towns. The high number of agri­
cultural labourers, on the other hand, is mainly due to the fact that this list includes 
a large number of emigrants returning from Australia, where immigrants were 
employed on sugar plantations,5? whereas there was relatively little of the forestry 
work so common in North America. In any case, the overall picture is clear: a farm 
of one's own tended to create roots in the host country while industrial (or agri­
cultural) work caused return migration to a noticeably larger extent. 

The same feature has been identified among migrants returning to Sweden as in 
this list: i.e. that the acquisition of land of one's own reduced the likelihood of return. 
A high return rate has also been observed among Swedish agricultural labourers and 
industrial workers (including the mining and forestry industries). LINDBERG states 
that return was common among those already possessing some skilled trade when 
they emigrated; the higher the professional qualifications, the harder it was to adjust 
to new conditions or a new occupation, he argues.58 The sample in the above list is 
too small to permit examination of this question; moreover there were overall rela·· 
tively few emigrants from Finland belonging to this category. As was suggested 
earlier, however (see p. 110), the return rate among the urban middle class was lower 
than the average, while that for skilled urban workers was slightly above-average 
compared to the overall return to towns, which in itself was lower than to the 
countryside; otherwise, the Finnish return is close to LINDBERG's argument. 

One remark that needs to be made about Appendix 6 (places of residence adroad 
of return migrants to Lohtaja) is the distortion due to the exaggerated numbers of 
Australian migrants involved. Similarly, the data in this Appendix for all of Finland 
derived from the questionnaires emphasizes the return from Canada, since the most 
replies to the questionnaire were received from those emigrating in 1915-1930, 
whereas the peak of the emigration was prior to that. To avoid this distortion, the 

56 These figures have been gathered from the collection of questionnaires administered to return 
migrants (TYYH / SI 1/5001 - 6268, 7001-7328). 

57 KOIVUKANGAS 1972, 42. 
58 LINDBERG 1930, 249-252. 
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latter figures in Appendix 6 have therefore been divided into those emigrating 
before the First World War and those emigrating thereafter. 

The first point in Appendix 6 is that the return migration from the eastern United 
States has been particularly high. The largest group in the return to Finland as 
a whole came from the East, whereas emigration to the eastern States was lower 
than that to the Mid-West. For Lohtaja, too, almost as many emigrants returned 
from the East as from the Mid-West and West, despite the fact that there was below­
average emigration from the area to the eastern parts of the United States. The 
major immigrant States in the East, New York and Massachusetts, also constituted 
major places of departure for the return migration. The return has been con­
centrated in densely populated areas: the big cities, and industrial towns, are in 
particular more strongly represented in the return than in the immigration; thus New 
York, and the industrial town of Fitchburg, Mass., were among the main centres of 
the return migration in the East, though it needs to be remembered that there were 
in any case relatively many Finns in these. 

The most obvious reason for the high return rate from the densely populated 
eastern States is to be found in the types of work and the trades which were domi­
nant among the immigrants in this region. Most of the Finnish immigrants there took 
up types of work from which it was much easier to leave than it was from farming, 
and which moreover were sensitive to economic fluctuations. This emerges clearly 
from a comparison between the migrants returning from New York and Massa­
chusetts, on the one hand, and from Maine and New Hampshire, on the other; for 
while the former was dominated by industrial trades, in the latter farming was also 
significantly represented. Despite the fact that there was relatively little Finnish settle­
ment in the latter States, the difference can clearly be seen. Another plausible factor 
in the high return rate from the eastern States is that the return would be geographi­
cally easier than from the States of the Mid-West or the West Coast; and this sup­
ports AKERMAN's hypothesis that the return rate declines with increasing distance 
(see p. 146 above). 

Appendix 6 also indicates that the return rate from the Mid-West was rather high; 
nevertheless, it was distinctly lower, relatively speaking, than that from the East, 
when the scale of the immigration into the Mid-West is taken into account (cf. 
Appendix 5). The largest number of Lohtaja emigrants to return from the Mid-West 
did so from Minnesota, as one would expect considering that this was the major 
area of settlement; according to the figures for the country as a whole, Michigan 
was the most important return migration State, with the highest return rates there 
coming from the automobile city of Detroit and the mining town of Calumet, while 
the most important places in Minnesota were the industrial port of Duluth and the 
mining town of Virginia. Similarly, in Ohio the city of Cleveland seems to have 
occupied an important position in the Finnish return migration. 

Finns in the Mid-West very often acquired a farm for themselves, as was explained 
earlier, and this contributed in general to reducing the return rate. The majority were 
employed - especially at first - in mining and forestry, from which it was relatively 
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easy to transfer to different occupations, to move on elsewhere, or even to move back 
to Finland; and many of the immigrants working in these fields subsequently 
remained in the Mid-West, after their mining years were over, to settle on a farm 
of their own. 

The return migration from the West, when examined on the basis of the question­
naire data, has been low in comparison with the numbers of immigrants into that 
region. The return migration from the West to Lohtaja, however, according to the 
sample, was fairly high (emigration from Lohtaja to the West was also heavier than 
average). The low size of the material must however be borne in mind when one is 
examining the figures for Lohtaja. According to the questionnaires, only 8.6 % of the 
returning migrants came from the western States. 

Thus the evidence presented suggests that the return rate from the western region 
of the United States was low. Farming, for example, was commonly followed on the 
West Coast; nor did fishing, another important source of livelihood, create a basis 
for return comparable to that in the mines. The geographical factors must also be 
taken into consideration. The fare for the journey from the West to Finland was 
considerably higher than that from the ports on the eastern seaboard; moreover 
immigrants had in many cases reached the West by means of etape migration from 
the eastern parts of the country: i.e. instead of staying put, or moving eastwards 
(possibly even to Finland), they had moved out to the West Coast, and this alone 
would have diminished their preoccupation with return. 

In his observations of the conditions of Finnish immigrants in North America in 
the late 19th century Akseli JARNEFEL T noted that the Finns in Oregon and 
Washington were extremely satisfied with both the climate and the economic con­
ditions there, and commented: "If there is any country which can succeed in over­
powering a Finn's love for Finland, then surely it must be Oregon."59 

As Appendix 6 indicates, a significant portion of the return migration after the 
First World War came from Canada, since the majority of the emigration during this 
period was directed to that country. The high percentage of the entire return migra­
tion indicated by the questionnaires as originating from Canada (31.6 % of all 
returns) is however an exaggeration, due to the fact that more than half of the 
questionnaires which were returned came from persons emigrating in the period 
1915-1930. 

The great majority of the emigrants returning from Canada came from Ontario, 
since this was also the major area of Finnish settlement there; there were also a signif­
icant number returning from the Province of Quebec, mainly from Montreal. The 
return rate from western Canada, on the other hand (i.e. British Columbia), appears 
to have been extremely low, despite the fact that this was the second most important 
region of Finnish settlement in Canada. This conforms closely to the pattern of 
distribution in the return migration noted already for the United States between 
the different regions of North America. British Columbia, especially Vancouver and 

59 JARNEFELT 1899, 196, 223. 
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the surrounding area, have in fact become something of a "Finnish-Canadian 
Aorida", with many Finns, e.g. from the area of Sudbury, Ont., having moved there, 
mainly because of the climate.6o To some extent, then, it might be compared with 
JARNEFEL Ts depiction of Oregon. 

In Canada, too, it is noticeable that there was heavy return migration from the 
cities, such as Montreal, Que., Toronto, Ont., and Vancouver, B.c., and from the 
important centres of the mining and timber ind ustries, such as Port Arthur (Thunder 
Bay), Ont., Sudbury, Ont. , and South Porcupine, Ont. 

To sum up, the evidence presented suggests that the pattern of settlement by 
Finnish immigrants was one of the reasons for the low return rate in comparison 
with many other countries. There was a mutual interaction between the area of 
settlement and the occupations followed there, which, in conjunction, led Finnish 
immigrants to remain abroad even though their motives at departure would have 
suggested a high rate of return. Italian immigrants, for instance, the majority of 
whom were concentrated in the cities of the United States, returned to Italy in ex­
tremely high numbers. In the cities, the Italians were employed in types of work which 
were not difficult to give up, and thus did not hinder the return home; e.g. the pro­
portion of Italians returning in 1908-1916 who had been working as labourers was 
annually 67.1-83.9 %.61 The high return rate of the Greeks has also been alluded to 
earlier, and they too mainly immigrated to the larger cities and found work there, 
even though they were mostly of rural origin.62 The large scale and urban nature 
of the immigration from southern Europe tended to contribute to the growing 
overall size of the urban population in the United States, though the industrialization 
of the country was naturally the primary factor. Only 18 % of the population of the 
United States had lived in towns in 1860, whereas in 1910 and 1920 the correspond­
ing figures were 46 % and 52 %.63 Conversely, however, the large cities also beyond 
all doubt occasioned return migration, as can be seen in the Finnish case as else­
where. 

The foregoing discussion has also showed the importance of geographical factors 
in the return process: the further west an immigrant settled in North America, the 
less likely he or she was to return. These geographical factors cannot be regarded 
as crucial, however; rather, they closely relate to the occupations pursued by immi­
grants, and to internal movements within the host country. Thus the return rate from 
Australia, despite the distance, was exceptionally high.64 In general, the effect of the 
tendency of Finnish immigrants to settle in the countryside, both in the United States 
and Canada, was to decrease the return rate. The eagerness of Finns to set up farms 
of their own must have been a particularly strong bond tying them to their adopted 
country. Nor should it be overlooked that the large absolute number of Finnish 

60 Interview with Katri Westerlund, 1974 (author's notes). 
61 FOERSTER 1924. 41; see also CAROLI 1973. 56-57. 
62 SALOUTOS 1956, 11. 
63 See WARGELIN 1924, 89. 
64 The return migration from Australia will be discussed in the following section. 
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immigrants in North America in comparison with the other continents led to the 
emergence of centres of settlement, which in themselves furthered the process of 
assimilation. 

It is somewhat complicated to give a categorical answer to the question whether 
there was any difference in the return rate from the United States as a whole and 
from Canada as a whole, since the migrants moved around freely from place to place 
and even from country to country in search of work. The sources also cause diffi­
culties in approaching this question.65 It is however noticeable that the return rate 
among those emigrating to Canada from the high emigration sample areas was 
distinctly higher (in Lohtaja, 26.2 %, and in Kristinestad, 22.7 %)66 than the overall 
return rates for these two areas. The information is largely based on the destinations 
recorded in the passport lists, and thus mainly covers the 1920s, since before the First 
World War it was unusual to distinguish between the United States and Canada. 
The return rate among persons emigrating in this period from these sample areas 
has however been seen earlier to have increased relative to the return rate earlier 
(see p. 87-88), and this was partly due to the choice of destination but also to 
other factors; e.g., in particular, the improvements in transport and communications. 

When these factors are taken into consideration, it cannot be said that the desire 
to return tended to be higher in either of these host countries; rather, the primary 
factor was the working and living conditions of the immigrants in the different 
regions of North America, analyzed above. Moreover, the later date of the peak of 
emigration to Canada meant in itself that the preconditions for return were more 
favourable (though even so it cannot be compared with the return, at approximately 
the same period, from Australia). According to our analysis, therefore, the hori­
zontal (east-west) factor in North America was more important in the return rate 
than the vertical (USA-Canada) factor. On the basis of the discussion above, of the 
315000 Finnish emigrants to the United States before 1930 roughly 60000 returned 
permanently; the equivalent figures for Canada are 60000 and 13 000-14000. 

In this section it has been necessary to approach the investigation of the effect of 
the receiving area on return migration from North America in rather a roundabout 
way, and many of the intervening stages concern the emigration more precisely than 
the return. They are nevertheless essential to the understanding of the return. Indeed, 
it was necessary to resort to this method since there has to date been no real research 
on the geographical pattern of Finnish settlement in the United States and Canada. 
In this way the main features of the geographical pattern of the return or non-return, 
and the reasons for this, have been established. 

65 The major sources, passport lists and parish records. usually only state "America" or "North 

America" as the emigrant's destination, and this remains true up to the 1920s. 'The mobility of the immi­
grants within North America also gives rise to difficulties of definition: e.g. which migrants should be 
considered to have returned from Canada and which from the United States. 

66 According to the passport lists and the parish records. there were 107 emigrants from Lohtaja to 
Canada, of whom 28 returned permanently to Finland; the corresponding figures for Kristinestad were 

66 and 15. 
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To categorize the findings, the following factors reduced the probability of return, 
apart from the employment opportunities: l) a farm of one's own, 2) living in a rural 
area, and 3) living in the western States or Provinces, and / or moving there 
through stages, i.e. etape migration. Correspondingly, factors that eased the 
return were: I) industrial work, 2) living in cities, and 3) living in the eastern parts 
of North America. These factors refer only to North America, and are generaliza­
tions which include various special features discussed above; women, for example~ 
did not follow this pattern completely, since they largely worked as maids in cities 
but still returned infrequently. 

2 OTHER CONTINENTS (AUSTRALIA, SOUTH AMERICA, 
AND AFRICA) 

Although only a fraction of the Finnish emigration overseas prior to 1930 was 
directed anywhere outside the United States and Canada (see p. 145-146), the 
return rate should also be studied from other continents where there were Finnish 
immigrants, because there were considerable differences even in the emigration 
movement to these countries. It is therefore likely that there would also be differences 
in the return. The following section will investigate the return of Finnish migrants 
from Australia, South America, and South Africa, in order to round out the study 
of the influence of geographical factors on the return migration. 

Numerically speaking, the most important receiving country in the Finnish emi­
gration after the United States and Canada was Australia. Even by the 1930s, how­
ever, the number of Finns was less than 2000,67 an extremely low figure in com­
parison with the American migration. There were also important differences in the 
character and structure of the Australian emigration from that to North America. 
Whereas the majority of emigrants to Australia from the other Nordic countries 
had emigrated in the 1870s and 1880s, the Finnish emigration was a later phenom­
enon, with one peak In the 1920s,68 though, for example, there had been a group 
of Finns who had gone there at the turn of the century under the leadership of Matti 
Kurikka to found an ideal community, which did not however flourish for long.69 

The reasons which KOIVUKANGAS suggests for the Australian emigration 
proper include the search for adventure, the quest for gold, the support given by the 
Australian Government to emigration, financial opportunities (especially for sea­
men), etc. Without these incentives, Australia would probably not even have at­
tracted the number of Finnish immigrants who did go there. Nonetheless, the most 
important factor may well have been the restrictions imposed on immigration into 

67 KOIVUKANGAS 1972, 31. 

68 KOIVUKANGAS 1972, 40, 42. 50; KOIVUKANGAS 1974, 197, Appendix 1 Table I. I. 
69 See more especially NIITEMAA 1971, 165-194. 
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North America, which had the effect of making Australia a more serious alternative 
for prospective emigrants. The major area from which Australian emigrants origi­
nated was Turku and Pori Province, a further distinction from the North American 
emigration. Moreover, many of the emigrants came from towns, while the opposite 
was true of the emigration to North America. Finally, the movement to Australia 
consisted almost entirely of men.10 The Australian emigration thus differed sharply 
from that to North America. 

The return from Australia has not previously been studied at all, and of the sample 
areas in the present investigation, Lohtaja is the only one in which Australian emi­
gration occurred on a significant scale.1' Use can also be made of KOIVUKAN­
GAS' studies of the various stages through which the Finnish immigrants passed 
in Australia, although he does not directly deal with the return migration. 

Emigration from Lohtaja to Australia became well established in the 1920s, since 
between 1915 and 1930 over a third of the local emigrants went there. Nor did this 
remain unnoticed at home.12 By 1930, altogether 117 people had left Lohtaja for 
Australia, only 14 of whom had gone before the First World War.13 Lohtaja can 
thus be taken as a representative area, since the absolute numbers involved are high 
enough to permit the examination of the return. Such areas in rural Finland are rare, 
for Lohtaja may well have been the most important rural place of origin in the 
Australian emigration. It is reported by KOIVUKANGAS as the home area of many 
of the Finnish-speaking Finnish immigrants in Australia, while the corresponding 
area for the Swedish-speaking Finns was Munsala. Nestori Karhula, perhaps the 
most important figure of the Finnish-Australian immigrants, emigrated from Loh­
taja in 1921.14 

Of the 117 who emigrated from Lohtaja to Australia, 67 (57.3 %) in fact returned 
permanently to Finland. Since only one-fifth of all the emigrants from Lohtaja 
permanently returned, and even of those emigrating after 1915, only 32.9 % (see 
Table 19, p. 88), it is indisputable that here, at any rate, the return migration rate 
from Australia was strikingly higher than that from the United States and Canada. 
In the absence of valid comparative material, this finding cannot necessarily be 
generalized for Finland as a whole, but the difference is so striking as to suggest 
that at least the rural return migration from Australia has been very high. 

The statistics in the countries of immigration have been found in international 
research to confirm the trend observed for Lohtaja, for between 1906 and 1924 
return migration was as much as 70 % of the total immigration to Australia, whereas 

70 KOIVUKANGAS 1972, 31, 36--37; KOIVUKANGAS 1974, 254-256. 
71 There were 117 emigrants from Lohtaja to Australia prior to 1930. From Elimaki, there were only 

three, of whom one returned permanently; the corresponding figures for Kristinestad were seven and 
one, and for Leppavirta, one and zero. There were no emigrants to Australia from Polvijarvi or 
Jokioinen. 

72 See Suomen siirtolaisuusolot n.d., 18-19. 
73 The emigration from Lohtaja to Australia began as early as 1886, when two people emigrated. 
74 KOIVUKANGAS 1974, 204-205. 
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the figure in 1908-1924 for the United States was only 37.7 %.15 These data refer 
to the entire immigration and emigration in the host countries, and they are rather 
coarse in· terms of investigating the return migration proper; nevertheless, they do 
confirm the findings for Lohtaja. 

The main reasons for the high return rate from Australia are to be found in eco­
nomic conditions in the host country, for the geographical distance involved would 
rather suggest a lower return rate than that from North Amelica. Geographical 
factors probably did however contribute to the fact that the return from Australia 
usually was permanentJ6 The economic opportunities for immigrants in Australia 
were somewhat more restricted than in North America; this is at any rate KOIVU­
KANGAS' finding.17 

A further reason for the high return rate from Australia is that, with the emigra~ 
tion there having expanded in the 1920s, the majority of those who returned did so 
in the late 1920s or early 1930s, when return migration was high everywhere, due to 
the international depression. With the improvements in transport, moreover, the 
return became more viable, and the external conditions were thus more favourable 
to the return migration from Australia than they had been for the bulk of the emi­
gration to North America at the beginning of the century. Furthermore, although 
the Finnish immigrants in Australia tended to settle in the same 10calities,78 as did 
the immigrants in North America, due to the small scale of the Finnish emigration 
of Australia they did not succeed in creating forms of cooperation or communities 
to the same degree as the Finns in various regions of North America. In this respect 
there is an illuminating document from 1928, in the form of a letter from the Bris­
bane Finnish Meeting to the Foreign Ministry of Finland, in which the scarcity 
of cooperation among the immigrants is deplored, and the exchange of consuls is 
suggested as a way of improving the situation.19 Cooperative organization contrib­
uted to the assimilation of the immigrants, and this may therefore be one of the 

crucial factors in explaining the return migration from Australia. 
On the whole, immigrants in Australia from Lohtaja settled in the same areas 

as other immigrants from rural Finland, i.e. mainly in the centres of Finnish settle­
ment in Queensland,8o and this confirms the representativeness of Lohtaja for the 
purpose of studying the return rate. Immigrants originating from towns, on the other 
hand, usually moved to one of the Australian cities, such as Sydney in New South 
Wales. The information gathered by KOIVUKANGAS suggests that the Finnish 

75 International Migrations J 1929, 202-203, 206-207. 
76 There were eight cases in Lohtaja of a migrant returning from Australia and of later re-emigrating 

either to Australia or somewhere else. 
77 KOIVUKANGAS 1974, 255-256. 
78 KOIVUKANGAS 1974, 273. 

79 Letter from the Brisbane Finnish Meeting to the Foreign Ministry of Finland, 18 Nov. 1928 (Papers 
of the Revd Urpo Kokkonen: TYYHjS/x!7 /JIJ). 

80 a. KOIVUKANGAS 1972, 44, 50; KOIVUKANGAS 1974, 197, 204-205; the data for Lohtaja 
in Appendix 5 below. 
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immigrants in Australia largely followed similar occupations to the Finnish-Ameri­
cans, with the difference that the Finnish-Australians did not set up as farmers to the 
same extent as the Finns in North America.81 One of the effects of acquiring a farm 
was to tie the immigrant to his adopted country; this is therefore a further reason 
for the high return rate for Finnish-Australians. The Finns in Queensland were 
regarded as "unsettled", uninterested in cooperation and constantly on the move 
from one place to another.82 

Finnish immigrants in Australia tended to take work requiring low levels of skills, 
e.g. mining, farm labouring, and, in the towns, work on the docks. Their occupational 
status was lower than that of other Nordic immigrants.83 Neither of these factors, 
however, explains the high return rate, since they equally applied to Finnish-Ameri­
cans. One additional cause for the high return rate from Australia, on the other 
hand, may be a difference of degree in their motives for emigration. Nestori Kar­
hula, from Lohtaja, attempted to examine the main current problems in the Finnish­
Australian community around 1930,84 and believed that very few of the emigrants 
had intended to settle permanently. Finnish immigrants were not in any hurry to 
apply for naturalization, since they intended to subsequently return to Finland.85 

For the emigrants to North America, too, the overriding motive had in general been 
to make some money quickly with a view to then possibly returning home, but 
evidently many of them fairly soon abandoned the idea of returning, since it has been 
stated that Finnish immigrants were keen on acquiring United States citizenship 
a few years after arriva1.86 One should not draw too many conclusions from this, 
however; and the major causes contributing to the frequency of return from Austra­
lia are those outlined above. 

The overall Finnish emigration to Australia was so low, however, that this excep­
tionally high return rate, for instance, is not visible when the overseas return migra­
tion is examined as a whole. In Lohtaja, on the other hand, the return from Australia 
comprised a large enough portion to have a recognizable effect on the overall return 
process for the area; and it is at least a significant observation that whereas around 
one-fifth of the Finnish emigrants to North America returned permanently to Fin­
land, over half of those emigrating to Australia from rural areas in Finland appear 
to have returned. AKERMAN's view, that increasing distance had a diminishing 
effect on the return migration rate,S7 is thus not borne out when the Finnish emigra­
tions to North America and Australia are compared, although it was supported by 

81 KOIVUKANGAS 1972, 42-46; KOIVUKANGAS 1974, 261. 

82 Letter from P. Saarinen at Mt. lsa to Nestori Karhula, 30 July 1930 (Papers of the Revd Urpo 

Kokkonen: TYYH/S/x!7/III). 
83 KOIVUKANGAS 1972, 45; KOIVUKANGAS 1974, 259. 

84 MS by "N.I.K." (Nestori Karhula): "Australian suomalaisten tarkeimpia kysymyksia nykyhetkeIla" 

(Major questions affecting the Finns in Australia at the present time), ca 1930 (Papers of the Revd Urpo 

Kokkonen: TYYH/S/x!7 /III). 
85 KOIVUKANGAS 1972, 48. 
86 WARGELIN 1924, 166. 

87 AKERMAN 1976, 21; see also p. 146 and 160 above. 
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the comparison between different regions within North America. The actual condi­
tions in the receiving afea, and the migrants' expectations, are suggested as prior 
explanatory factors over the distance between the country of origin and of immi­
gration; and this was also supported in the analysis of North America, even though 
AKER MAN's thesis was also in the main upheld there. 

If quantity is the criterion, then the Finnish emigration to South America and 
South Africa (roughly 1000 in each case before 1930), was even less significant than 
that to Australia. Prior to 1906, virtually no Finns emigrated to South America, 
but in 1906-1907 a group set out for Argentina, to found the Colonia Finlandesa. 
According to Olavi LAHTEENMAKI, who has studied the history of this Finnish 
colony, between May 1906 and January 1907 a total of 154 people emigrated from 
Finland to the Colonia Finlandesa. Within the first year, almost a third of them had 
left the colony; within two years, over half; and by the end of the third year, about 
two-thirds. The majority of these returned to Finland, either immediately, or after 
spending some further time in Argentina; others moved on to Paraguay or to the 
United States. The large number of those quitting the colony was due to the fact 
that it failed to fulfil their hopes. The main reasons for the failure are identified by 
LAHTEENMAKI as the unfortunate location of the colony, the mishandling of the 
settlement's affairs by the Argentinian authorities, the lack of a competent leader, 
the composition of the colonists, financial miscalculations, the failure of the Argen­
tinian harvest in 1906, the negative picture presented of the colony in Finland, and 
heavy drinking.88 

Since there is no other research material on Finnish emigration to South Ame­
rica,89 no firm conclusions can be drawn about the return migration to Finland. 
The example of the Colonia Finlandesa does however suggest that the overall return 
migration from South America has been rather high among Finns emigrating there 
before 1930. 

Immigration by other ethnic groups in South America also has remained tempo­
rary, since while over five million immigrants arrived in Argentina between 1857 
and 1924, almost half this number (46.8 %) left the country during the same period.90 

The data collected by LAHTEENMAKI indicate that about four-fifths of the Argen­
tinian immigrants came from Italy and Spain,91 which is one reason for the high 
return rate: it was noted earlier (p. 68) that the return rate for southern Europeans 
was also above average in the United States. The economic opportunities open to 
immigrants in South America were however also much more restricted than in North 
America, and this evidently led to return by other groups as well as the southern 
Europeans, as the fate of the Finnish colony illustrates. 

88 LAHTEENMAKI 1975. 109-111. 198-201. 289-290. 338-342. 
89 There was one emigrant from Lohtaja to Argentina in the period under investigation (in 

1906); in Leppavirta. one in 1906 and four in 1927; and one from Polvijarvi to Brazil. in 1929. None of 
these is known to have returned. at least to their place of origin. 

90 International Migrations I 1929. 202. 
91 See LAHTEENMAKI 1975. 94-95. 
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As in Australia and South America, so also in South Africa there were few Finnish 
emigrants during the height of the emigration period: slightly more than IOOO per­
sons during the period 1893-1914. The main stimulus for immigration was the 
discovery of the Transvaal gold fields in the 1880s, and in particular the high wages 
paid in the mines; as a result, women only made up 3.5 % of the emigrants. The emi­
grants originated from a rather restricted area: Munsala and the surrounding areas, 
in particular, and the Swedish-speaking areas of southern and central Ostrobothnia 
in general. Thus this emigration consisted of men migrants, from a restricted area, 
commuting rather a long way to a temporary place of work; for almost four-fifths 
of the emigrants returned to Finland. The temporary nature of this emigration is 
further demonstrated by the fact that over two-thirds of those returning did so within 
the first two years.92 The pattern of return migration from South Africa, therefore, 
is utterly different from that for North America, since what was involved was essen­
tially a journey to a highly-paid place of work. The high wages were largely due to 
the dangerous and unhealthy working conditions in the mines; it has been shown 
that the work in the South African gold mines was much more hazardous to health 
than that in the iron and copper mines in North America, and this is supported by 
the fact that immigrants stayed working in the South African mines for an average 
of 2-3 years, but in the North American mines for 5-7 years.93 One consequence 
of this was that migrants returning from South Africa often brought with them not 
only the money they had earned, but also chronic lung disease caused by working 
in the mines; indeed this was often their immediate reason for returning.94 

Overall, therefore, this examination of the Finnish return migration from Austra­
lia, South America, and South Africa has demonstrated that the return rate from 
these was relatively high in comparison with the return from North America. In 
sum, over half of the 4000 Finnish emigrants to Australia, South America, and South 
Africa subsequently returned permanently to Finland, whereas only around 20 % 
did so from North America; these "minor" continents in the Finnish emigration 
failed, therefore, to attract immigrants to the same degree as North America could, 
as is evidenced both by the emigration and the return. In South America and South 
Africa, in particular, Finnish settlement remained on a very small scale. In Australia, 
on the other hand, Finnish communities survive to the present day, partially rein­
forced by further immigration after the Second World War. The overseas emigration 
to countries outside North America is, nonetheless, no more than a drop (if an 
interesting one) in the total flow of the migration, and this is also true of the return, 
despite the fact that relatively this occurred on a considerably larger scale than in 
North America. 

92 KUPARINEN 1978, 156, 163, 168-171. Appendix 5. Emigrants to Africa from the sample areas 

under investigation included four from Lohtaja in 1895. and one from Kristinestad in the same year, 
of whom only the latter returned (in 1905). 

93 OHMAN 1927, 89, 91, 96. 

94 The personal motives for returning will be examined , including this aspect, in the following 

Chapter. 



VII The Individual's Return Decision 

1 ADAPTATION TO THE HOST COUNTRY 

As with the emigration, so also in the case of the return migration there are two 
kinds of factors which can be identified: "general factors", on the one hand, and 
"personal" or "individual" factors on the other. The general (macro-level) factors 
have already been discussed above from a variety of aspects, for the "general" causes 
for the return are composed of such a complex of different factors that it is more 
appropriate, and indeed essential, to approach them in the context of various larger­
scale problem areas relating to the return migration. In speaking about the "general" 
factors in the return migration, it is hardly exaggerated to say that everything is 
linked to everything else, and they have therefore been considered above in connec­
tion with an economic analysis of the cyclical fluctuations in the migration, with 
the composition of the return, and with the overall effect of the returning migrants' 
places of residence abroad on their return. 

Turning to the individual (micro-level) factors, it is possible to study these in a 
more concentrated way. The examination of the personal motives of individual 
return migrants creates an entire new perspective for the understanding and explana­
tion of the return or non-return, for these motives must be recognized as being more 
significant in the return phenomenon than in the original emigration;) the return 
does not constitute to the same extent a mass phenomenon.2 The general and indi­
vidual factors thus complement each other, and are equally crucial elements in the 
investigation. 

The starting point here for the examination of the personal motives of returning 
emigrants will be their adaptation as immigrants to the conditions in their host 
country, since in many cases it was this which determined whether the migrant was 

I o. AKERMAN 1975, 20. 
2 The mass nature of the emigration in relation to the return migration rate can be examined by 

gathering together from the passport registers all the residents of a particular area who were issued with 
passports on the same day. In this way various sizes of groups of emigrants are obtained, and these can 
then be compared with each other. No definite differences emerge however, which reinforces the 

individual character of the return. Nor can it be explicitly argued that emigration in a group encouraged 
return, though some degree of correlation can be observed (see VIRTANEN 1976c, 70-72). 
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to settle abroad permanently or to return to Finland. A theoretical approach is 
adopted, and the Italian return migrants are used as comparative material. Once this 
has been done, the migrants' ultimate motives will then be separately examined in 
the following section. 

The immigrants' difficulties .of adaptation were greatest, naturally, immediately 
after their arrival in the new country. The following description by EIsa Piirainen 
of her arrival in Canada in 1922 may serve as an illustration:3 

"Let me tell you a bit what sort of impression you got when you arrived in Canada as an immigrant 
from Finland. We lived for six months in Niegara Falls (sic). And my husband, he was working for 
the Hydro, for the Electricity. And for the Public Works in Kapperliff (Copper Cliff). The Finnish­
Canadians, those who'd gone there earlier, were nasty to newcomers, that much sometimes, that 
people sometimes got done in. Sort of by accident. They hated finns, because they suspected they 

were what they called Butchers (a reference to the reprisals in the Finnish Civil War in 1918). It was 
only the Communists who went on like that. So we decided to get out of there, and we went to 

Vindsor (sic), and then on to Detroit. There were lots of communists in Detroit too, but they didn't 
insist on a party card, like they did in Niegara. There was a Finnish parish in Detroit, with a church 
and everything. But you know, the life that the Finns led there, it was pretty boring. Work, that 
was what they talked about all the time .... whenever the men got together, the first question was 
always, What shift're you on? And conversation was mostly, just about work .. . " 

The longer an immigrant had been in the country, however, the better he or she 
began to adapt to conditions there, as the following extract suggests:4 

"Well at that time (in the 1920s) life in Canata (sic) was very difficult for the finns Cause the Finns 
who'd emigrated didn't know any English so they couldn't complain to the Canadian authorities .. • 

Well in the end the Canadian authorities did something about it and life changed for the better. 
There was a Finnish Society set up and everyone was supposed to belong to it. It wasn't anything 
to do with parties but you weren't allowed to be a communist ... " 

Not only did the culture of the host country cause difficulties of adaptation for 
the immigrants, but as these extracts indicate, there were also tensions operating 
within the ethnic groups which aroused controversy. These were probably not of 
great significance in relation to the return; on the contrary, with the growth of the 
numbers of Finns in a particular area conditions were likely to become more 
pleasant. 

Despite difficulties in adaptation, many immigrants did not return to Finland, 
but stayed in their host country, rootless, for the rest of their lives. The majority 
of those who did return came back relatively soon after emigrating; but there were 
also those who returned at a much later stage.s The Italian migrants, and their return, 
have been studied from a mainly sociological angle by CERASE, and he distin­
guishes four stages in the process of adaptation where the immigrant opted to settle 
abroad or to return home. 

The first stage occurs soon after arrIval in the host country, when the immigrant 

1 TYYHjSj I 1706 I. 
4 TYYH/S/lj7I04. 

5 The length of stay abroad by returning emigrants was discussed in Chapter II: 4 above. 
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is suddenly confronted with a new cultural environment, new ways of behaviour, 
and a new language. This is the first point at which he is forced to consider whether 
to return home or to remain in America. A decision to return at this point is, in 
CERASE's terms, a "return of failure". In order to overcome this first stage, CERA­
SE argues, the immigrant needs to find a job: obtaining employment is a decisive 
condition for continuing. Having recovered from the initial shock, the immigrant 
now gradually begins to get used to the new environment, and with his savings, he 
begins to acquire personal property, which has the effect of tying him more closely 
to his adopted country. This situation then again confronts him with the choice: 
to continue to invest his savings in maintaining himself as an immigrant, or to avoid 
using any more of his money so as to be able to return home and use it there to 
finance his social improvement ("return of conservatism"). If the immigrant sur­
mounts this stage as well, he will then settle in his adopted country, aiming to 
assimilate and adapt to the American way of life as completely as possible, notwith­
standing the undoubted difficulties. Complete assimilation, however, is virtually 
impossible, so that in many cases he may come to feel that he is merely a "naturalized 
immigrant", in which case he may feel that it would be better to return home, taking 
with him, however, the experiences and values with which he has become familiar 
in America ("return of innovation"). The final type in CERA SE's model is the return 
to the country of origin in old age ("return of retirement"), prompted by the elderly's 
nostalgic memories of the home country and the need to see it once more.6 

CERASE' s typology of these stages of the return are based on research on Italian 
migrants, and cannot necessarily be applied to Finnish migrants without modifica­
tion. One of the essential differences between the Italian and Finnish migrants was 
that the return rate among the Italians was very much higher. The reasons for the 
heavy return have been identified as lying in the ethnic background, while the con­
trast between social, religious, and economic conditions prevailing in Italy and in 
America has also been seen as probably causing greater difficulties of adaptation 
for Italian than for instance for Swedish immigrants.? The Italians in the United 
States, in addition, to a large extent worked in the cities, whereas the Nordic immi­
grants tended to be engaged in mining, forestry, or farming. With these reservations 
in mind, CERASE's model can then be applied to the Finnish immigrants, though 
one should be careful not to become stuck with any particular model or types when 
investigating the essentially individual phenomenon of return, in which there are 
many factors involved, reaching back to the social background of the emigrant. 

The Finnish immigrants, therefore, as stated, would naturally encounter new 
conditions and these would undoubtedly cause very great difficulties of adaptation. 
The majority of them came from a rural background, without any training or capital, 
either, since their reason for emigrating had been to "pan for gold". Consequently 
they might well return very soon after arrival, as is clearly borne out by the data 

6 CERA SE 1970, 219-223. 
7 LINDBERG 1930, 252 footnote 2. 
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in Table 18 (p. 80) on the length of time spent abroad by migrants. Inadequate 
opportunities for employment, however, cannot be taken as the sole reason for rapid 
return. The poorly paid jobs which Finnish immigrants tended to take up were 
frequently available; but the very nature of the work may well have increased immi­
grants' desire to return to Finland. 

The majority succeeded in overcoming this initial stage, partly helped by the fact 
that Finnish immigrants (like other ethnic groups) tended to settle in the same areas,8 
which made the new environment a more comfortable place to be. In the country­
side, in particular, communities sprang up, where immigrants were farming their 
own land and were therefore less mobile. There were also significant centres of 
Finnish settlement in mining towns and centres of the timber industry, although here 
there was more mobility of population. LINDBERG claims that this latter type of 
immigrants also gradually became attached to the American way of life,9 but that 
does not necessarily mean that they adapted very well, or that they changed from 
being "immigrants" into being" Americans". America started out for the immigrants 
as a disappointment, but gradually began to seem more tolerable. 1O 

The creation of Finnish communities also, on the other hand, hindered the process 
of assimilation, since it maintained a wall against the surrounding population. 
Language skills failed to develop, and it was difficult to establish contacts.lI The 
question has indeed been raised as to whether immigrants who only intended to 
remain for a limited time in the host country had any desire to adapt to the condi­
tions there. 12 Arthur THU RNER, discussing the difficulties of adaptation 
of Finnish workers in the Michigan copper mining region, states that other immi­
grant ethnic groups considered the Finns to be so stubborn that they didn't even 
want to learn English. 13 

The majority, in fact, of the first generation of Finnish immigrants did not become 
Americanized, but remained, so to speak, outside American society;14 yet they 
adopted the way of life of their new country to the extent that the majority of them 
never returned to Finland. One of the important factors here is that despite their 
low position in the American social hierarchy,15 the immigrants achieved with the 
passage of time a financially better position than they had on emigration from 
Finland. Some of them did decide, after a few years, to return to Finland: either 
because they had failed to adjust to their new surroundings, or because they had 
achieved the goal they had set themselves and because there was some special tie to 
draw them back to Finland. The return of failure, conversely, could also occur at 
a later stage than the initital phase suggested by CERASE. 

8 WAISANEN 1969, 200; cf. LINDBERG 1930, 250. 
9 LINDBERG 1930. 250. 

10 NIEMI 1921. 13. 
" WAISANEN 1969, 200-201. 
12 CAROL! 1973, 5. 
13 THURNER 1974, 18. 
14 Cf. KOLEHMAINEN 1976. 266; LINNAMO 1976, 329. 
15 See WAISANEN 1969. 203. 
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When the length of the stay abroad by Finnish migrants is compared with 
CERASE's typology, it can be seen that the majority of those returning belonged 
to his first two categories; at least, this is true when his classification is taken as 
a merely chronological ordering, for CERASE states that his first category (return 
of failure) covers migrants remaining less than five years, his second (return of con­
servatism) those remaining 6-10 years, the third (return of innovation) those 
remaining 11-20 years, and the fourth (return of retirement) those remaining for 
more than 21 years. Less than half of those he interviewed came under the first two 
categories,16 whereas Table 18 (p. 80) indicates that broadly speaking 80 % of the 
emigrants returning to Finland had returned within the first ten years. It is certain 
that those who returned to Finland within the first five years included not only 
returns of failure, but also many who had already achieved their objective. Equally, 
there have been some among those returning later who had also failed economically. 
CERASE's chronological classification, therefore, does not fit the Finnish migration. 

Turning to the return at later stages, the first point we need to note is that CERA­
SE's third category (return of innovation) is rather vague in the Finnish migration, 
since even those who had only remained for a relatively short time will have brought 
impressions and experiences back with them; while on the other hand there were 
only a few Finnish migrants who returned after having been abroad for between II 
and 20 years. Once a Finnish migrant had been away from Finland for as long as ten 
or more years, his return to Finland became less likely: by that time he had usually 
brought his family over from Finland to join him, for example, or, if unmarried 
at emigration, had by that time got married in his new country; and once the family 
had children, a return to Finland became more difficult, since the children attended 
English-speaking schools, married members of other ethnic groups, and thus rapidly 
became AmericanizedY Consequently, the return of second-generation Finnish 
immigrants to Finland is virtually nonexistent, and these reasons also contributed 
to preventing return by first-generation Finns. 18 

Return migration with the motive of spending one's old age and enjoying one's 
pension in the old country also comprises only a fraction of the total return. This 
category can however be easily distinguished from the other returning emigrants, 
since some of them actually stated their reason for return as being the wish to spend 
their old age in finland. One writer's doubts whether elderly people who returned 
should be considered at all as return migrants l9 therefore is not valid. Figures 
quoted in the following section (p. 176) show that 4.9 % of those providing informa­
tion about their motives stated that they had returned in order to retire in Finland. 
Emigrants returning after stays of over 20 years made up between 3.1 % and 5.3 % 
of all those returning in rural areas, while in Kristinestad the figure was considerably 
higher: 10.1 % (see Table 18, p. 80). Thus even if the time limits for CERASE's first 

16 CERASE 1970. 223-224. 
17 NIEMI 1921. 40-42; WARIS 1936. 33-34. 
18 a. LINDBERG 1930. 255. for the Swedes. 
19 PA TYNEN 1972. Ill. 
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three categories match the Finnish return migration badly, both the length of stay 
(over 20 years) and the motive for return (retirement to the old country) match 
together extremely well. Approximately 5 % of those returning to Finland evidently 
did so to retire here. The somewhat higher figure for this return to the town can be 
explained by the fact that after having been away for 10 or 20 years, a migrant no 
longer felt it necessary to return specifically to his or her native district; the nearest 
town may have been a preferable alternative, due to the availability of services which 
had become indispensable in the host country. 20 years cannot of course be taken 
as an absolute time limit, since the emigrant's age at departure would naturally also 
contribute to determining the motive for return after, say, 10 or say 25 years in 
America. 

The majority of migrants, however, did learn in the course of time to adapt to the 
conditions in their host country. They learnt how to accept what life as an immigrant 
offered, and only rarely, therefore, did they then decide to sell up the property they 
had accumulated over the years and return to their former home country. Only for 
a few were the ties to their old home so strong that (perhaps intensifying with in­
creasing age) their homesickness became intolerable;2o another contributory factor 
might be the death of a marriage partner, leaving the immigrant feeling more isolated 
than ever in an environment which possibly had in any case seemed alien all through 
the years. 

CERASE's typology can therefore be compared to a considerable degree with 
the Finnish migrants. The model is too rigid and stereotyped, however, even if it 
does offer a framework for the analysis of the return migration in terms of their 
adaptation to their host country. The time limits cannot be applied to the Finnish 
immigrants, as was discussed above; nor can they in truth be applied to the Italians 
either, whose length of stay abroad was much shorter than the small body of inter­
view material used by CERASE would suggest. 

2 THE MIGRANTS' OWN INTERPRETATION OF THE REASONS 
FOR RETURN 

Despite the fact that the majority of emigrants set out with the intention of return­
ing to the home country, the motives for the actual decision to return were highly 
complex, as can be clearly seen by studying the answers given by former emigrants 
to the question on the questionnaire form: "Why did you decide to return to Fin­
land?" The information gained from the answers to this question has been collated 
in the following list:21 

20 LINDBERG 1930, 254. 

21 TYYH / Sf! / 500 1-6268 (1268 questionnaires). The list only includes the questionnaire replies by 

emigrants emigrating prior to 1930. The questionnaire surveys for the present investigation were 

discussed on p. 58-59 above. 
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Homesickness 
Unemployment, the depression 
Just for a visit (i.e. intending to re-emigrate) 
Illness or injury 
Family at home 
Parents' wishes 
To farm or take over (buy) the family farm 
Retirement 
Achievement of original intentions and return home according to plans 
Wishes of spouse (also migrant) 
Impulse 
Discontent 
Return to join a fiance(e) in Finland 
Fear of conscription into the US Army in the First World War 
Death of spouse (also migrant) 
Desire to visit Finland after the achievement of independence (1917) 
Deportation (illegal immigration) 
To enlist in the Winter War (1939-1940) 
Communist pressure in America 
Risk of military conscription in Finland no longer applicable 

TOTAL 

200 persons ( 21.3 %) 
136 .. (14.5 %) 
106 ( 11.3 %) 
101 ( 10.8 %) 
70 ( 7.5 %) 
62 ( 6.6 %) 
56 ( 6.0 %) 
46 ( 4.9 %) 
34 ( 3.6 %) 
25 ( 2.7 %) 
22 ( 2.3 %) 
22 ( 2.3 %) 
17 ( 1.8 %) 
16 ( 1.7 %) 
11 ( 1.2 %) 
6 ( 0.6 %) 
4 ( 0.4 %) 
I person ( 0.1 %) 
I " (0.1 %) 
I ( 0.1 %) 

937 persons (100.0 %) 

Some questionnaires do not state any reason for return, while others state several. 
In analY7ing this information it must also be remembered that it represents the inter­
pretation of their motives for returning which the former migrants held subsequent 
to their return. In most cases, there was a lapse of dozens of years between the return 
and the questionnaire, during which time these interpretations may have changed. 
Since the list covers such a large number of former migrants, however, changes of 
interpretation may be disregarded, and the pattern of motives recognized by the 
returning migrants themselves can be treated as fairly reliable. Naturally there may 
also have been, for some migrants, reasons of which they were unaware or which 
they were unwilling to admit; for the understanding of personal motives, nonetheless, 
the migrants' own interpretations must be primary. In any case, supplementary 
material is needed and used here to unravel these motives. 

The most common cause mentioned by the migrants themselves, then, was home­
sickness, of which the following, from Lohtaja, are typical expressions: "Longing 
for the old country brought me back to where I was born" (Otto Hirvi, returned in 
1938),22 or "I felt homesick the whole time ... " (Eino Kero, returned in 1933).23 
Homesickness was affected by other factors, such as difficulties of adaptation to the 
new surroundings, or intensified by missing one's family back home; the various 
headings given above thus partly overlap. Similar reasons also affected other immi­
grant groups, even later than the great emigration period: the main reason for British 
immigrants returning from Canada after the Second World War, for example, is 
stated by RICHMOND to have been failure of identification and homesickness,24 
although they were in a far better position to adapt to life in North America than 
were Finnish immigrants at the turn of the century. 

22 TYYH/S/I/5732. 

23 TYYH/S/I/6181. 
24 RICHMOND 1967, 251. 
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A much more concrete reason for returning is the second one mentioned in the list, 
failure to find employment. Periods of economic depression in the United States led 
to noticeable increases in return migration, as was observed earlier in the analysis 
of the economic cycles. Oskari Tokoi, for instance, stated that employment diffi­
culties cut short his first emigration in 1900, when the mine where he was working 
began to be closed down.25 Another, very illuminating document is the letter from 
Wictor Roos, in Bessemer, Mich., to his brother in Lappi, 11., in Finland, dated 
29 Nov. 1907, i.e. just at the period when the Finnish return migration was at its 
height:26 

"Hello Brother Kusti from Bessemer and many greetings. 

I have been all right and I hope the same to you. The Flambo camp stopped running in the middle 

of November. I spent one week going from camp to camp but could not find work. All the camps 

were full of men. There were not enough beds and I had to sleep on the floor. I went to one camp 

on Saturday evening and I was planning to stay there over the weekend. But next morning I had 

to start walking to another camp again to get there before dark. And when I could not find work, 

I drove to Bessemer. So now I lie here at Lehtonen's. I am not sure whether I can find work before 
Christmas. I was planning to come to see you for Christmas but it is so cold that I will leave it until 
next summer .. . 

Jussi Mikola left for Finland on November 26. I am going to stay here until Christmas. After 
Christmas _ if the camps start running again I have to work for two or three months to get 

money for boarding. Because at the moment I just lie in bed and spend." 

Emigrants who returned in the late 1920s or the early 1930s also very frequently 
mentioned the unemployment caused by the Depression as the reason for their 
return. 27 

Another common reason for returning has been the intention to pay a visit to 
Finland and then return abroad; but for one reason or another, the return journey 
never took place. There is a vivid, and probably typical, account of changing plans 
by Oskari Laurila, from 10kioinen; he returned in 1932:28 

"What I'd thought of doing was to pay a visit at home in Finland and then go back and set up as 

a farmer. But things turned out differently. Things had changed here, and there were plenty offarms 

up for sale, and so I bought a farm, and got married . My savings got us off to a good start. I never 

did go to America again ." 

The introduction of the quota system in the 1920s also prevented some people 
from returning to America even if they wished to do so. Furthermore, KERO 
suggests that many of those "visiting" Finland did not at heart really want to return 
to America: this was a way of hiding the fact that their time in America had not in 
fact been very successfuI.29 It is at any rate true that "temporary" return made up 

25 Tokoi 1947. 94-95. 

26 TYYH/S/m/SatakuntajI3/LAP/XI; see also VIRTANEN 1976a, 14-15. 
27 On the effects of the Depression in the 1930s, see for example VIRTANEN 1977, 79. 
28 TYYH / SjI / 5652. 
29 KERO 1972, 17. 
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rather an important proportion of the list of motives for return above. lbe same 
motive has also been found to have been very important among returning Greek 
migrants. 3o 

Injuries at work, and illness in general, caused quite a lot of emigrants to return 
to Finland, since their ability to work had become weaker. The health of immigrants 
working in the mines, in particular, was often poor. In the 1920s Runar OHMAN 
studied the return migrants who had been working in the mines both in North 
America and in South Africa, and over half of those investigated who had been in 
America were suffering from at least mild bronchial disease, while the situation with 
those returning from the South African gold mines was even worse, since about 
70 % were suffering from mild or severe disease of the lungs. OHMAN reports' that 
the work in the South African gold mines often had fatal consequences, for many 
of those returning died of lung disease fairly soon after their return.31 

There were also frequently accidents in the mines. A funeral agency in Sudbury, 
Ont., registered almost 500 Finnish burials between 1913 and 1931, and for men the 
most common cause of death was accidents at work, mainly in the mines.32 In Iron 
County, Michigan, in 1907, there were ten deaths per thousand workers, in Mar­
quette County five and in Houghton County three respectively. In the Michigan 
mines in 1911 there were 55 serious injuries per thousand workers,33 including many 
Finnish miners, since they were working in the mines in Michigan in very large num­
bers. In addition to injuries, pneumonia was common, and mining work also led to 
disturbances in mental health.34 

The 1918 Migration Committee Report alleged that the "hectic life in America" 
caused mental disturbances, particularly in women, which "a quiet life at home in 
familiar surroundings" usually cured.35 The Committee was however inclined to 
emphasize the disadvantages of the emigration, for the majority of the municipal 
authorities replying to their questionnaire considered the health of returning emi­
grants to be at least as good as average, nor was mental illness, for instance, reported 
any more often among migrants than among the rest of the population.36 The same 
finding is also confirmed separately for Munsala, since BACKMAN states that only 
13 % of those returning were illY As the list above shows, however, quite a number 
of those returning named illness abroad, or the illness of their spouse, as their reason 
for returning. KERO estimates, on the basis of his questionnaires, that around ten 

30 SALOUTOS 1956, 47. 
31 OHMAN 1927, 89-91,93-98. OHMAN studied 57 persons who had returned from America, 

of whom 26 were completely healthy; the correspending figures for South Africa were 66 emigrants 
of whom only 20 were completely healthy. , 

32 RAIVIO 1975, 365-366. 
33 THURNER 1974, 38-39. 
34 ALANEN 1910, 37-38; Suomen siirtolaisuusolot n.d., 120; TEIJULA 1921, 908-909; KERO 

1972, 16-17. 
35 Siirtolaisuuskomitean mietinW 1924, 22. 
36 Suomen siirtolaisuusolot n.d., 120-121; TEIJULA 1921, 908-909. 
37 BACK MAN 1945, 29. 



179 

per cent of those returning were suffering from at least partial working disability.38 
Similar findings are suggested by the following list, which shows the state of health 
of returning emigrants at the point of return according to their own statements in 
the questionnaire:39 

Health at return good 
Health at return satisfactory 

Health at return poor 

TOTAL 

194 persons ( 66.2 %) 
71 ( 24.2%) 

28 ( 9.6%) 

293 persons (100.0 %) 

The findings from this list, from the earlier list on reasons for returning, and from 
BACKMAN and KERO, are so much in agreement as to justify fairly confident 
conclusions being drawn on the returning migrants' state of health at return. The 
majority have come back either in good or at least reasonably good health; as is 
moreover to be expected, considering that the great majority of emigrants had 
emigrated in the prime of their working life and that the typical length of stay abroad 
was short. However, about one-tenth of those returning were either ill, disabled or 
partially disabled, or otherwise in poor health. The major reason for this change in 
the health structure of the return migration in relation to the point of emigration 
was the toughness of the work abroad. Immigrants must have been in relatively 
good health when they arrived in the host country, since there were medical inspec­
tions carried out in the port of arrival. 

In the following list, finally, there are listed those diseases which the returning 
emigrants reported themselves as having suffered from at the point of return:40 

Rheumatism 

Gastric illness 

Heart trouble 
Bronchial trouble 
Disease of the feet 

Injuries 
Back trouble 

Vascular di~ease 

Hearing trouble 

Kid ney disease 

Tooth disease 
Tumour 

Pains in the head 
Alcoholism 

Diabetes 

Ocular disease 

Illness of the central nervous system 

TOTAL 

38 KERO 1972. 17. 

39 TYYH/S/1/7001-7328 (328 questionnaires). 
40 TYYH/Sj 1/7001-7328. 

20 persons 

10 
5 
5 
5 
5 
4 

3 
2 

person 

67 persons 
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Many of the diseases etc. listed here could have been consequences of injuries in 
the mines, for instance, although this cannot be determined directly from the list. 
The list does however indicate what forms of illness most frequently troubled the 
migrants, and the same diseases etc. were also reported by the municipal authorities 
in their replies to the Migration Committee in 1918, 41 so that despite the smallness 
of the sample this list may be taken as indicative. 

Another common reason for returning was that a man had emigrated and left his 
family behind in the place of origin, and in cases like this the decision to return was 
usually definite even before emigration from Finland. The same could also be said of 
cases where an emigrant considered that he or she had fulfilled the objectives of 
emigration and could therefore return home. RICHMOND considered 38 % of the 
British migrants who returned to Britain from Canada in the post-World War II 
period as merely having carried out their original plans.42 This motive is not as 
central in the list of motives above (p. 176), though one reason for this might be the 
long period of time that had elapsed between the return and the questionnaire. No 
doubt many of the migrants did in fact return in accordance with their advance plans, 
having fulfilled their objectives, but may have seen some other motive as nevertheless 
more important in their return home. 

Some of those who had emigrated as single persons came back at the request of 
their parents, and the most common cause for this was that the parents no longer 
felt able to run the family fann on their own. Other returning emigrants stated that 
their reason for returning was to take over the family farm following their parents' 
death. 

A few emigrants (roughly 5 % of the total return), who had spent virtually their 
entire working life abroad, wished to come back to spend their retirement in Finland 
on their pension from abroad as was shown above (p. 174-175). Many of these 
believed that they would manage better on their pension in Finland than in America. 
Others reported that they had come back after retirement following the death of their 
spouse, since they had not wished to remain abroad on their own. Again, in other 
cases one or the other spouse failed to adapt to their new surroundings, and both of 
them therefore had to come back. Failure to adapt is also suggested by the motives 
described as "Discontent", "Impulse", etc. 

Only rarely do the questionnaire responses indicate that political factors would 
have been directly responsible for a return home. On the other hand, those who gave 
"Homesickness" as their motive would have had difficulties in adapting, due among 
other factors to political aspects and to the alienness of the culture. During the 
First World War, a number of men emigrants returned to Finland because they 
were afraid of being drafted into the United States Army and thus being sent to the 
European theatre of war. A few also gave their motive for a return after the First 
World War as being the desire to visit Finland after her achievement of independ-

41 See Suomen siirtolaisuusolot n.d., 120-124. 
42 RICHMOND 1967, 250. 
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ence_ (in 1917). One man was informed from Finland that the danger of being 
drafted into the Russian army was over; one came back because of communist 
pressure in the United States, while one returned _ with approximately 300 other 
Finnish-Americans43 _ in order to fight in the Winter War in 1939-1940. 

The questionnaire also contains replies concerning about ten persons who had 
moved in the 1920s or 1930s to the Soviet Union, and later returned from there to 
Finland. This raises a question requiring separate investigation, for at present there 
is not even accurate information about the numbers of Finnish-Americans who 
moved to the Soviet Union, let alone how many of them then returned. A few points 
can however be made in the present context. 

The first phase in this migration took place in the early 1920s, when a certain 
number of Finnish-Americans set out to join in building the "Republic of Work". 
The main activities of the Finns were aimed at strengthening the economy of Soviet 
Karelia by the establishment of cooperatives. This project was started in 1922, and 
about 100 Finnish-Americans took part, but it did not last for very long, since in 
December 1922 the Soviet Government began to impose restrictions on foreign 
labour entering the country; and within a couple of years of the Finns' arrival, most 
of them had returned to America, or, in a few cases, to Finland.44 In the early 1920s 
there was also recruitment of Americans to work in other parts of Soviet Russia. 
For six years, starting in 1922, they were being recruited for the Kuzbas colony in 
Siberia, and Finns made up the largest ethnic grouping there. The majority of the 
members ultimately returned to the United States, though others moved to Karelia, 
the Urals region, or the Caucasus.45 There was also an entirely Finnish-American 
venture, the Sower's Commune, a farming cooperative in southern Russia, 
established in 1922. There was rapid turnover among its members, but it continued 
with a strength of about 100 members up to 1927; subsequently it began to change, 
for in 1932 it was reported as comprising as many as 16 different nationalities. There 
is no further information about it after the middle of that decade, and it is suggested 
that it may have been the victim of a purge.46 

Emigration of Finnish-Americans to the Soviet Union only began on a large scale 
in the 1930s, however, at the time of the international Great Depression, with 
thousands of Finns moving there from the United States and Canada. During the 
Depression, emigration to the Soviet Union emerged as a serious alternative to 
return to Finland, especially among the Finnish-American labour movement.47 

Difficulties of employment on the one hand, and the expectations of conditions in 
the Soviet Union on the other, are given as the main reasons for this migration by 
Hilda Ristolainen, for example, who returned from the Soviet Union to settle in 
Kauhajoki, Finland, as late as 1956. She had emigrated from Finland to Canada 

43 JOUTSAMO 1971, 3, 122; for Finnish-Canadians, cf. RAIYIO 1979, 112-115. 
44 HOYI 1971a, passim. 
45 McNITT 1971. I, 9, 17·-18. 
46 HOY) 1971b. passim. 
47 See Sainio 1965, 397-399 (TYYH). 
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in 1928, and in 1933 moved with her husband to the Soviet Union.48 Estimates of 
the overall numbers involved in this migration vary, but there seems to have been 
something like six to eight thousand taking part, including those from both the 
United States and Canada.49 

Only some of those who did not settle permanently in the Soviet Union returned 
to Finland; others returned to America. It has been calculated that of those Fin­
nish-Canadians who moved there from the area around Sudbury, Ont., about 
one-fifth returned to Canada (mainly to the Sudbury area). This estimate is only 
based on a total of 78 departures,50 and the finding cannot therefore be considered 
as more than indicative. Another estimate, on the basis of the questionnaires, is 
that about half came back, either to the United States, Canada, or Finland.51 

Political causes for return must also be taken to include deportation. This was for 
example the fate of Niilo Wallari, a later president of the Finnish Seamens' Union, 
who arrived in the United States in 1916, having deserted from the ship on which he 
was working. In 1919 he was sentenced by the United States authorities to deporta­
tion, on the formal grounds of illegal immigration, though the real reason was Walla­
ri's political activities in the United States. He consequently returned to Finland 
(though not until 1920, as the Finnish authorities would not at first agree to allow 
him in).52 

The information gathered from our questionnaire about the motives most 
commonly leading in migrants' opinions to a return home appear to be broadly 
speaking valid, although other sources differ in the order of importance they assign. 
The same motives ::lrf~ also mentioned, for example, in the municipal authorities' 
replies to the Migration Committee's questionnaire in 1918: e.g. homesickness, 
rejoining the family, political reasons, illness, the fulfilment of economic objectives, 
or unemployment during depressions. 53 

This examination of the migrants' motives for returning then raises the question to 
what extent those returning to Finland felt they had succeeded on their journey: in 
other words, was their return brought about by success, or by failure? The answer 
can partly be found in the reasons given for their return by migrants, some of which 
suggest failure and some success. A more precise indication can however only be 
obtained by questioning interviewees explicitly on this point. On the questionnaire 
sent out to return migrants, five alternatives are offered to indicate the degree of 
success of the journey; the results can therefore easily be classified. However, the 
migrants' views and interpretations may have changed in this respect over the years. 
Unpleasant experiences have been repressed, and the emigration is then remembered 
as a kind of adventure, where the pleasant features stand out better in the memory. 

4ll Interview with Hilda Ristolainen. 1974 (author's notes). 
49 RAIVIO 1975, 487. 

50 Interview with Yrjo RAIVIO, 1974 (author's notes). 
51 KERO 1975, 220. 

52 See Wallari 1967, 13, 43. 

53 Suomen siirtolaisuusolot n.d., 117-119; TEIJULA 1921, 908. 
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The migrants being interviewed may also in some cases have tried to present their 
trip as a greater success than they really experienced it as being, since failure is less 
pleasant to recall than success. Some of those interviewed (120 persons) did not offer 
any estimate of the degree of success involved; the · replies that were gi~en are 
distributed as follows: 54 

Very successful 

Successful 
Reasonably successful 
Not very successful 
Very unsuccessful 

TOTAL 

149 persons ( 16.4 %) 

236 ( 26.0%) 
446 ( 49.2 %) 

59 ( 6.5%) 
16 (1.8%) 

906 persons (100.0%) 

Virtually half of those replying chose the most neutral answer, "Reasonably success­
ful", while only a few regarded their trip as having been not very successful or very 
unsuccessful. Those who in their own opinion had succeeded well or very well, 
however (the first two groups), make up 40.4 %. This information thus suggests that 
the Finnish migrants had been successful in their objectives, though those who 
answered "Reasonably successful", probably include many who were in fact rela­
tively disappointed when they set out to return. 

BACK MAN asked the Munsala migrants about their degree of economic success, 
and he gives the following data: 40.3 % of those returning were successful, 17.2 % 
fairly successful, 16.5 % moderately successful, ] 8.5 % not very successful, 0.2 % were 
denied permission to immigrate, and 7.3 % of the replies were unclear on this point. 55 

KERO suggests that emigrants from Satakunta were less successful than those from 
Munsala.56 BACKMAN's classification does not coincide with that used in the list 
above, but he too found that the migrants were more likely to have succeeded than 
to have failed. The point needs to be made about questionnaire information, 
however, that those who had succeeded at least moderately well may have been more 
willing to provide information than those who had failed, and that this may give a 
distortion in the findings. 

The return to Finland, therefore, has been occasioned either by success or by 
failure. Both the information listed above, however, and that supplied by BACK­
MAN, indicate that a considerable majority of the returning emigrants regarded 
their expedition as having been fairly successful, and that only a minority felt that it 
had been a failure. Nor does it appear that there are great differences in this respect 
between Finnish and other nationalities of migrants, since, for instance, a clear 

~ TYYH/S/I/5001-6268 (1268 questionnaires). In the list the persons emigrating prior to 1930 
are included. 

55 BACK MAN 1945, 33. The figures are derived from a questionnaire on 632 persons. 
56 KERO 1972. 28. 
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majority of the emigrants returning to Britain from Canada after the Second World 
War were satisfied with their years abroadY 

There were also some emigrants who had planned to return, but who. were unable 
to afford the journey home. These people were entitled to receive a repatriation 
grant from the United States Government, for which the conditions were that the 
immigrant must have arrived in the country legally and that he or she must not have 
been in the country for longer than three years. Recipients of these grants were not 
allowed to emigrate to the United States again. Many immigrants became interested 
in the possibility of receiving this grant during periods of depression; and in the 
early 1930s, for example, the Finnish-American newspaper Industrialisti 
(Industrialist) published instructions how to apply for repatriation assistance. 58 The 
shipping companies offered the estimate that about 10% of those returning had been 
so unsuccessful abroad that their families in Finland had to send them the ticket for 
return. 59 

The analysis of return migration as such does not include answering the question 
as to how many migrants would have returned if they had had the possibility. 
However, from the point of view of the decision between return and non-return this 
is of interest. Unfortunately, it is impossible to obtain any exact information; there 
are no data available on how many actually applied for the repatriation assistance, 
for example. In the early 1970s there were still old Finnish lumberjacks living in the 
"hotels" in Duluth, Minn., who had stayed there for decades with no real contacts to 
the world outside, not even the Finnish community. We may presume that many 
of them would have returned to Finland during the depression years of the 1930s if 
they had had money for the return ticket. 

The ticket from North America to Finland did not require large savings but it was 
too much for some. In the years before the First World War the price was 40-50 
dollars,60 while the immigrant working on railroad construction got two dollars a 
day around 1910.61 In other words, the price of the return ticket was about the same 
as one month's wages. It has been estimated that a hard-working immigrant could 
save 25 dollars a month, since living in the host country took about a half of the 
wages. 62 This means that the immigrant planning to return had to save for two 
months, which still was considerably less than the amount he had had to collect when 
he emigrated.63 The prices of tickets between Europe and other continents than 

57 RICHMOND 1967. 251. 
58 Industriafisti. 27 June 1931. 

59 See ENGELBERG 1944, 382. 

60 See LINDSTROM-BEST 1978.61. The author does not mention the year she is dealing with. 
61 TOIVONEN 1963. 145. 

62 TOIVONEN 1963, 146. 

63 A farmhand or a lumberjack earned roughly two or three marks a day in Finland during the late 
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries (TOIVONEN 1963, 146), and the price of the ticket to New 
York varied around 200 marks during the same period (KERO 1974, 172). This means that the cost 

of the ticket for the emigrant was about the same as the wages for four months. Thus a person 

planning to emigrate had to save for a long time to finance his trip. In fact - according to TOIVONEN 
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North America were naturally higher because of the distance. In 1902 the trip from 
Finland to New York cost 195 marks, but to South Africa 340 marks, and Australia 
505 marks.64 Thus people returning from these far-away destinations had to have 
considerable savings to pay for the fare alone. 

Despite the fact that the majority of the returning migrants (at least after the lapse 
of some years or even decades) felt that their visit abroad had been a success, there­
fore, there were also quite a number of those for whom it had been financially or 
otherwise a disappointment. Similarly, remaining abroad could be a result of either 
failure or of success, notwithstanding the fact that most of the emigrants had origi­
nally intended to return home. 

Once an immigrant began to earn a higher income abroad than he or she had done 
before emigrating, this alone would lead him or her gradually to abandon the idea 
of going back again. Ultimately, they might become so wealthy that they would 
build a house, start farming their own land, and set up a family; return to Finland 
would then become extremely difficult. Their concept of the old country remained 
that of what it had been like when they emigrated. A better life was what they were 
in search of, which meant that in many cases they had unfavourable memories of 
Finland when it came to considering return.65 Consequently it was difficult for them 
to realize that conditions in Finland had drastically improved during their absence, 
and even if not everything went according to plan in their life as immigrants, they 
remained abroad. Others, unsuccessful migrants, again, were unable to return to 
Finland even if they had wanted to. One of the returning emigrants recounts (some­
what exaggeratedly) how many immigrants frittered away their return fare in the 
bars on Saturday nights.66 

The decision of an immigrant, whether successful or unsuccessful, to remain 
abroad or to return to Finland depended to a large extent on his status and back­
ground at emigration. There were many factors affecting the individual's decision, 
e.g. social status, age, marital status, family relations, and sex; in other words, all of 
those structural features studied earlier in the return migration as a mass phe­
nomenon were also always present in the background to each individual migrant's 
decision. 

- only one-third of the emigrants could finance their trip themselves; one-third took a loan. and one­
third got the ticket from a relative or a friend in America (TOIVONEN 1963. 57). In any case. 

when the wages in Finland and in the United States are compared with each other and to the prices of 

the tickets. the return was much "easier" than the original emigration. A good illustration is the fact that 

the wage in Finland was two marks a day and in the United States two dollars a day; one dollar was 

more than five Finnish marks in the early 1900s (TOIVONEN 1963. 146). 
64 KERO 1974. 173. 

65 Cf. ENGELBERG 1944. 111 - 112. 

66 Interview with Ainolf Kurala. 1966 (TYYH/Sja! 127). 



VIII Readjustment after the Return 

1 ATTITUDES TO THE MIGRATION 

Not only did emigrants have to overcome various difficulties of adjustment in their 
host countries, but they in fact faced these again following their return home. Many 
had as it were to make a new start, especially if a relatively long time had elapsed 
between their emigration and their return. The major factors affecting this readjust­
ment process can be divided into two groups: 1) the attitudes adopted towards the 
emigration and more particularly towards the returning emigrants, by the Finnish 
state, by public opinion, and in the emigrants' home areas; and 2) factors assisting 
or hindering this readjustment which were strictly individual in nature. At the same 
time, the attitudes towards the migration movement can be seen as background 
factors for return or non-return in the first place; i.e. the emigrants took with them 
pleasant or unpleasant memories when they left their country of origin. 

The Finnish central authorities first noted the existence of emigration back in 
1873; but throughout the period of heavy emigration, they never succeeded in 
coming to grips with it. I The Migration Committee was not appointed until 1918, 
and it did not submit its report until 1924,2 by which time the overseas migration 
was largely over. The Migration Committee obtained literature, carried out enquir­
ies, both in America and more particularly in Finland, requested statements from 
the employers' and labour organizations, carried out questionnaires, etc.3 

Right from the beginning of the emigration, it was the disadvantages which were 
emphasized. Towards the beginning, the moral consequences, in particular, were 
seen as noxious, and even in the Migration Committee's Report in 1924 these were 
still placed in front of the economic consequences. Thus, adultery by the wives of the 
men who had emigrated, on the one hand, and bigamous marriages abroad by 
the men, on the other, were seen as the greatest dangers. When the municipal council 
in Karstula reported that as many as 70 % of the wives left behind had committed 

I SILFVERSTEN 1931, 368; TOIVONEN 1963, 213, 223. 
2 Letter from the Migration Committee to the Ministry of Social Affairs, 17 March 1924 (TYYHj 

S/a/184). 
3 Letter from the Migration Committee to the Finnish Government, 4 March 1924 (TYYH/S/a/184). 
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adultery, the Committee found this "too terrible to be true."4 Economic disadvan­
tages of the emigration were however also a source of anxiety. Attempts were made 
to assess the value of the emigrants in capital,5 and the loss of labour abroad was 
stressed.6 

In general, the darker sides of the emigration were emphasized; the good sides of 
the host country were easily overlooked or minimized. Even at the beginning of this 
century, for example, attempts were being made in a variety of contexts to estimate 
to what extent the value of money orders and parcels sent back by emigrants to their 
relatives in Finland could compensate for the loss of capital and investment with 
the movement of the emigrants out of the country; on the whole the value of the 
inflow was placed very low.? In replying to the questionnaire sent out by the Migra­
tion Committee after the First World War, however, the majority of municipal 
authorities considered that the emigrants had in fact taken adequate care of their 
dependents here and that only in a few cases had the local authorities needed to help 
families who had been left behind. It was also reported in Lohtaja, for instance, that 
money had been raised by migrants to set up a Temperance Society and to build 
the Labour Club.8 The Migration Committee, on the other hand, although on the 
whole they relied heavily on the results of this questionnaire, tended all the time to 
pick out those factors which would emphasize the evils of the emigration; thus in 
fact the questionnaire indicated that adultery was relatively rare, and divorce caused 
by emigration even rarer.9 

The development in Sweden was similar to that in Finland. The emigration was 
discussed in the Riksdag (Swedish parliament) throughout the mass emigration 
period. In the second half of the 19th century, both positive and negative comments 
were made; but at the beginning of this century, the voices against the emigration 
became stronger. Its effects on agriculture were seen as especially deleterious. A 
Committee was set up in 1907, and its Report was published in 1913. No concrete 
restrictions on emigration were taken up; instead, the emphasis was put on reforms, 
i.e . on preventive action. The Report was too late to have any effect on Swedish emi­
gration policy, however, for the emigration was cut off by the First World War, 
and thereafter shrank to tiny proportions. Seen from an all-European perspective, 
the trend throughout the emigration period was towards increasingly severe restric­
tions, culminating however in the drastic limitations imposed in the receiving coun­
tries in the post-war period,1O as a consequence of which restrictions in the countries 
of origin lost their urgency. 

Although the official reactions to the emigration, both in the Nordic countries 

4 Siirtolaisuuskomitean mietinto 1924,24; ef. TARKKANEN 1902,26-27; ALANEN 1910,38-"42. 
5 HJELT 1905,65; HOPPU 1915, 30-3J. 
6 TARKKANEN 1902, 24; ALANEN 1910, 31-32. 
7 TARKKANEN 1902,25-26; HOPPU 1915,26-29, 3J. 
8 Suomen siirtolaisuusolot n.d., 51. 83, 95. 
9 Suomen siirtolaisuusolot n.d., 56, 59. 

10 KALVEMARK 1976, 106-113. 
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and elsewhere in Europe, remained for the most part passive, there were also excep­
tions. The attitude of the state authorities in Italy to the emigration differed sharply 
from that in the Nordic countries. The main reason for this is that right from the start 
the emigration from Italy was highly temporary in nature. Migrants planning their 
return dispatched large sums of money back to Italy, and this won the active support 
of the Government for temporary migration. I 1 

In Finland, the attitude of the press was also to emphasize the negative sides of 
the emigration, and to criticize the inaction of the authorities over preventing it. 
The press also however failed to come to grips with the heart of the migration 
problem, though this is not surprising, considering its complexity. The articles in 
the press reflected fairly closely the fluctuations in the emigration, and included 
attempts to influence the minds of those planning to leave. The people had other 
sources of information, however, e.g. letters, and the press failed to achieve its 
desired effect. The viewpoint of the prospective emigrant was entirely private, 
whereas the press based its position on the public aspects.12 

In her study of the press in southern Ostrobothnia, TOIVONEN noted that the 
emigration was mainly opposed by Swedish-language papers and by those support­
ing the conservative and liberal parties, whereas those supporting the Agrarian 
Party and the Social Democrats adopted a more understanding attitude, since they 
identified their readers with that part of the population from which the majority 
of the emigrants were recruited.13 Roughly the same findings were reached by SA­
LONEN, who states that at the beginning of this century, mainly for nationalist and 
patriotic reasons, the conservative press adopted a negative attitude towards the 
emigration, whereas - partly because of their position as the voice of the opposition, 
and partly following from their interpretation of soci::tlist theory - the left-wing 
papers started out by supporting the emigration whole-heartedly, although later on 
they contented themselves with providing information for those planning to leave. 
In general the conservative press paid more attention to the emigration than the left­
wing press did .14 

SCHRIER has noted that the Irish press criticized the emigration from Ireland 
harshly; the object of criticism, however, was not the emigrants, but the conditions 
prevailing in the country which occasioned the emigration. IS Thus it appears that 
in those countries where the emigration tended to be permanent in character, such 
as Ireland and Finland, it received considerable criticism,whereas in countries where 
there were visible benefits to the home country from the migration, such as Italy, 
the attitude was the opposite. 

Once the emigration had begun to decline sharply in Finland, after the First World 
War, the press began to turn its attention to the contacts between the emigrants and 

11 CAROL[ 1973, 57-61, 98. 
12 SALONEN 1967.63. 68. 118. 121-124. 
13 TOIVONEN 1963. 232. 
14 SALONEN 1967. 82. 118. 125-126. 
15 SCHRIER 1958. 148. 
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their home country. The moralizing editorials ceased, and the emigrants were 
declared "innocent" in the press. 16 The question of the maintenance of contacts was 
raised at this time in other quarters as well. Emigration was no longer blamed on the 
lack of a sense of responsibility (which one writer had seen at the beginning of 

the century as one of the emigrants' main motives17). 
The task of the state came to be seen as the removal of the real causes for emi­

gration now,18 as was also pointed out by the Migration Committee: they rejected 
the idea of attempting to restrict emigration by legislation, and argued that condi­
tions in Finland should be improved to the point where there would no longer be 
any interest in emigrating. One of the methods proposed by the Committee was that 
returning migrants should be able to start farming their own land, since this was 
specifically what they wished to do. Plans to raise the economy were also urged, 
e.g. the development of industry.19 

Even in 1921, the Suomen Ammattijarjest6 (Finnish Trades Organization) wrote 
to the Migration Committee a warning against trusting that interest in emigration 
would not occur again; in particular, they mentioned the appeal of American wages. 
Improvements were therefore called for in the living conditions, the length of the 

working day, and the level of earnings of the working popUlation in Finland. 
Freedom of movement should however be retained, as an alternative to improving 
the workers' conditions. 20 

It was only after the achievement of Finnish independence that real progress began 
to be made in' the development of contacts between the Finnish emigrants and 
Finland,21 though the first steps to ease possible problems of emigrants abroad had 
been undertaken in Finland right at the beginning of the emigration. The most 
important of these had been the foundation in 1875 of the Suomen Merimieslahetys­
seura (Finnish Seamen's Mission), which concentrated on assisting Finnish seamen 
who had got into difficulties in foreign countries.22 In 1908, there were articles in 
the press about improving contacts, so that as many migrants as possible might 
return to Finland,23 and the creation of contacts was also favourably regarded in 
a booklet of 1910,24 although its attitude to the emigration was in other respects 
hostile. 

Evidently the reason why increasing attention began to be paid to improving 
communications in the 1920s was that the emigration came to be seen as a fait 
accompli, in which case it was no longer justified to adopt the same attitude towards 

16 SALONEN 1967, 100, 124-125. 
17 TARKKANEN 1902, 28. 

18 TUDEER 1923, 378; ENGELBERG 1944, 87-90. 

19 Siirtolaisuuskomitean mietintO 1924, 28-35; ef. Suomen siirtolaisuusolot n.d ., 156-159. 
20 Letter from the Finnish Trades Organization to the Migration Committee, 15 March 1921 (TYYHI 

Sjaj 184). 

21 SNELLMAN I 1929, 10. 
22 HAUTALA 1967. 114. 
23 SALONEN 1967, 61. 
24 ALANEN 1910, 70. 
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the migrants as before; rather, it was hoped that with the improvement of contacts, 
some of them might then return. The main motive, however, seems to have been the 
preservation of Finnish culture in the host countries. 

But the development of links between Finland and the Finnish-Americans pro­
ceeded slowly: the major achievements from the Finnish side include the founding 
in 1927 of the Suomi-Seura (Suomi Society), and the Ulkosuomalais-Yhdistys 
(Overseas Finns' Association).25 

Similarly, the Finnish-Americans began to display increased interest in their 
mother country. In the 1920s they began to visit Finland in large numbers each 
summer, and the custom grew up of arranging big receptions for groups of arriving 
visitors, usually under the auspices of the organizations dealing with Finnish expa­
triates. This provoked the Finnish-American syndicalist newspaper lndustrialisti 
to express its disapproval under the revealing headline, "Why Receptions by 
Bourgeois for Pleasure Visitors to Finland?''26 These visits therefore to some extent 
took on political overtones, but also illustrated the new emphasis on the maintenance 
of contacts. 

Since the majority of the emigrants had left Finland at a time when the prevailing 
attitude towards the emigration was hostile, this factor is essential in the examination 
of returning migrants' readjustment, and also contributes to the low return rate in 
the first place. On the other hand, it must also be remembered that the actions of 
both the state authorities and the press were intended to encourage as many 
migrants as possible to return to Finland; the press in Turku, for example, comment­
ed with satisfaction on the record number of migrants returning in 1907,27 During 
the early Great Depression in the 1930s, a campaign was initiated in Finland to 
persuade Finnish-Americans to move back to Finland. According to the corre­
spondent in Finland of lndustrialisti, this campaign was particularly aimed at 
migrants with savings. In an extensive series of three articles, this correspondent 
tried to present the economic situation in Finland as so bad that it was not worth 
thinking of returning, and he sees the campaign as an attempt by the Finnish 
capitalists to rob the migrants of their savings.28 

Many of these initiatives were however belated, since by the 1930s even the return 
migration was largely over, despite the boost it received from the Depression. Thus 
it was only in the I 920.s, following the setting up of organizations dealing with 
Finnish expatriates, that attention began to be paid to those difficulties which a 
migrant returning to Finland might encounter, and one of the tasks of these organi­
zations therefore emerged as "return services";29 due to the small numbers returning, 
however, this activity remained on a small scale. Moreover, despite the fact that the 

2S SNELLMAN I 1929, 36-42; ENGELBERG 1944, 441-442. 
26 Industrialisti. 3 Aug. 1931. The author was the paper's "special Finnish correspondent", Niilo 

WaIlari (see p. 216-217). 
27 SALONEN 1967, 62, 73. 
28 Industrialisti. 24 July 1931,25 July 1931, 27 July 1931. The author was Niilo WaIlari. 
29 SNELLMAN I 1929, 41; ENGELBERG 1944, 388. 
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state authorities had wished for a high return rate even in the period preceding the 
First World War, the Report of the 1918 Migration Committee emphasiz.ed the view 
that most of the returning migrants had failed and had learned nothing during their 
years abroad.30 Even at this late stage, the aim of the Committee was to demonstrate 
the undesirability of the emigration, since they could not take it for granted that _ 
for a variety of reasons - the movement was to virtually collapse during the 1920s. 

In Italy, by contrast, a wide range of very concrete steps were taken in good time 
to deal with potential difficulties facing return migrants,31 no doubt with effects on 
the temporary nature of the Italian migration and on its subsequent impact on the 
Italian economy. In Germany, contemporaries assessed the return migration in terms 
of nationalist and economic criteria, and the return of migrants was consequently 
in general welcomed. Those returning were seen as a sign of the strength of the 
appeal of Germany, and as a warning to other potential emigrants.32 

When the background factors affecting the readjustment of returning emigrants 
are studied in relation to the individual's home area, one general feature which stands 
out is the strictly condemnatory attitude of the clergy to the emigration, which is 
understandable in terms of individual morality and pastoral care. The attitude of 
public officials was also generally hostile to the emigration while it was at its height. 33 

The educated classes condemned it both on nationalist and economic grounds. 34 

According to TOIVONEN, the emigration was even seen as harmful in those 
associations with members from the rural population.35 BLOMFEL T considers that 
among the rural population in Aland, the emigration was seen by the farmers as 
a threat to the future of the Province, whereas the crofters, cottagers, and tenants 
saw it as beneficial both to themselves and to the Province, since in their opinion 
it enriched the lives of those who had been to America, and in this way benefited 
the entire community.36 

To a large extent, however, their re-adjustment to conditions in the places they 
had come from depended on the returning migrants themselves, and their degree 
of success abroad must largely have determined their degree of satisfaction on 
returning to Finland. This aspect will be studied in greater detail in the following 
section, now that the more general factors discussed above have been set out. They 
represented inescapable conditions in the readjustment of the returning emigrant, 
which he would constantly need to keep in mind. 

30 Siirtolaisuuskomitean mietinto 1924. 21. 25. 
31 CAROLI 1973. 70-72. 
32 HELL 1976, 58. 
33 TOIVONEN 1963. 240. 
34 Cf. LINDBERG 1930. 62. for Sweden. 
35 TOIVONEN 1963. 241-244. 
36 BLOMFELT 1968. 134-135. 
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2 INDIVIDUAL FACTORS FACILITATING OR 
HINDERING READJUSTMENT 

Where homesickness or similar reasons drove so many of the migrants back to 
Finland, their intention in the majority of cases was, clearly, to settle again perma­
nently here. They were, on the other hand, often aware of those factors discussed in 
the foregoing section, which might make life back less pleasant for them. 

One concrete evidence of this is the drawing up of plans for return in large groups, 
with the intention to settle in an area entirely occupied by return migrants. One 
of the central figures in this project was Antero Havela (also p. 199-200) who had 
emigrated from Lohtaja in 1892, and who wrote a longish article on this topic in 1932 
in the newspaper Liinnen Suometar (Western Finn), published in Astoria, Ore. 
In this he referred to the current economic situation in the United States, and con­
cludes with the question, "What is our future in this country?" The solution he 
suggested was a mass movement back to Finland, to establish a lakeside community 
settlement somewhere near the cities of Helsinki, Turku, or Tampere. He believed 
that virtually all emigrants suffered from fairly strong homesickness, and that 
organized return should therefore be pursued. A joint community _ a Finnish­
American village _ would help the returning migrants to adapt into Finnish society 
more successfully,37 

Plans for return settlements were still alive at the time of the Second World War, 
for ENGELBERG was looking for ways of increasing group return in his consider­
ation of how to overcome the difficulties faced by returning migrants.38 The Suomi­
Amerika Toimisto (Finland-America Office) which he ran also attempted in the 
early 1930s, according to Liinnen Suometar, to assist emigrants' reassimilation in 
other ways besides the settlement projects; e.g. it assisted returning migrants in 
buying farms, since it had previously been revealed that ex-emigrants were liable 
to be cheated in such deals.39 

Group return to Finland never in fact took place, although the idea was actively 
canvassed, e.g. in the Minnesota Finnish Historical Society, as reported by its former 
chairman, Alex Kyyhkynen. The reason for the group idea, according to Kyyhky­
nen, was precisely that life would be more comfortable in Finland for those returning 
if they stuck together. The main reason for the abandonment of the plans, Kyyhky­
nen believes, was the failure of the Finnish-American organizations to reach agree­
ment on the form of organization: cooperation would have been essential in such 
a large project, he suggests. It would also have required large funds. The final blow 
to the plan was delivered by the Second World War, and thereafter the idea was 
not taken up again.40 

These examples illustrate that many different problems were recognized in 

37 liinnen Suomelar, 19 July 1932. 

38 ENGELBERG 1944, 381, 384-385, 388-390. 
39 IJinnen Suomelar, 8 Aug. 1933. 

40 Interview with Alex Kyyhkynen, 1973 (author's notes). 
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connection with the return, and that efforts were made to solve these in advance. 
This is further reinforced by the foundation in 1933 in Helsinki of the Amerikan 
Suomalaisten Seura (Society of American Finns) whose aims included 

"to be a point of contact for Finns in America, and to provide assistance to members in diffi­

culties; to provide guidance and support in the achievement of goals of material and intellectual 

progress .. • " 

Membership was open to all Finnish citizens who had been resident for at least two 
years in the United States or Canada.41 No information is available on the Society's 
actual activities or the size of its membership, but this does not appear to have 
developed very far, since the last information on the Society is a minor set of altera­
tions in its official name and statutes, recorded in the Register of Associations in 
1935.42 A similar lack of success met the Suomen Ulkomaankavijain Seura (Finnish 
Overseas Travellers' Association), founded in 1934, which two years later only had 
38 members.43 

In Denmark, a contact association was established by returning migrants as early 
as 1876,44 with the apparent aims of improving conditions for those returning. The 
same feature is suggested by JANSON's accounts of areas in Sweden where return­
ing migrants made an effort to speak English at their meetings, order American 
papers or magazines, etc.45 

The emigrants returning to Finland did however enjoy favourable conditions for 
readjusting to the old surroundings, since in most cases they had only been abroad 
for a few years. The questionnaire suggests that most of the returning migrants 
settled down happily after their return, as the following figures indicate:46 

Satisfied 
Moderately satisfied 

Dissatisfied 

TOTAL 

183 persons ( 61.8 %) 
91 ( 30.7 %) 
22 ( 7.4 %) 

296 persons (100.0%) 

These figures indicate almost all of those returning as having been reasonably 
content after their return home, though it must be borne in mind that in many cases 
several decades had elapsed between the return and the questionnaire. Only about 

one-tenth of those returning, then, have encountered serious difficulties in settling 
down again in Finland. This is confirmed by the data from Munsala, where of the 

41 Entries in the Register of Associations. Ministry of Justice. for the Society of American Finns. 

1933 and 1935; see also Uinnen Suometar. 18 Aug. 1933. 
42 Alteration recorded in the Register of Associations. Ministry of Justice, for the Society of Ameri-

can Finns, 12 Nov. 1935. 
43 ENGELBERG 1936. passim (Suomi Society). 

44 HVIDT 1971, 326. 

4S JANSON 1931. 435. 
46 TYY H! S/I i 700 1-7328 (328 questionnaires). 
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632 emigrants who returned, 50.2 % considered that they had been happy both 
abroad and following their return, 20.4 % had been happier back home, and only 
11.1 % had preferred their time abroad.47 Many of those who were dissatisfied with 
their return, however, will have fairly soon re-emigrated, and are therefore excluded 
from these figures.48 

One of the factors affecting the degree of satisfaction back in Finland would of 
course be the question whether the migrant had succeeded in amassing savings 
abroad, since these would provide a relatively good basis for making a new start 
back home. In the questionnaire addressed to the municipal authorities, over three­
quarters of the councils believed that the financial standing of return migrants was 
at least somewhat better than that of persons of similar status who had been <:;ontin­
uously resident in Finland.49 Similar findings also emerge from the questionnaire 
material collected for the present investigation, according to which around 80 % of 
those returning did so with savings on the basis of which they were able to make 
a new start in Finland. This does however leave a considerable number _ about 
one-fifth _ who according to their own account returned with no savings.50 

The majority of those returning to Finland were, however, relatively well-off, as 
has also been found for the Norwegian return migrants by SEMMINGSEN.51 Simi­
larly, migrants returning to the Halmstad area in Sweden were able to improve their 
social status to some extent as a result of their years abroad.52 The migrants returning 
to Greece are also said to have often brought money with them when they returned, 
but to have lost it in many cases through the frequent collapse of Greek banks.53 The 
considerable significance of the returning Italian migrants has already been com­
mented on in the previous section of this Chapter. 

Overall, therefore, the information available for different countries suggests that 
the majority of migrants were fairly successful financially while abroad, though this 
is not to overlook the rather sizable proportion of those returning with very little to 
their name. The estimates of the 1918 Migration Committee, that most of the return­
ing migrants had been unsuccessful abroad, can thus be dismissed. According to the 
Committee, the most successful were those who were accompanied by their wives, 
"to look after what the man earned."54 One writer's booklet of 1902 shared the same 
aim: to discourage emigration; hence comments such as that migrants could not 
have learned anything "underground in the mines."55 

47 BACK MAN 1945, 34. There are also unknown cases, i.e.16.1 %, and "Ill ", i.e. 2.2 % 
48 Re-emigration was studied quantitatively in Chapter II: 2 above. 
49 Suomen siirtolaisuusolot n.d., 124; TEIJULA 1921, 909. 
50 TYYH / S/I 17001-7328 (328 questionnaires). Altogether there were 291 replies, of whom 233 

persons (80.1 %) reported having had at least moderate savings. 58 persons (19.9 %), on the other hand, 
had no savings at all at return. 

51 SEMMINGSEN 1950, 461-462. 
52 KRONBORG and NILSSON 1975, 230. 
53 SALOUTOS 1956, 53, 104. 
54 Siirtolaisuuskomitean mietinto 1924, 21-22. 
55 TARKKANEN 1902, 25. 



195 

The majority of those returning used their savings from abroad to finance the 
purchase of land, a farm, or a home, as the following illustrates:56 

Farm (outright or partial purchase, or renovation) 

Private house (new or renovation) 

Ordinary life 

Bank savings 
Business (shop, sawmill, mill, etc.) 

Privately owned apartment 

Return journey 

Children'S education 

Car 
Illness 

Drinking 

TOTAL 

228 persons ( 38.8 %) 

187 ( 31.8%) 

71 ( 12.1 %) 

33 ( 5.6%) 

16 ( 2.7 %) 

14 ( 2.4%) 

14 ( 2.4%) 

9 ( 1.5 %) 

6 (1.0 %) 

6 ( 1.0 %) 

3 ( 0.5%) 

587 persons (100.0 %) 

The first point to be made here is that very many of those answering the question­
naire did not answer this question at all, often, no doubt, because they had not had 
any savings worth mentioning, or because they had forgotten. The category "Private 
house" probably also includes quite many farms (the word talo in Finnish is used 
both for a house and a farm) as well as family houses in the narrower sense. It is 
consequently evident that the largest proportion of those who returned with savings 
used them to set up in agriculture, either by buying a farm outright, renovating an 
old farm, or by buying out the co-inheritors of the family farm (the normal practice 
in Finland, by which all the inheritors share in the value of the farm but the estate 
is kept intact). 

The history of Vihtori Makela, who emigrated from Evijarvi in 1923, is very 
typical. He set out for Canada, since entry to the United States was becoming more 
difficult, and went to work in the mines, regularly putting "half my wages in the 
bank". Five years later, mainly for reasons of homesickness, he returned in typical 
fashion to his home area of Evijarvi, where he bought a farm with his Canadian 
savings. All in all, he considered his trip abroad to have been a "first-class" success.57 

TOIVONEN studied the questionnaire replies of 102 southern Ostrobothnian 
migrants, and found that as many as 80 % of them used their American savings on 
the land in one way or another. 58 The information gathered from the municipal 
authorities around Finland also confirms that returning migrants were especially 
interested in buying land of their own. 59 This is natural, since the majority of emi­
grants consisted of young men who either because of the large number of co-

56 TYYH/S/I/5001 - 6268 (1268 questionnaires). Only those replies have been included in this 

investigation which concern persons emigrating in or before 1930. 
57 Interview with Vihtori Makelii, 1978 (Institute for Migration). 

58 TOIVONEN 1963, 189. 

59 Suomen siirtolaisuusolot n.d., 128-132. 
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inheritors in their family, or due to their parents' social status, had no opportunity 
to farm their own land. Those landowners who emigrated, on the other hand, mainly 
did so in order to be able to improve their farm after returning, or in order to pay 

off debts which had accumulated over the years. It is therefore hardly surprising that 
many of the emigrants returning at the end of the last century and the beginning 
of this one were aiming to become independent farmers if their time abroad had 
provided them with the means to do so. 

The desire to own land of one's own is also recognizable in the Finnish-American 
settlement project described above. Swedish and Italian return migrants, too, have 
been found to have largely invested their savings in agriculture.60 Those returning 
to Ireland, on the other hand, did not use their savings to the same extent to buy 
land, reports SCHRIER. They paid off old debts, repaired property which they 
had already acquired before emigrating, etc. Nevertheless, many of them took up 
their previous farms again after returning, or invested their money in a business.61 

Settling on a farm meant a lot in terms of readjustment, for it bound the owner 
as tightly to his native area as the acquisition of a farm in the host country reduced 
the likelihood of an emigrant's returning. This factor was so central in the question 
of readjustment that it was also noticed by the municipal authorities in their replies 
to the 1918 Migration Committee's questionnaire. 62 Emil Nummelin, who returned 
to Finland during the Great Depression in 1932, considered that it was the purchase 
of a farm which decisively led to his not re-emigrating, although it had originally 
been his intention to do SO.63 

The other groups mentioned in the list above suggest that setting up in business, 
buying a flat of one's own, or a car, all indicated success abroad; and these might 
be considered as urban investment equivalent to the purchase of a farm in the 
country. Where the savings were spent on the return journey, the trip abroad must 
be considered in this respect a failure. The remaining groupings in the list do not 
permit firm conclusions to be drawn (though where a migrant reports having spent 
his savings on drinking, it may be presumed that his attitude towards the end-results 
of his trip abroad were not very positive); and after all, these cover only a small 
proportion in the list. 

To a large extent, therefore, returning migrants had succeeded abroad adequately 
to enable them to begin living in Finland again under better conditions than had 
been accessible to them at emigration. In this case, the experience abroad, and the 
new ways learnt there, were relatively easy to adapt to Finnish surroundings. Some, 
however, did encounter difficulties of settling down again, and these can be seen 
from the following information:64 

60 For Sweden. see JANSON 1931. 432; for Italy, see FOERSTER 1924, 451-452. 
61 SCHRIER 1958, 118, 138. 151. 
62 Suomen siirtolaisuusolot n.d., 140-141. 

63 Interview with Emil Nummelin, 1966 (TYYH/S/a/ 127). 
64 TYYH/Sj 1/7001-7328 (328 questionnaires). 



No difficulties 

Difficulties of employment or in finances 

Too quiet and strange immediately after return 

Indecisiveness about re-settling in Finland or re-emigrating 

Decline in standard of living 

Political difficulties 

Inability to speak Finnish properly 

Difficulties in obtaining accommodation 

TOTAL 

197 

170 persons ( 73.0 %) 

22 ( 9.4 %) 

20 ( 8.6 %) 
7 ( 3.0 %) 

5 ( 2.1 %) 

4 ( 1.7 %) 

3 ( 1.3 %) 

2 ( 0.9%) 

233 persons (100.0%) 

Approximately a quarter of the returning migrants felt that they had encountered 
some kind of difficulty in settling down. Many of these were however of the type that 
will have been reasonably easy to overcome soon after return. Even after a few 
years abroad, the return to an emigrant's native area could cause "natural" diffi­
culties, inasmuch as conditions in the countries of immigration differed considerably 
and had already become familiar. Thus almost 10 % of those replying stated that 
life here was quiet and dull in the period immediately after their return, and similar 
experiences are hinted at in the case of those undecided whether to settle down or 
re-emigrate. Sometimes, however, external circumstances might prevent re-emi­
gration; thus one emigrant came back for a visit to Finland in 1914 in order to have 
her baby in familiar surroundings; but the First World War intervened, and she did 
not return to the United States even after the war was over.6S 

The returning migrants' "initial difficulties" were also referred to by the municipal 
authorities in their replies to the Migration Committee's questionnaire.66 ENGEL­
BERG, too, emphasized the difficulties migrants faced immediately after their 
return. 67 Those who had been abroad for a longer time, in particular, must have 
needed time to adjust, even if they had no actual problems. Anna Po lvi, from Loh­
taja, who emigrated to Australia in 1928 and only returned to Finland in 1954, 
commented that68 

"during such a long absence, ways of life and friends had changed a lot, and it was difficult at 

first to make contacts: this was a skill it took me some years to learn." 

In his study of Swedish migrants, LINDBERG came to the conclusion that those 
who were older at return, after a relatively long time abroad, usually encountered 
such great difficulties of readjustment that in the end they decided to re-emigrate. 
The primary reason for this is that the returning migrant feels as isolated in his 
mother country as he had originally done in his host country, for in the meanwhile 
old friends and relations have died. Conditions will also have changed to such 

65 Interview with Ida Kotilainen. 1977 (author's notes). 

66 Suomen siirtolaisuusolot n.d., 140. 

67 ENGELBERG 1944. 385-386. 
68 TYYH / S/I/7292. 
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a degree that it is no longer worth his trying to adapt his conceptions, nor indeed 
is he able to do SO.69 The problems facing those who have been abroad for a long 
time are also referred to by CERASE with the Italians: he suggests that the migrant 
who returns home to retire insists on absolute peace and quiet, so that the slightest 
disturbance causes irritation, yet a person in this situation often believes that he is 
envied by other people, which leads to his almost complete isolatiorl.7° 

Such generalizations should however be regarded with caution. First of all, it 
should be noted that Finnish migrants who had been abroad for several decades 
only comprised a small fraction of the return, and their degree of satisfaction follow­
ing their return was in the main an individual question. Many of those returning to 
retire still had relations and acquaintances with whom they could establish contacts. 
Moreover, the simple fact of their age presented an obstacle to any re-emigration 
overseas, even if not everything corresponded to the expectations which had led 
them to return home. Saimi Michelson, for example, who returned back in 1965 
after 49 years abroad, did not encounter any particular problems of adaptation: 
the only thing was that speaking Finnish felt strange at first. 71 The language diffi­
culties mentioned in the list above were in fact specifically a problem for those who 
had been away for a long time. 

Some of those responding to the questionnaire (9.4 %) had difficulties in obtaining 
a job, or financial problems, which were often a more serious problem: they were 
not a question of time, like the sense of "dullness" immediately after the return. 
These economic problems would lead to dissatisfaction: as was noted earlier (p. 193), 
around 10 % of those permanently returning experienced dissatisfaction and diffi­
culties of readjustment, a figure which corresponds with the list above. 

Others, again, allude to political difficulties following their return, and these, like 
financial difficulties, must have been particularly problematic for the returning 
emigrant to overcome. Matti Kurikka, who had attempted to found successful 
utopian communities first in Australia and then in Canada at the turn of the 
centurY,n came back to Finland to continue his political activities in 1905. During 
his absence abroad, however, he had become so estranged from political circum­
stances in Finland that he was no longer able to achieve the response he needed for 
his ideas. He therefore decided in 1908 that it would be better to return to America, 
and he never revisited Finland again.73 

For five of the persons in this list, a fall in their standard of living was the worst 
difficulty they faced after their return. Conditions in Finland were certainly simpler 
than abroad, for many of the migrants, but these answers appear to indicate real 
dissatisfaction with Finnish conditions in general, at least immediately after the 

69 LINDBERG 1930, 254-255; see also JANSON 1931, 435. 
70 CERASE 1970, 231. 
71 Interview with Saimi Michelson, 1974 (author's notes). 
72 See NIITEMAA 1971, passim. 
73 LINNOILA 1933, 166-167, 172, 316. 
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return. 74 Neither these, however, nor difficulties in obtaining accommodation, have 
been insuperable obstacles to settling down again. 

While financial difficulties presented a real obstacle to resettling, financial success 
was not necessarily a guarantee that the returning emigrant would feel satisfied 
back at home. Finnish-American sources, in particular, refer to the way in which 
returning emigrants were treated with envy by the home popUlation, and often made 
fun of.75 Oskari Tokoi recounts how, immediately after his return in 1900, he met 
someone who asked, "Well, how does it feel to come again to Finland, after having 
run away from it?,'76 Hilda Koskela, who came back to Finland in 1930, refers to the 
jealousy and envy which was directed at emigrants returning from America, while 
on the other hand some people tried to take advantage of them, since they had 
a reputation for being wealthy.77 

ENGELBERG states that there were numerous examples of returning migrants 
being sold completely unsuitable farms at extortionate prices, often leading to 
feelings of betrayal, and re-emigration. ENGELBERG says that it was easy to cheat 
a returning migrant, who was out of touch with local conditions and customs, and 
that this made them question the sense of re-settling in FinlandJ8 The need for means 
of dealing with this kind of problem led to the establishment of a special organi­
zation, as described above (p. 192). 

Jealousy and suspicion directed against returning migrants were by no means 
an exclusively Finnish phenomenon, since a similar situation is also reported from 
Greece, where the return took place on a considerably larger scale. According to 
SALOUTOS, Greek return migrants felt that their public standing depended on 
their financial position at the given time. In towns, in particular, they were subject 
to criticism, while the reception in the countryside was milderJ9 The migrants them­
selves, however, caused some of the criticism they encountered, since FOERSTER 
refers to the town houses Which Italians built to "show off' about having been 
abroad.8o 

Exceptional success abroad could also be a source of difficulties in readjustment, 
since the opportunities overseas would seem better than at home. Antero Havela, 
who emigrated from Lohtaja in 1892, was one of the most successful Lohtaja emi­
grants abroad, and his history appears in a number of Finnish-American publi­
cations.81 Initially he worked in the coal mines in Rock Springs, Wyo., for seven 
years, before becoming a foreman in road construction, which was quite a step up-

74 For Greece, cf. SALOUTOS 1956, 106. 
7S SILFVERSTEN 1931, 371-372; KOLEHMAINEN 1970, 229-233. 
76 Tokoi 1947, 95-96. 
77 Interview with Hilda Koskela, 1978 (author's notes). 
78 ENGELBERG 1944, 384. 
79 SALOUTOS 1956, 62, 106, 109. 
80 FOERSTER 1924, 457. 
81 See, for example, NIKANDER 1927, 60; AALTIO 1953, 22-24; cf. Sudmen siirtolaisuusolot 

n.d., 17, 127. 
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wards. At this point he began to feel homesick, and in 1904 returned, with his family, 
to Lohtaja, having got married during his first year abroad in a typical emigrant 
manner to a fellow-emigrant from the same village. Back in Lohtaja, Havela built 
a house, and actually set up a shop; but he had got used to a higher income in Ame­
rica, and in 1907 re-emigrated there. Even after this, he came back to try his luck 
once more in Finland, but finally moved overseas for good in 1909, where at first 
he worked as an agent selling farming land to Finnish immigrants, and then switched 
to "running forests". He was so successful in business that in 1930 he was able with 
two other Finnish-Americans to establish a bank, and subsequently five more banks. 
Due to his success, he was also able to represent Finnish national aspirations, in 
recognition of which he was awarded the Finnish decoration, Knight of the Order 
of the White Rose, in 1928. He settled in Duluth, Minn., where in 1949 he founded 
a Finnish-language newspaper, Keskilannen Sanomat (Mid-West News), and was 
financially involved in a number of other Finnish-American ventures,82 e.g. playing 
a central role in the idea of a Finnish-American colony in Finland as a means of 
organizing mass return (see p. 192 above). 

No worthwhile information is available on the impact of religious factors on reset­
tlement aft.er return, and due to the dominant position of the Lutheran Church in 
Finland, this question is not crucial. One point worth mentioning concerns the emi­
grants from Polvijarvi, of whom about one in ten was Orthodox; 12.5 % of these 
returned permanently, a figure slightly lower than the overall return rate for Polvi­
jarvi (15.7 % in Table 10, p. 62). The difference is only slight, and it might be due to 
the fact that the majority of the Orthodox emigrants were women; the return rate 
for women in general was lower than for men, and all the Polvijarvi Orthodox who 
came back were in fact men. There were only two cases of temporary return among 
the Orthodox group, one of whom eventually resettled in Finland permanently; 
in the other case the husband re-emigrated to North America, together with his wife 
and three children, and never returned to Finland.83 This evidence, at least, does not 
therefore indicate any distinction in relation to readjustment between Orthodox and 
Lutherans, and this Orthodox group corresponds closely to the Polvijarvi return 
migration in other respects too. There were, it is true, unusually many women among 
the emigrants, but this might be attributable to the smallness of the group. 

The difficulties encountered by migrants returning to Finland were also recorded 
in Finnish-American literature: e.g. Jallu Rissanen's novel Muuttolintuja (Birds 
of Passage), about a returning migrant who starts out by buying his parents' debt­
laden farm. Despite the fact that everything goes approximately according to plan, 
the hero is unable to readapt to conditions back at home, and finally decides to re­
emigrate to America. Through the mouth of this hero, Rissanen attempts to analyze 
why so many returning migrants then emigrated once more, and suggests that the 
main reason is that although the migrants had once been accustomed to conditions 

82 AALTIO 1953, 22-24. 

83 There were 24 Orthodox emigrants from Polvijarvi, including 15 women and 9 men; all three who 

returned permanently were men. 
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in Finland, with the passage of time they had become familiar with those in their 
host country, with the result that they became confused, and were unable to find 
a real home either in Finland or overseas.84 

As the foregoing discussion has indicated, then, the major difficulties of readjust­
ment encountered by returning emigrants occurred immediately following their 
return. This is also confirmed by the fact that more than half of those ultimately 
re-emigrating did so within two years of having returned, while at the most one-fifth 
did so five years or more after their previous return (see p. 71). Once several years 
had passed after returning, the possibility of re-emigrating obviously began to recede, 
and with the passage of time the returning migrants became increasingly tied to their 
mother country by a variety of bonds, and the idea of setting out again began to fade. 
Return from overseas to Finland, and re-emigration from Finland overseas, are thus 
in this respect comparable phenomena: the longer the elapse of time from the 
previous move, the less likely was a further move. 

On the other hand, although these difficulties of readjustment led about ten per 
cent of the Finnish return migrants to re-emigrate (see p. 70), these people were also 
more liable to return again to Finland later. It was demonstrated earlier (p. 73-74) 
that permanent return was relatively more frequent among those migrating more 
than once. This is hardly surprising, since those migrating more than once may have 
largely consisted of people who wished to re-settle in Finland, but who on their first 
return had failed to adjust adequately to Finnish conditions; consequently they were 
willing to attempt permanent return again later. Another reason might be the failure 
to adapt adequately to conditions in the host country, despite having been there 
before. Multiple-migrants have therefore been more "ready" for the idea of return. 
Many of them must have found themselves in a situation where it was difficult to 
decide which country they preferred, leading to their making a number of moves 
in both directions and perhaps ultimately settling in one country or the other for 
quite accidental reasons. 

In general, however, this Chapter has shown that migrants permanently returning 
to Finland did not encounter very serious difficulties of readjustment. This is not to 
overlook the many returning migrants (one-tenth of all the emigrants) who decided 
to return overseas. Anyone who had been abroad for several years was after all 
something of a "personage" in his or her native district, often admired as well as 
envied. Frans HanheJa, who returned to Kittila in 1914, may provide the comment 
on this aspect of the readjustment: "A man who'd come back from America was 
a very desirable godfather."85 This interest in the returning migrants is also confirmed 
by the plays often put on in the emigration regions: e.g. the comedy Amerikasta 
palatessa (Coming Back from America), written by Aapo Selja in 1908, which shows 
the villagers' excitement as they wait for the traveller to return: how much money has 

84 Rissanen 1938. passim. 

85 TYYH/S/ 1/7136. 



202 

he got, what does he look like, etc. The play ends with the migrant fulfilling all the 
positive expectations.86 

The readjustment of a migrant returning to his or her native area was thus the sum 
of many factors, including the effects of the degree of financial success overseas, 
the migrant's impressions of the host country, family connections, social status, and 
the attitudes of both the state authorities and public opinion towards on the one 
hand the emigration and on the other those returning. The returning migrant was 
thus subject to a range of contradictory pressures, so that in the end it depended 
on the individual what attitude he adopted and which factors were the most 
important. Ultimately, it depended on his own value judgments how well he could 
readjust after a long absence. The influences which the migrants brought back with 
them, and the reception these received, constitute a further factor in this respect, 
which will be accorded separate examination in the following Chapter. 

86 S (Selja) 1908, passim. 



IX The Impact of the Returning Migrants 

Although the migrants returning to Finland had usually only been abroad for 
a few years, this must nevertheless have been such an experience that one would 
expect it to have an impact both on the migrants themselves and also on the commu­
nity to which they returned. This impact cannot be measured, for the values involved 
are always to a greater or lesser extent based on subjective views. Similar judgments 
are available as comparative material from some other countries, so that general 
conclusions can be drawn. The reactions of the rest of the population to this impact 
either hindered or assisted the returning migrant's readjustment and settling down. 

On the return migrants questionnaire for the present investigation, the migrants' 
answers on influences brought with them by those returning divided as follows: 
84 considered that the returning migrants had at least some impact, while in 
46 persons' opinion no such impact had occurred. More than half of those replying 
to the questionnaire did not reply to this question. I The questionnaire sent out to the 
municipal authorities by the 1918 Migration Committee also devoted considerable 
attention to this question of the impact of the returning migrants, and most of the 
authorities considered that those returning had not bro,ught with them or put into 
practice any particular innovations. Authorities who provided answers differenti­
ating between various areas of life, however, more often made favourable than un­
favourable replies;2 and although many authorities considered the returning mi­
grants' impact minimal, there were also some which reported this impact in particular 
fields as having been very important. 

This examination must start from the observation that only a minority (about 
20 %) of the emigrants returned permanently to Finland, and in most areas, this 
alone will have made their impact limited. In the regions of high emigration, espec­
ially in Ostrobothnia, however, the situation might be very different. For example, 
there were over 400 migrants who returned (over a long period of time) to Lohtaja, 
which must have had a noticeable affect in a district with a population steadily 
hovering around 3000. Since almost 90 % of the emigrants came from rural areas, 

I TYYH/S/ 1/1001-7328 (328 questionnaires). 
2 Suomen siirtolaisuusolot n.d., 126, 132-134. 
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and the rural return rate was also relatively higher than that to towns, then the com­
ment of one returning migrant who returned in 1928 is generally valid:3 

"In a town society there wasn't much chance for unskilled emigrants to have much effect on the 
life of the town. I'm sure that returning emigrants _ despite their hardworkingness and the bit of 

money they had - were on the receiving end." 

There were, of course, exceptions; and many of the influential returnings migrants 
who will be discussed below did in fact operate in town society. In the following 
discussion of the migrants' impact in different areas of life, however, the main 
attention will be given to rural society, which was where almost the entire Finnish 
overseas return migration occurred, and where it therefore had the greater chances 
of influence. 

The clearest impact of the returning migrants was in the local economy. The 1918 
Migration Committee Report comments in the Appendix that the municipal author­
ities replying to the questionnaire were most agreed on the impact in the economy. 
Many of the authorities' replies pointed out the effect of the migrants' capital in 
boosting and stimulating the economy. Their entrepreneurial spirit, and open­
mindedness, are also mentioned as progressive influences, and they are described 
as thrifty, economical, and hard working. Finally, it was also commented on that 
they had become used to better conditions abroad, and were therefore interested 
in achieving improvements at home. Only in one district was the impact of the 
rett..'1"ning migrants disapproved of, while the positive features set out above occur 
in over fifty authorities' replies,4 thus indicating positive influence on the economy 
of their areas by the returning migrants. 

The financial status of the returning migrants was noted in an earlier Chapter 
(VIII: 2) as having in general been relatively good, a point which will have assisted 
them in settling down again after their return. It was also noted that their savings 
were most frequently used to pursue agriculture, and agriculture was indeed the 
branch of the economy which benefited most from the return migration. SMEDS 
suggests that the development of local agriculture in Malax at the beginning of this 
century would have been impossible without the returning migrants.s Veikko 
ANTTILA comments on recollections that the returning migrants played an 
important role in the mechanization of agriculture in southern and central Ostro­
bothnia, having become familiar with new methods and machi~ery in America.6 

Mink farming (which has subsequently developed into an economically significant 
activity, particularly in Ostrobothnia) was to an important extent imported by the 
migrants. The first minks were imported into Finland in 1928, and in the Swedish-

3 TYYHjSj 1/7149. 

4 Suomen siirtolaisuusolot n.d., 134, 138-139. 
5 SMEDS 1935, 339. 

6 ANTTILA 1974, 104, 186; see also JUNKALA 1977, 71. 
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speaking areas of Ostrobothnia, the first mink farms have probably been established 
by migrants returning from Alaska and Canada.? 

The following, illuminating comment was provided by Kustaa MantyIa, from 
Alaharma, who returned in 1928:8 

"When the emigrants had come back home to Alaharma, and probably in other places as well, 

they enriched the economy, because there had been especially many men from this district who 
emigrated, and when they came back they repaired their buildings and farms in general. Some of 

them bought themselves a farm, and others bought extra land." 

This then was the situation in areas where the emigration had been so great that the 
return was locally significant even in absolute terms. 

This positive impact on the economy has also been commented on elsewhere. 
It was emphasized by WARIS, who tried to estimate the extent to which it was 
possible to make use of these experiences and this capital in raising domestic pro­
duction.9 TUNKELO, on the other hand, who also studied the impact of the mi­

grants in the same period (the 1930s), was rather critical of their significance in in­
creasing efficiency and production. lO One writer refers to improvements in efficiency 
even before the First World War,)) although otherwise he tends to be rather critical 
of the returning migrants. 

Insofar as the municipal authorities' replies to the 1918 Migration Committee can 
be trusted, the migrants did evidently bring about at least some improvement in 
efficiency. About 50 authorities replied to this effect, while only eight claimed that 
efficiency had decreased as a result of the returning migrants.)2 The employees' Fin­
nish Trades Organization stated in a letter to the Migration Committee in 1921 that 
Finnish workers' efficiency at work improved in America as a result of the good 
machinery, tools, and wages. They believed however that workers who returned did 
not achieve better results in Finland than the other workers, due to their unwilling­
ness to cause a fall in the others' earnings even if they themselves were more skilled. 13 

While abroad, the migrants had become used to tough work and a fast working 
rhythm, in order to be able to fulfil the primary aim of their emigration (to make 
money) as efficiently as possible. Even holding on to one's job required that one must 
work hard, because there were always new miners and foresters ready to take one's 
place if the employer was dissatisfied. It is therefore hardly surprising that working 
hard had "got into the blood" of many returning migrants. Toivo Pelttari, from 

Lohtaja, commented that l4 

7 WALLS 1968, 29. 

R TYYH/S/lj7161. 
9 WARlS 1936, 27-28. 

10 TUNKELO 1936, 273-274. 

11 ALANEN 1910, 56. 

12 Suomen siirtolaisuusolot n.d., 138. 

1.1 Letter from the Finnish Trades Organization to the Migration Committee. 15 March 1921 (TYYH/ 

S/a/184). ' 

14 TYYH/Sj 1/7122. Toivo Pelttari returned in 1935. 
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"the pace of work in America was hard. Looking at Finnish workers, you got the feeling they 
were being lazy: in America, at that speed they'd have got the sack." 

The work was, on the other hand, gruelling, especially in the mines: it was noted 
in Chapter VII: 2 that about 10 % of the returning migrants were in bad health at 
return, either through injury or for some other reason. The majority of returning 
migrants, however, were still in the prime of their working lives, having emigrated 
young and remained abroad only for a few years. 

One of the points to which special attention was paid in the Migration Com­
mittee's questionnaire was the question whether returning migrants had acquired 
a skilled trade while abroad. The general comment on this was that it was only in 
rare cases that a migrant had acquired skills in his host country which were of any 
use back in Finland. A few municipal authorities did however mention some isolated 
examples in a variety of fields: e.g. a few migrants had trained as a joiner while 
abroad. Is In most cases, however, the migrants had been employed in kinds of work 
where no special skills were required. The majority had emigrated from an agri­
cultural background, but found themselves mainly working in mining and forestry 
abroad. After their return, on the other hand, they almost always settled down to 
their previous occupation in their native area, and thus had no real need for any 
skills they might have learnt abroad .16 There were however cases where the acquisi­
tion of mining skills was of use. One of the returning migrants suggested that the 
contribution of ex-American miners in the nickel mines in Petsamo, from the 1930s 
on, was important. This "migrants' mine" subsequently also influenced the develop­
ment at Outokumpu mine. 17 Overall, nevertheless, the significance of the returning 
migrants in the economy was to be seen much more clearly in their investments, 
mainly in agriculture, and in their efficiency, than in skills acquired abroad. 

What was the impact of the returning migrants, then, in fields outside that of 
economic life? The following list serves as a starting point; it collates the answers 
of returned migrants to the questionnaire about what benefits other than economic 
ones they themselves considered they had acquired from emigrating: 18 

Broadening one's view of the world, 
new experience, seeing the world, etc. 
Acquiring language skills 
Learning a trade 
Appreciating life in Finland 
Meeting a spouse 
Memories 

TOTAL 

15 Suomen siirtolaisuusolot n.d., 126-127, 137. 

16 a . Suomen siirtolaisuusolot n.d ., 126-127. 
17 TYYH / SfI 17029. 

18 TYYH/S/I/5001-6268 (1268 questionnaires). 

421 persons ( 67.9 %) 

136 ( 21.9 %) 

34 ( 5.5 %) 

14 ( 2.3%) 

10 ( 1.6 %) 

5 ( 0.8 %) 

620 persons (100.0 %) 
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The majority of those returning migrants who answered this question thus referred 
to the broadening of their view of the world. A typical opinion is that expressed by 
Otto Hirvi, from Lohtaja: "Views broadened, practical experience, learned to live."19 
The time spent abroad was "the best high school you could hope for."20 Jeremias 
Tuokkola, who emigrated in 1910 and returned six years later, commented that21 

"I gained self-confidence, and became active, and I've got lots of positive things in my life to 
thank the time I spent there." 

Many migrants referred to having learnt English tolerably well. For many, how­
ever, their English was built on a narrow vocabulary, and they had little use for it 
back in Finland. The migrants' own opinions of their language skills are set out in 
the following list: 22 

Good 
Moderate 
Poor 
None at all 

TOTAL 

26 persons ( 8.7 %) 
150 ( 50.3 %) 
103 ( 34.6 %) 

19 ( 6.4 %) 

298 persons (100.0 %) 

Less than one-tenth of the returned migrants, therefore, considered that they had 
learnt English well, while over 40 % believed their English to be poor or nonexistent. 
No doubt the half of those replying who thought their English "moderate" also in 
fact included many whose skills were rather meagre. This list thus confirms that 
Finnish migrants' English remained limited, even after several years; many did not 
bother to learn English at all, since they could manage adequately in many places 
with Finnish. 

A few migrants stated in the preceding list (p. 206) that the greatest benefit they 
had gained from emigrating was the acquisition of a skilled trade; others considered 
that all that they had gained was "to learn to appreciate Finland."23 Again, for many 
the main achievement abroad had been to find a wife' or husband, not infrequently 
a fellow-emigrant from the same village. A few (mainly older people at return) saw 
their memories of the journey as the most important thing they had gained. 

The majority thus felt that they had gained experience abroad which would be 
worth trying to benefit from back home again. It has been stated that the returning 
migrants brought back with them - at least in their own opinion - more than 
merely savings: e.g. a faster rhythm of work, ideas of feedom and equality, and the 
desire to democratize life in Finnish towns and villages.24 

19 TYYH/Sfli5732 . 
20 TYYH/S/l/5078. 
21 Interview with Jeremias Tuokkola, 1977 (author's notes). 
22 TYYH/Sflf7001-7328 (328 questionnaires). 

23 TYYH/S/I/5316. 
24 KOLEHMAINEN 1970, 227. 
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The 1918 Migration Committee also enquired about the intellectual influence 
of returning migrants in their native areas. Many municipal authorities had noticed 
neither undesirable nor desirable effects; others - e.g. Lohtaja Council - believed 
that immediately after the return many migrants appeared to adhere to ideas and 
activities differing from those of their surroundings, but that with the passage of time 
these disappeared. 25 The interview and questionnaire material gathered for the 
present investigation suggests that the returning migrants were in fact active in local 
social and cultural life, though of course it may be that only those migrants who had 
in general been more active following their return responded to the questionnaire. 
Of the 328 replies to the questionnaire, 128 give a positive answer to the question 
about participation in activities of various types. The replies to a question about 
possible offices held in various associations and organizations shows that 114 persons 
had been members in at least one organization.26 

Those who replied had frequently held important local offices, e.g. on the local 
Council or on various committees. One respondent commented:27 

"You see, the men who'd come back from America usually got elected to various kinds of job in 

local government and politics. Many of them . . . were active in the Agrarian Party. Some supported 

socialist ideas. I suppose it was only the most adventurous and active people who went off and 

emigrated in the first place." 

Another respondent recounts that in one of the School Districts in Vimpeli, of 22 
migrants who returned there from the United States and Canada in the 1920s and 
thereafter as many as 18 held one or more post in local government, the reason being 
that ex-migrants were more ready to express their opinions freely on political and 
economic questions than those who had remained in Finland.28 The questionnaire 
material does however also offer contradictory examples. One migrant, who had 
returned to Kortesjarvi in 1930, commented:29 

"All the former emigrants I know have mostly kept out of social things and politics. They've just 

been quiet, ordinary folk." 

It is however evident that the returning migrants in the areas of high emigration 
did make quite a significant contribution to local life; their years abroad had 
increased their self-confidence. BLOMFELT states that migrants returning to Aland 
participated actively in local associations and public life, which they were well 
qualified for because of their experience. 3D Many municipal authorities also reported 
to the 1918 Migration Committee that returning migrants had frequently been 
elected as local councillors, etc., or had become leading members of local societies 

25 Suomen siirtolaisuusolot n.d., 132-133. 

26 TYYH/Sj 1/7001-7328. 
27 TYYHjS/ 1/7313. 

28 TYYH/S/Ij7311. 

29 TYYH/Sj 1/7113. 

30 BLOMFELT 1968, 153. 
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of various types. Against this, it was considered that the migrants had brought back 
with them "socially subversive ideas" such as socialism and communism, which had 
led to conflicts in society.31 

For example, one migrant who had returned to Lohtaja stated that the returning 
migrants spread leftwing thinking in the countryside. 32 This impression is accurate, 
for the Finnish-Americans have been shown to have brought about an increase in 
rural radicalism in Finland; in the towns, on the other hand, socialist ideas were 
mainly home-grown. In Munsala, Otto Andersson and some other migrants who 
had returned from the United States founded the local Social Democratic Associ­
ation as early as 1911, and in the 1919 elections following the Civil War, he was elected 
to the Finnish parliament (Eduskunta) as a Swedish-speaking Social Democrat.J3 
Between the achievement of Finnish independence in 1917 and 1933, there were at 
least 15 members of the Eduskunta who had been migrants in North America, eight 
of whom belonged to the Left and seven to the Right. Several of the socialists had 
studied at the Finnish-American institution, the Work People's College, in Duluth, 
Minn.34 There were certainly other ex-migrants in the Eduskunta, e.g. in the decade 
preceding independence, but there is no systematic register available for these. 

The radicalizing influence of the returning migrants is thus particularly visible 
in rural Ostrobothnia. This is not difficult to explain, since the Finnish-American 
labour movement was exceptionally active in the first two decades of this century, 
and the return migration included people who had become radicalized abroad and 
who actively attempted to spread their ideas in their native area. Managing actually 
to become a member of the Eduskunta would increase the possibilities of influence 
even more. 

The social ideas and influence of the returning migrants naturally enjoyed a mixed 
reception, depending on the views of those being influenced. The local population's 
own views on political matters determined whether the influences brought with them 
by the migrants were seen positively or negatively. Whereas some municipal Councils 
regarded the arrival of socialist ideas in the country as destructive, others of course 
- such as the Turku paper Sosialisti (Socialist) - regarded the spread of socialist 
thinking in Ostrobothnia by the returning migrants as one of the beneficial results 
of the emigration.35 

There was also particularly wide variation in the replies of the municipal author­
ities to the questions concerning other kinds of "intellectual activity" introduced by 
the migrants, and their general impact on intellectual and moral life. Some Councils 
saw this impact as being extremely positive, while for others it was extremely 
negative. 36 No doubt in many places the migrants brought with them new ideas 

31 Suomen siirtolaisuusolot n.d .. 136- 137 . 
.12 TYYH/SjI /7122. 

)J BACKLUND 1971 , 91. 94- 95. 
J4 LEIWO 1935. passim. 
3S SALONEN 1967, 86. 

36 Suomen siirtolaisuusolot n.d., 134-·136. 
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which stimulated the local associations, and similarly they often no doubt brought 
with them new moral ideas. There is an illuminating comment on this point by Kus­
taa Mantyla from Alaharma, though it may not be valid to generalize from it:37 

"At that time (in the 1920s) moral life in Ganada (sic) was much cruder than in Finland. and the 
kind of language used about morality, too. Emigrants who came back had to be careful not too talk 
too crudely. People used to talk very soberly in those days round Harma." 

WIDEN, on the other hand, believes that the returning migrants had an impact 
on religious life and the Church in Finland. The spread of the Free Churches, in 
particular, and the introduction of legislation ensuring liberty of religion, he attrib­
utes partly to the migration. During the emigration period, however, this led to the 
official Lutheran Church adopting a critical attitude towards the emigration as a 
whole. 38 A concrete example of the religious impact of the returning migrants was 
the foundation in Kristinestad in 1882 of the first Methodist congregation in Finland. 
Gustaf Bernlund, a seaman, had encountered Methodist ideas on his travels, and 
following his return, together with his brother began to practise preaching. He subse­
quently donated a house in Kristinestad, which led to the foundation of a congre­
gation.39 

Innovations in the field of customs did not precipitate the same kind of positive 
or negative reaction from their surroundings as political or religious ones. In the 
Swedish-speaking parts of Ostrobothnia, at least, the returning migrants were noted 
as being pioneers in the use of a wide range of new commodities, e.g. sewing ma­
chines, gramophones, children's perambulators, bicycles, and cars, which they had 
become familiar with abroad. Similar innovations were also observed in house 
construction, clothing, and food. 4o Nor should one overlook the actual information 
which the migrants brought back with them about American society. They were an 
important source of information for others planning to emigrate. This area of 
influence is one emphasized by WESTER in his dissertation: he states that many of 
the temporary migrants visiting Finland acted on the journey back abroad as a kind 
of leader, since they had experience of details to do with the journey and of the host 
country in genera1.41 

It is impossible to define the impact of the returning migrants on society, religion, 
culture, and morality absolutely thoroughly. There is however definite evidence of 
the impact the returning migrants had, though exclusively from the high emigration 
regions. Thus the returning migrants were in many places active in local affairs, 
whereas their significance in other areas of intellectual life, etc., was more limited, 
by comparison for example with the very recognizable impact they had on the 
economy. 

37 TYYHjS/lj7161. 

38 WIDEN 1971, 87-89. 
39 SJ6BLOM 1915, 286. 
40 HULDEN & HAGGMAN 1971, 77-79. 
41 WESTER 1977, 151, 190. 
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In general, the influences and innovations which the returning migrants brought 
with them received a favourable reception, to judge by the interviews, though there 
were other reactions too, as has been seen above. In addition, only 142 of those 328 
replying to the questionnaire answered this question. The replies on the reception 
accorded to innovations divided up as follows: 42 

Favourable 
Curious 
Hostile 

TOTAL 

96 answers ( 67.6 %) 
31 ( 21.8%) 
15 ( 10.6 %) 

142 answers (100.0%) 

Overall, the returning migrants do not appear to have caused much irritation in 
the surrounding community with the innovations they introduced. Moreover, in 
many cases it is remarked that there were too few returning migrants for their impact 
to be identifiable, whereas in the high emigration areas the returning migrants were 
more visible, as having both good and bad influence. One writer, in 1910, 
recognized both good influences (e.g. broadening the view of the world, and 
becoming familiar with voluntary activities) and bad ones (e.g. contempt for Finnish 
conditions, and the women "dressing Up").43 

The significance of a hostile reception by the surrounding community may be 
illustrated by a married couple from Sievi. Having emigrated to Minnesota in the 
early 1920s, they returned to Finland during the international Depression at the 
beginning of the 1930s, and bought a farm in Tenala, which was a Swedish-speaking 
municipality. They themselves were Finnish-speaking, and they began to press for 
a Finnish-language elementary school in the area. They eventually succeeded in this, 
but found themselves, according to the informant, rejected and isolated. Frustrated 
by this, they sold their farm and moved back to the United States.44 This cannot 
be considered as a typical case, however, since the milieu to which the couple return­
ed was at least linguistically different from the original departure area. 

In most cases the reaction to attempts by returning migrants to influence their 
communities were considerably less sharp. The evidence collected here suggests that 
the most favourable reaction was accorded to the economic influences, and capital, 
which the migrants brought back with them, whereas other forms of influence, 
intellectual etc., were more likely to encounter a hostile reception, depending on the 
attitudes of the people involved. 

When the impact of the returning migrants in Finland is compared with the infor­
mation available from other countries, it emerges that in Sweden, too, rural society 
benefited from the migrants' return. JANSON reports that the migration led to the 
development of agricultural methods, and that this also meant the breakdown of 

42 TYYHjS/lj7001 - 7328. 
43 ALANEN 1910, 54- 60. 
44 Interview with Arvo Saura, 1978 (author's notes). 
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rural isolation. She also believes that the high emigration regions in Sweden actually 
became Americanized.45 HELL considers that the German migrants' view of the 
world became broader, thus affecting their thinking; they certainly attempted to 
spread new ideas.46 

In Italy, by far the most important impact of the returning migrants was seen to be 
economic. Between 1900 and 1914 alone, about 1.5 million migrants returned to 
Italy, and the money they brought with them was of real significance in the Italian 
economy. Consequently, the Italian Government supported this form of temporary 
migration, as was discussed above (p. 188). CAROLI suggests that the most impor­
tant change in the returning migrant was his bank account, even if local people might 
also notice other alterations, e.g. in the style of clothes.47 The migrants' impact on 
occupational skills, for example, was small, since in the host country they usually 
took on work where no special skills were required.48 The Italian migrants were also 
seen as bringing less desirable effects: e.g. illness, morally undesirable ways of life, 
etc. CAROLI reports that these disadvantages were not taken very seriously, since 
the capital brought back with them by the migrants compensated for these many 
times over. The opinions about the impact of the migrants outside the economy 
varied widely within the community,49 as was the case in Finland. Migrants returning 
to Italy also attempted to influence their home communities, but according to 
CERASE, the local population's attitude towards the returning migrants was one 
of jealousy at their money and at their trying to put into practice things learnt 
abroad; so that in his opinion, the interest of the migrants in trying to bring about 
change gradually vanished.5o 

Similarly, what is especially emphasized with reference to the returning migrants 
in Greece is the capital they brought with them. But SALOUTOS also states that 
they brought the knowledge of the newest technological achievements, and that these 
were then adopted in Greece. The migrants had learnt a completely new way of life 
in the United States, the components of which included a spirit of optimism, and 
a will to bring about reforms. Overall, SALOUTOS considers that the importance 
of the returning migrants can clearly be seen in all areas; and even though they 
were also subject to criticism, their ideas were taken notice of.51 In contrast to the 
Italians, therefore, this account suggests that the benefits to Greece from her return­
ing migrants went considerably further than their money alone. 

SCHRIER, on the other hand, considers that the major impact of the emigration 
on Ireland was in the large amounts of money which the migrants sent home to their 
families and dependents. He also states that the returning migrants were more 

45 J ANSON 1931, 433, 439. 
46 HELL 1976. 58. 
47 CAROLI 1973, 93, 98-99. 
48 CERASE 1970, 230. 
49 CAROLI 1973, 66-71. 
50 CERASE 1970, 235-237; ef. JANSON 1931. 435, for the Swedes. 
51 SALOUTOS 1956, 117-121. 123-124, 130-131. 
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efficient workers than those who had remained all the time in Ireland. Otherwise 
SCHRIER does not recognize any particular impact by returning migrants, since 
relatively few returned, and group return, for example, did not occur at all. He also 
denies that the returning migrants might have tried to put what they had learnt 
abroad into practice in Ireland, nor did they differ in terms of political activity from 
other Irish people. All in all, "American money" was more important than the 
"returned Yank," argues SCHRIER.52 

When the significance of the return migration is analyzed in different countries, 
therefore, the general finding is that the economic impact was by far most important, 
though what this implied varied from one country to another. The significance of 
returning migrants for the national economy was particularly great in southern 
Europe, where the migration was predominantly temporary; but in the Nordic 
countries and in Ireland, where the return was on a smaller scale, the return migra­
tion did not have the same central significance for the economy, even though it was 
nevertheless considerably more important than other forms of impact by the return­
ing migrants. Within the Nordic countries, agriculture in particular benefited from 
the return migration, but only in the high emigration regions according to the Fin­
nish findings. 

On the basis of the Italian findings, the return migration does not appear to have 
had much significance outside the economy in countries with large-scale return; 
in Greece on the other hand the findings are reversed, and the return is seen as having 
had recognizable impact in many areas. In the countries with low-scale return, the 
evidence presented indicates that outside the economy the impact of the return 
migration was slight; on the other hand, in high emigration areas in Finland intel­
lectual ideas, etc., brought back by the returning migrants did find some acceptance, 
and the same was also true in Sweden. Intellectual and similar influences were 
however much more likely to meet with a hostile reception than money was, and this 
is the most important reason why even in the countries with large-scale return the 
intellectual impact of the returning migrants is less visible than their economic effect. 

In this analysis of the impact of the return migration, there is, finally, one special 
feature of the migration which should be discussed. Many well-known contributors 
to Finnish culture and society had spent relatively long periods of time abroad, 
especially in the United States, during the period of the great emigration. Some of 
these were already established before their departure, while others did not become 
famous until after their years in America. 

ENGELBERG's treatment of visits to the United States by Finnish cultural figures 
in the period before the Second World War, in his book on the contacts between 
Finland and the Finnish-Americans, is rather rich.53 Examples of Finns who spent 
several years in the United States include painter Akseli Gallen-Kallela, who was in 
the States from 1923 to 1926, mainly in Chicago,54 and the composer Selim Palm-

52 SCHRIER 1958. viii-ix. 103-122. 134. 141-142. 153. 
SJ ENGELBERG 1944. 299-316. 

54 ILMONEN III 1926. 92; NIKANDER 1927. 48: ENGELBERG 1944. 300. 
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gren, who spent five years in the United States, from 1921-1926, and was a pro­
fessor of composition for several years at Rochester, N.Y.55 Both of these helped to 
make Finland better known abroad, and also brought important influences with 
them on their return to Finland. Although they cannot be regarded as migrants 
as such, they did in fact spend as many years abroad as most of the returning mi­
grants at that time. 

Probably the most successful of the returning Finnish migrants, in terms of the 
original motive most of the emigrants had for emigrating - to become rich_ , were 
two brothers from Kaarina, Karl Fredrik 10utsen and Anton Fabian 10hnsson. 
In late 1896, and the early part of the following year, the Finnish press had carried 
reports of enormous new discoveries of gold in Alaska and the nearby Klondike area 
in Canada. Anton 10hnsson had already emigrated to America in search of work 
earlier in 1896, whereas Karl 10utsen set out at the end of August 1897. The brothers 
met each other by accident in Seattle, Wash., and set out together to excavate for 
gold on the Klondike in northern Canada, where they remained until 1904, mainly 
working on their own account. In 1904 they recognized that their claim, which had 
produced a lot of gold, was running out, and decided to give up mining; and they 
returned to Finland in 1905. In 1912-1913, 10utsen was prospecting for gold again, 
in the Vladivostok area, but since the venture failed to provide the returns he had 
hoped for, he abandoned it. Immediately after their years on the Klondike they had 
invested their great wealth well, but they continued to live very modestly in Helsinki, 
where Anton Johnsson died in 1942 and Karl Joutsen six years later, both of them 
unmarried. At his death on 1948, the older brother, Karl Joutsen, bequeathed virtu­
ally all his property to the University of Turku, to which he had previously made 
considerable donations. These donations were of great significance for the university, 
a private foundation which was in financial difficulties. The size of the bequest is 
indicated by the fact that it paid for the main University Library to be built.56 The 
success abroad and return to Finland of the 10hnsson brothers, who had literally 
emigrated to "pan for gold", represented a substantial contribution to Finnish 
culture. 

The early leaders in the Finnish labour movement were particularly closely 
connected to the Finnish-Americans. Many of those in the socialist movement had 
taken part in founding and developing Finnish-American socialism: Elis SULKA­
NEN tells of such people in his history of the Finnish-American labour movement. 
In many cases they only remained in the United States for a short time, a few years 
at the most; e.g. Kaapo Murros, A. B. Makela, and Vaino Riippa, who were all 
editors of Finnish-American labour newspapers at the beginning of this century, but 
all of whom had returned to Finland by the time of the First World War. Others who 
visited the United States, either as journalists or on lecture tours, included Taavi 
Tainio, Leo Laukki, Alex Halonen, and Aku Rissanen. Many of these returned 

55 ILMONEN III 1926. 55; NIKANDER 1927. 210; ENGELBERG 1944, 305-306. 
56 RAEVUORI 1975, passim. 
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fairly quickly to Finland, but as SULKANEN points out, new men familiar with 
party activity and with organizational work were constantly coming to fill their 
place.57 

One of the pioneers of the Finnish labour movement, who must be mentioned 
separately, was Yrjo Sirola. He set out for the United States in 1910, in order to see 
the world outside Finland, and also because he had run into ideological and financial 
difficulties in Finland. He had been appointed to a teaching post in the Finnish­
American labour movement college, Work People's College, in Duluth, Minn. There 
he soon adopted syndicalism, which was to affect his later activities. His view of the 
world also broadened, especially in the course of his extensive lecture tours. The 
ideological conflicts among the Finnish-American socialists began to intensify 
around the time when Sirola was in charge at the Work People's College, which 
increasingly was slipping into the control of the syndicalist IWW.58 Sirola's period 
there, at any rate (1910-1913), saw the College flourish. In December 1913, frus­
trated at the ideological conflicts, he and his family returned to Finland, for which 
his wife, in particular, had also felt homesick. Following the Civil War in 1918, he 
went into permanent exile in Soviet Karelia, where he rose to an important position. 
His years in America had considerable significance for the later development of his 
activities; he felt that he had acquired in the United States the stimuli which drove 
him to join the revolutionary socialists. Being familiar with American conditions, 
he was sent by the Comintern to the United States for about a year in 1925, to deal 
with the ideological rifts in the Finnish-American labour movement. Within the 
Finnish labour movement, the Communists in particular have looked up to Sirola, 
who died in Moscow in 1936.59 

Two other well-known influential members of both the Finnish and the Finnish­
American labour movements were Oskari Tokoi and Matti Kurikka, both of whom 
returned to Finland from the emigration, though only temporarily. Tokoi was only 
just over 20 when he emigrated. For ten years, he worked in the American mines, 
before returning to Finland in 1900. During the first two decades of this century, 
he became one of the central figures in Finnish politics: member of the Eduskunta, 
Speaker, and Prime Minister. After a complicated political history, he re-emigrated 
to the United States in 1921. Around the time of the Second World War, he intended 
to return to Finland again, but was prevented from doing so by the War. He was 
involved in a variety of ways in Finnish-American activities in the United States, 
e.g. editing the newspaper Raivaaja (Pioneer) in Fitchburg, Mass. He was also 
involved in the Finnish-American campaign to assist Finland during the Second 
World War.60 It is difficult to say what significance Tokoi's years as an emigrant at 
the end of the last century had for his later career; the Finnish-American labour 

57 SULKANEN 1951, 106.313. 322. 331. 
58 Industrial Workers of the World. 
S9 SALOMAA 1966, 149-153, 157-160. 162-163. 168-169.224, 235, 270-272, 296-297.348. 

60 Tokoi 1947, passim. 
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movement was at that time only just beginning, but Tokoi would have become 
familiar with organized activities among the miners, having worked in the mines 
himself. Moreover he only became a public figure in Finland after having been 
abroad. 

Kurikka, by contrast, was well-known in the Finnish labour movement even 
before he emigrated, at the turn of the century. He was involved in founding idealistic 
utopian settlements both in Australia and Canada, both of which, however, fairly 
soon collapsed. On his return to Finland in 1905, he was sure that his experience 
abroad would enable him to exert a powerful influence on the Finnish labour move­
ment, but he soon discovered that his idealist ideas of society diverged drastically 
from the predominant ideological trends in Finland; during his absence, the Finnish 
labour movement had adopted a Marxist policy of class warfare, and there was no 
place for Kurikka any more. Following the failure of his cooperative settlement 
projects, he returned to America in 1908, and died there in 1915. Kurikka's ways 
of thinking were incompatible with the tense political situation in Finland in the 
decade preceding independence, though his importance has been subsequently 
recognized, argues one researcher.61 Kurikka's fate is a good illustration of the suspic­
ion described earlier with which returning migrants' ideas were regarded. Kurikka 
worked emotionally, and ran into conflicts even within his own party. This was 
a situation he could not adjust to, and the consequence was re-emigration. 

In relation to the return to Finland, Niilo Wallari, the later president of the Fin­
nish Seamen's Union, presents a contrast to Tokoi and Kurikka in that he returned 
to Finland permanently. Being only 16 when he went to sea in 1913, he had naturally 
not yet been involved in trade union activities, and his years abroad were an impor­
tant influence on him as on Tokoi. He became a migrant proper in 1916, having 
deserted in the United States from the ship where he was working. While in the 
United States, he worked in the mines, and was keenly active in the syndicalist trade 
union movement of the IWW. He also studied at the Work People's College in 
Duluth, Minn., during the time when it was in the control of the syndicalists. In 1920, 
he returned to Finland, as described above (p. 182), having been deported from the 
United States for his political activities. Wallari himself admits in his memoirs that 
the years he spent abroad had a decisive influence on his subsequent activities in 
Finland. In 1930, he joined the Suomen Merimies-Unioni (Finnish Seamen's Union), 
and was its President from 1938 until his death.62 The IWW, which as a syndicalist 
movement set out to achieve its aims not through party organization but through 
strong trade unions, evidently exerted a strong influence on Wallari's activities in the 
Seamen's Union, which at that time had a number of points of contact with the 
IWW:63 under Wallari, the Seamen's Union was a strong union, which achieved its 
objectives by powerful independent action, using methods such as strikes in a typi-

61 LINNOILA 1933, passim; see also KALEMAA 1978, 9-13. 
62 WiiJliiri 1967, passim. 

63 Cf. SAVOLAINEN 1978, 52. 



217 

cally syndicalist manner. Wallari was therefore a perfect example of a returning 
migrant who rose to a key position in Finnish society on the basis of his experience 
abroad. He maintained close contacts with the United States for years after his 
return, including working as the special Finnish correspondent of the Finnish­
American syndicalist paper, lndustrialisli, in 1930-193I.64 

An example of a Finnish migrant who returned but who made his greatest achieve­
ments while still abroad was the celebrated runner, Ville Ritola. He set out for 
the United States, in pursuit of a better standard of living, in 1913, and won five gold 
and three silver medals for Finland in the 1924 and 1928 Olympics. He retired to 
Finland in 1971,65 so that his impact on Finnish society occurred not after his return 
but almost half a century before it. 

In the overall picture of the Finnish return migration, the people discussed here 
were all exceptions, but who were too important to be overlooked in this context. 
In practice, however, virtually the entire return migration consisted of people who 
returned to their native area to carry on an "ordinary" life there, and whose impact 
was therefore restricted to a relatively small community. 

Even if it may not be relevant to assent directly to HJEL 1"s view that the ex­
migrants were more progressive than those who had remained at home,66 all the 
evidence presented in this Chapter does nevertheless suggest that the returning 
migrants contributed, or wished to contribute, to life in their home area. The nature 
of this contribution, the areas in which it was applied, and the reactions of the rest 
of the population, all in their turn either assisted or hindered the returning migrant's 
readjustment and settling down. It is moreover self-evident that those years abroad 
will have left their traces in the migrant's vision of the world, with its continuing 
influence at least on the individual even if not always on the entire community. 

One of the migrants returning to Lohtaja in 1932 crystallized the impact of the 
return migration as follows: 67 

"Those American or Canadian emigrants who were working in the forests. or other kinds of 

casual work. had very limited opportunities to participate in social, political, or cultural activities. 

so I don't think they had anything to offer in these fields. They might have new ide::iS to do with 

the economy. though. I don't think there were any big differences in morality." 

This comment is somewhat pointedly stated, but it contains the same information 
as has been derived from the analysis above, with the exception that in high emi­
gration areas in Ostrobothnia the returning migrants succeeded in creating a recog­
nizable impression on society in other fields as well as that of the economy. These 
innovations cannot be measured in exact terms, due to the nature and complexity 
of the problem. 

64 SA VOLAINEN 1978. 139: see also p. 190 above . 

n5 Interview with ViIIe Ritola. 1971 (author's notes) . 

66 HJEL T 1905. 64; cf. FOERSTER 1924. 502-503. for the Italians. 
67 TYYH/S/ 1/7234. 
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In terms of Finnish society as a whole, the low number of returning migrants was 
the major reason why in most areas their impact was not recognizable at all. The 
rural economy in high emigration regions, on the other hand, received a stimulus; 
the returning migrants were also active participators in local affairs. The intellectual 
impact of the migrants in most fields remained insignificant, at least outside the high­
emigration areas, and the same also appears to apply to nationalities where the 
return migration occurred on a much larger scale than in Finland. Those who had 
never been away were not willing to modify their thinking, with the result that the 
ex-migrants had to adjust, and in the course of time abandon many of their ideas. 



X Final Survey: Settlement or Return in Relation 
to the "Old" and "New" Migrations 

This final Chapter presents a model of the central factors which, on the macro­
and micro-levels, influenced the dichotomy between the settlement overseas or 
permanent return to Finland (Figure 6). Simultaneously, the model indicates how 
the theoretical framework by Everett S. LEE (i.e. factors influencing the process 
of mobility: area of origin, receiving area, intervening obstacles, and personal fac­
tors)1 turn out in the case of the Finnish return migration. This model is of course 
simplified, and the categories in it include many special features discussed in the text. 
It also should be remembered that it is not entirely possible to keep even the general 
and personal factors separate; they frequently complement each other. For example, 
the intervening obstacles influencing the return or non-return were both general 
and personal in character;2 therefore the model does not separate these for distinct 
treatment (they are included in the other categories). 

The model covers the major aspect of the return migration phenomenon, i.e. 
factors working for settlement or return. Since the aim of the present investigation 
has been to analyze the overall scope of return migration as well, i.e. factors which 
indirectly relate to the dichotomy though, the findings of the whole study will be col­
lected here. The approach derives from the division - adopted at the beginnings of 
this century - between the "old" and "new" migration, since this creates the precon­
ditions for the dichotomy between settlement or return. Simultaneously, the Finnish 
return migration is placed in a wider international context. Thus the following treat­
ment covers the analysis of Figure 6 plus the features of return migration which are 
not as directly derived from the dichotomy, but which are connected with it and 
an essential part of the phenomenon itself. 

It is logical to start by setting the Finnish migration in the international per­
spective. The division into the "old" and "new" migration originated in the Report 

of the Dillingham Commissions's investigation of immigration into the United 
States, which was published in 1911. The "new" immigrants were mainly classified 
as those originating from eastern and southern Europe, while the "old" immigrants 

I LEE 1966. 49-50; see also p. 18 of the present investigation. 
2 This question has been discussed in Chapter I: 1, p. 18-21. 
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Figure 6. Central Macro- and Micro-level Factors Influencing the Probability of Settlement or Return. 
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were those from central Europe and Scandinavia. The first criterion was the date 
of the beginnings of migration from a particular country. In addition, it was seen as 
characteristic of the "new" immigrants that their migration was temporary in nature; 
they were regarded as temporary labour in the host country, who would subse­
quently return to their country of origin. A further characteristic of the "new" immi­
grants was that they mainly worked in the big cities, not in the countryside like the 



221 

"old" immigrants. It was also noted that virtually all of the "new" immigrants were 
men.3 

Indeed, both the background factors and the actual conditions of migration had 
radically changed by the end of the 19th century, when the Finnish migration began 
to reach its peak. The host country - in the main, the United States - had changed 
into a rapidly expanding industrial society, while at the beginning of the century, 
when mass migration had started from central Europe, it had still been a country 
where the majority of immigrants went into agriculture. Technological development 
had also led to the shortening of the Atlantic crossing, due to the steam ships, which 
in turn created new preconditions for overseas migratory movement in either direc­
tion and for the expansion of this. These new conditions, on the other hand, did not 
affect only the "new" migration countries, but equally those of the "old" migration, 
whose migration continued to be active even during the peak period of the Finnish 
movement. 

The emigration from Finland took on the nature of a mass movement at a later 
date than from many central European and Scandinavian countries; but against this, 
it was already in full swing when the movement overseas from some of the countries 
in southern Europe was still only beginning. The beginnings of the emigration proper 
from Finland, in the 1860s, thus fall somewhere in the middle of the European devel­
opment. 

The analysis of the Finnish return migration and its comparison with the move­
ments from the Scandinavian countries reveals considerable similarities; the Finnish 
return rate among those emigrating between the 1860s and 1930 was about one­
fifth (of the 380000 emigrants, about 75000 returned permanently), which is on 
approximately the same scale as in Sweden and Denmark. The situation was quite 
different in countries such as Italy and Greece, which were typical "new" migration 
countries, where a very large proportion of the migrants returned home, perhaps 
subsequently to commute overseas to work again. The return migration to Britain 
(an "old" migration country) was also very high, so that the division by reference 
to the return rate or to the temporariness of the migration (only 10 % of the Finnish 
emigrants made two or more trips) cannot be sustained in the Finnish case, which 
has been defined as belonging to the "new" migration. 

In the analysis of Figure 6 on the factors influencing return or non-return, we can 
start from the area of origin. Firstly, only just over 10 % of the Finnish emigrants 
originated from towns, and they were even less strongly represented in the return 
migration, since the findings of the present investigation suggest that the urban 
return rate was only around 5-10 % of those emigrating. Also many of these 
emigrants had first moved from the surrounding countryside to the town for 
a time before moving on overseas from there, whereas in many cases these etape 
migrants returned to the countryside direct. The return rate has also been found 
in Sweden to have been lower to towns than to the country as a whole .. 

1 See JONES 1960, 177-180, 323. 
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Secondly, regional variations were strikingly visible in the Finnish return migra­
tion, as was also the case in other countries. The return to areas of high emigration 
in southern Ostrobothnia and northern Satakunta was somewhat higher than 
average, while that to the areas of extremely high emigration in central Ostrobothnia 
was approximately the same as the national level, i.e. around one-fifth of the emi­
grants. It was also around 20 % of those emigrating in the crofting areas of southern 
Finland. In eastern and northern Finland, however, the return rate was distinctly 
lower than for the country as a whole, which is also true of Aland. 

Thirdly, these variations in the return rate are due to considerable differences in 
the socio-economic and demographic structure both of the emigration and of . the 
population in general between different parts of the country; in other words, the 
conditions in the country of origin and also in the area of origin both influenced the 
migrants' decision to settle or to return. Farmers and crofters returned relatively 
more frequently than farmers' or crofters' children, and the latter in turn more fre­
quently than members of the landless population; thus there is a logical correlation 
between the return rate and the probability of making a living in Finland. Com­
parison of the return rate and the population structure in different areas reveals 
a definite relation also. In the towns, return by those belonging to different occu­
pational groups was relatively more even than was the case in the countryside, except 
for temporary return, which in the towns was noticeably dominated by seamen. 
In the countryside, farmers or crofters usually returned permanently, whereas 
farmers' or crofters' children rather often migrated more than once, due to their lack 
of a sure source of livelihood in Finland. 

Fourthly, the age structure of the emigration from different areas was fairly 
consistent: over half of the emigrants were aged 25 or less. In the return, a general 
finding is that the older the migrant was at emigration, the more likely he or she was 
subsequently to return to Finland; correspondingly, the younger the emigrant, the 
more probable was his or her need and ability to adapt himself to the host country. 
The only exceptions to the increasing return rate were those over 50 at emigration, 
whose return rate was low. Their motives were connected to economic factors to 
a lesser degree than of those of the younger groups. The temporary return was some­
what younger than the permanent: a merely temporary visit by those over 40 at emi­
gration was rare. Overall, however, the returning migrants were still in the prime of 
their working lives at return, since about two-thirds of those returning permanently 
were aged 21-40. 

Fifthly, there were relatively more men in the Finnish emigration than in that from 
Sweden. The main reason for this was that the Finnish emigration was more rural 
in origin than the Swedish; the proportion of women was higher from the towns than 
it was from the country. Around two-thirds of the emigrants from Finland as a 
whole were men, while from towns they made up only just over half. Even so, in 
terms of the "old" /"new" migration division, the Finnish migration was not excep­
tionally male-dominated, since men made up a considerably higher proportion 
of the emigrants from some southern European countries than from Finland. The 
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return rate for the men was relatively much higher than that for the women, as has 
also been observed in both Sweden and Italy; consequently the return migration 
was even more male-dominated than the emigration. The motivation of the women 
to return was reduced by factors operating in the receiving areas; these will be ex­
plained below. Married emigrants also often returned after a few years to rejoin their 
families, whereas wives did not usually emigrate without their husbands, while if they 
were emigrating together with their families or to join husbands - which was not 
rare _ who had gone abroad earlier, this also reduced the likelihood of their return 
considerably. Thus 75-85 % of the migrants permanently returning to Finland 
were men. 

Sixthly, about three-quarters of the emigrants were unmarried, but this was not 
the situation among those returning, since the permanent return rate for married 
emigrants was much higher than that for the unmarried, whereas the temporary 
return rate was approximately the same for both marital statuses. In general, nearly 
half of those returning permanently to Finland were married, while the corre­
sponding figure for Sweden appears to be about 30 %; the married emigrants from 
Sweden probably included more actual couples (and families arriving later) than in 
Finland, since family emigration had an effect of binding the people to the adopted 
country. The return rate of widowed emigrants was lowest, however, which was due 
to their motives at emigration, similarly to those of the oldest age group. 

The middle section of Figure 6 refers to the factors affecting return or non-return 
in the receiving country. The first point to make is that _ in relative numbers _ 
the later the person emigrated, the more probable was his return. Although the 
Finnish emigration began later than that from the Scandinavian countries, the peaks 
in the return migration occurred in approximately the same periods, if the following 
three phases, detectable in both the emigration and the return, are kept in mind: 
(a) the period before 1893, (b) 1893-1914, and (c) the period from the First World 
War up to 1930 (with the relevant return period continuing up to the present day). 
Return migration only achieved real significance in the second of these phases, and 
also then passed through its peak in absolute numbers, in all the Nordic countries. 
These trends can be explained to a large extent by means of the very general factors 
described at the beginning of this Chapter, i.e. the rapid industrial expansion in the 
United States and the technological development of transport and communications, 
which changed the nature of the manpower needed in the main country of destina­
tion, and which eased the crossing of oceans respectively. It also should be noted 
that the immigration quotas of the 1920s deterred immigration, but not return 
migration. 

Almost all of the Finnish emigrants before 1930 went to North America, although 
there was also some significant overseas emigration to Australia in the 1920s follow­
ing the introduction of immigration restrictions in the United States. The migration 
to Australia was exceptional, in that the return rate was extremely high: of about 
2000 emigrants roughly 50 % returned permanently. Even higher return rates, how­
ever, occurred among the Finnish emigrants to South America and South Africa, 
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where well over half of about 1000 emigrants in each case soon came back, even 
though a low return rate would have been "natural", because of the long distance. 
The main reason for this was that these continents were second-choice areas of 
destination; nor did there emerge supportive Finnish communities to the same extent 
as in many parts of North America, where the Finnish immigrants were quite numer­
ous. The Australian, South American and South African immigrants also took up 
work which was not binding in nature. These continents of "small immigration" 
were thus unable to attract or retain immigrants to anything like the same extent 
as North America, as is illustrated both by the emigration (4000 persons) and by the 
return (2000-3000 persons). They thus represent a mere drop in the stream of the 
Finnish overseas migration. 

Moving on to the third unit of the middle section in the model, it is true that Fin­
nish immigrants in North America were also often working in occupations non­
binding in nature. The first job obtained by the men was typically in mining, forestry, 
or in a factory, while women mainly worked in service occupations. The motivation 
of the women to return was reduced by this work, which provided more favourable 
conditions for learning the new customs and language than did the men's occu­
pations. The men's employment was relatively more sensitive to economic fluctu­
ations in the host country. These are contributory factors in the lower return rate for 
women than for men. However, the Finnish return was nothing like as dependent 
on economic cycles as that of the countries in southern Europe; unlike the typical 
"new" migrants, Finnish immigrants did not usually work in large gangs in the cities, 
as the Italians and Greeks did. 

Apart from mining and forest labour, the occupation most followed by the Finns 
was in agriculture, the "right" form of livelihood for the "old" migrants, according to 
the Dillingham Commission. With the passage of time, many men began to establish 
farms, which had the effect of binding the immigrant to his adopted country. The 
general tendency of Finnish immigrants to settle in the countryside or small towns 
and their eagerness to set up farms of their own must have been a particularly strong 
factor reducing the probability of their return. 

The Finnish immigrants in the United States spread to the northern States of the 
country, from the Atlantic seaboard to the Pacific coast, and in Canada mainly 
to Ontario and British Columbia. The return rate appears to have been relatively 
highest in the eastern States and Provinces, and to have weakened as one moved 
west to the Pacific coast. A reason for this was a form of etape migration: when an 
immigrant began to search for a new place to live further west, this usually meant 
the gradual abandonment of the idea of returning. A further factor was the availa­
bility of different kinds of work in the various parts of the host country. The eastern 
regions of North America were far more important places of immigrant residence 
immediately on arrival than a few years later, by which time many had begun to 
move to the Mid-West and the West. The distance factor was nevertheless not 
decisive on its own, as can be seen in the relatively high return rate from Australia, 
South America and South Africa. Internal mobility within North America, on the 
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other hand, did have a significant effect on the ties of the immigrant to his adopted 
country. It represents a more significant geographical factor in the return than does 
the distribution of migrants between the United States and Canada, which cannot 
be shown to have led to any clear difference in the return rate as such. Thus the hori­
zontal (east-west) factor was more important than the vertical (USA-Canada) factor 
determining the probability of return. However, the transfer of the main focus of 
immigration to Canada did not occur until the I 920s, and the overall return rate 
for those emigrating after the First World War has been higher than for those emi­
grating earlier. To conclude the general factors influencing in the receiving areas, 
of the 3] 5000 Finnish emigrants to the United States before 1930 roughly 60000 
returned permanently; the figures for Canada are 13000-14000 out of about 60000. 

The final section in Figure 6 influencing the decision of migrants to return or not 
were complex personal motives, which take on gr{'ater significance in the return 
since this did not have the same mass features as the emigration. The predominant 
motive for emigration, both in Finland and in many other countries, was the search 
for better earnings and a subsequent return home; consequently, if migrants were 
going to decide to return, they would do so rather soon after arrival overseas. Thus 
over half of the Finnish migrants who returned did so within five years of emigration, 
and similar phenomena are identifiable in the migration patterns of many countries 
both of the "old" and the "new" migration. Against this - as the model indicates - , 
the overall situation in the country of origin was one factor diminishing the prob­
ability of return: i.e. economic conditions at emigration, and the critical attitudes 
towards migration. A positive change in the latter respect happened only in the 
1 920s, when the emigration came to be seen as a fait accompli; this was a contrib­
uting factor - at least to some extent - to the higher return rate for those who 
emigrated in the 1 920s. 

The achievement of their objectives was however not the only motive for migrants 
to return, since adversities might also send them back home. Correspondingly, there 
were some who were unable to afford the journey home even if they wanted to, 
and also some who succeeded so well in the new country that they decided to stay 
there. The most frequent individual cause of return, however, was homesickness, 
arising from a failure to adapt to the host country, and this was at its strongest soon 
after arrival. Since the return was due to highly personal motives, such as longing 
for the old country, it occurred at the most attractive time of the year in Finland, 
i.e. spring and early summer. The longer the lapse of time from the migrant's arrival 
in the host country, the less likely became his return to his country of origin. With 
the passage of the years came increasing familiarity with life in the new surroundings, 
with the result that (in comparison with the motives at the time of emigration) return 
was rare. 

Return did not necessarily mean that the migrants would be happy back in Fin­
land either, however. During their years of absence, changes had taken place in their 
old home area, as also in the migrants themselves, sometimes creating an insuperable 
tension. About 10 % of all the Finnish migrants made two or more journeys overseas 
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in the period up to 1930; but relatively more of those who made at least two trips 
returned permanently to Finlancl than of those who had emigrated only once. An 
emigrant who revisited his home country and attempted to readjust without succeed­
ing and therefore decided to re-emigrate was, nevertheless, more drawn to his or her 
home area than those emigrants who only made a single journey. Similarly, those 
who had already moved at least once inside Finland before emigrating overseas were 
more likely to return than those who had lived all their lives in one place before 
emigrating. The former group were more used to moving, so that the return was 
also "easier" for them. The differences in the return rate between these groups are 
small, however, even though it is justified to present this factor as the final unit in 
the model. 

In general, however, returning migrants stood a relatively good chance of read­
justing to life back home, primarily due to the fact that in most cases they had only 
been abroad a few years. They also tended to be fairly well-off when they returned; 
and since they often invested their savings either in farming or some other form of 
real estate, this too was likely to strengthen their ties to the area they had settled in 
and to lead to the abandonment of any ideas of re-emigration overseas. 

The returning migrants brought new influences back with them, which they often 
tried to put into practice in Finland. The reactions of the rest of the population to 
these ideas either hindered or assisted their readjustment and settling down. The 
numbers returning to Finland were however so low that this impact is not as clearly 
identifiable as for instance in southern Europe, where the economic significance 
of the return migration, in particular, was very considerable. In Finland, too, the 
most easily recognizable impact of the returning migrants was in the economy, and 
in rural areas in the regions of high emigration this could even be quite striking. 
The returning migrants also, however, wished to use the "mental capital" they had 
acquired abroad, and their success in this depended on the attitude in their home 
area to the various kinds of new ideas they held. Intellectual, political, and moral 
ideas were more likely to encounter an emotional reception than economic influence, 
depending on the attitudes and value judgments of the people involved. In general 
the returning migrants did not cause much irritation in the surrounding community, 
however; there were simply too few of them for their impact to be recognizable. But 
in some places (high emigration regions), they could play an important role also in 
these fields, though only in very restricted communities. 

To conclude, in terms of the return migration in a wider context, the final balance 
of the Finnish overseas migration was definitely negative, for Finland only regained 
75000 of the 380000 persons who had emigrated overseas prior to 1930 in search 
of a better life. The final balance in a "new" migration country such as Italy was quite 
different, where the economy visibly prospered from the busy movement back and 
forth between Italy and the United States and from the capital brought back with 
them by those returning. The analysis also demonstrates that the Finnish migrants 
cannot unambiguously be classified under the "new" migration; rather, in its main 
features the Finnish migration showed extensive similarities with that from the other 
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Nordic countries, and differed radically from the overseas migration movement in 
southern European countries, which was essentially a temporary phenomenon, 
a form of intercontinental commuting to work. The application of the terms "old" 
and "new" migration as such in this context is thus rendered rather questionable by 
the present investigation, since on many of the component features, the analysis 
of the "counter-current", i.e. the return migration in relation to the emigration, shows 
the division to be contradictory. 

The alternatives confronting the migrant, to settle in the new country or to return 
to the old one, depended on extremely complex interactions of factors, which this 

investigation has attempted to illuminate in terms of central concerns. Unquestion­
ably, the low number of those returning is a crucial factor in the history of the 
Finnish overseas migration, even if it does not on its own permit conclusions to be 
drawn on the significance of the migration for Finnish society from the 1860s to the 
present day. The return migration itself, however, which has previously been virtually 
ignored in the research, constitutes an important subcomponent in the migration 
movement between Europe and the overseas countries. The present investigation 
thus forms a piece of basic research, opening up the field by concentrating on one 
ethnic group, but at the same time taking into account others for comparison where 
possible and relevant. It is hoped that it will thus establish the framework for future 
studies within a European perspective. 
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APPENDIX I. Annual Fluctuations in the Finnish and Swedish Emigration and Return Migration. 1862 /969.1 

Year Economic EMIGRATING RETURNING 
Situation in: 

Loh- Eli- Jo- Lep- Pol- Kris- Fin- Swe- Loh- Eli- Jo- Lep- Pol- Kris- Kar-6 Aland7 Fin- Swe-
USA2 Finland3 taja maki kioi- pa- vi- tine- land4 denS taja maki kioi- pa- vi- tine- via lands dens 

nen virta jarvi stad nen virta jarvi stad & Regis- Pas-

Par- trars' senger 
kano Records Lists 

1862 I 

1863 2 
1865 peak 

1867 trough 4 
1868 I 2 
1869 peak 

1870 trough 45 
1871 4 115 
1872 30 598 
1873 peak 55 980 
1874 101 2 
1875 2 2 93 3689 7 952 
1876 I 128 3786 842 
1877 9 145 2997 2 737 
1878 3 137 4400 510 
1879 trough trough 34 506 12866 392 
1880 peak 77 10 1881 36398 410 



Year Economic EMIGRATING RETURNING 
Situation in: 

Loh- Eli- Jo- Lep- Pol- Kris- Fin- Swe- Loh- Eli- Jo- Lep- Pol- Kris- Kar-6 Aland7 Fin- Swe-
USA2 Finland3 taja maki kioi- pa- vi- tine- land4 denS taja maki kioi- pa- vi- tine- via lands dens 

nen virta jarvi stad nen virta jarvi stad & Regis- Pas-
Par- trars' senger 
kano Records Lists 

1881 86 16 2914 40762 574 
1882 peak trough 137 2 7 3734 44585 830 
1883 peak 56 10 2735 25911 1377 
1884 30 12 1775 17895 4 1961 
1885 trough trough 26 5 1077 18466 6 2430 
1886 68 7 3324 28271 5 4 1908 
1887 peak 97 17 7857 46556 5 I 1818 
1888 trough 29 33 4862 45864 7 2270 
1889 49 I 28 5204 29067 9 2800 
1890 peak peak 61 2 27 4733 30128 11 3235 
1891 trough 40 17 3647 38318 8 3632 
1892 52 28 4292 41275 6 557 3827 
1893 peak trough 82 4 33 9117 37504 5 3 '1286 4938 
1894 trough 20 2 11 1380 9678 7 2 5 14 630 2074 7455 
1895 peak 42 28 4020 15104 10 2 15 646 1757 5464 
1896 59 31 5185 15175 9 894 1880 4504 
1897 trough 14 2 I 8 1916 10314 5 7 16 693 1825 4956 
1898 peak 31 I I 19 3467 8683 10 2 3 20 572 2689 4727 
1899 peak 96 3 2 5 28 12075 12028 6 21 312 1619 4469 

N 
N 
'\Cl 



Year 

1900 
1901 
1902 
1903 
1904 
1905 
1906 
1907 
1908 
1909 
1910 
1911 
1912 
1913 
1914 
1915 
1916 
1917 
1918 
1919 

1920 

Economic 
Situation in: 

EMIGRATING 

USN 

trough 

peak 

trough 

peak 
trough 

peak 

trough 

peak 
trough 

peak 
trough 

peak 

Loh- Eli- Jo- up- Pol- Kris­
Finland3 taja maki kioi- pa- vi- tine­

nen virta jarvi stad 

trough 

peak 

trough 

peak 

peak 

57 I 
84 10 
74 26 2 
67 18 7 
38 IO 

96 36 4 
84 44 9 
47 35 8 
16 6 
82 31 17 
31 18 26 
25 16 3 
38 34 7 
43 29 26 
7 9 3 

28 1 8 
27 3 2 
15 
1 2 

19 7 11 

7 4 35 
6 3 40 

19 15 82 
17 7 43 
IO 2 19 
17 13 43 
22 29 33 
9 25 48 
7 2 21 

35 I1 70 
30 18 41 
15 4 30 
17 IO 42 
33 23 33 
13 9 17 
10 5 9 
4 4 10 

4 

5 
2 

16 5 12 

Fin­
land4 

10397 
12561 
23152 
16964 
10952 
17427 
17517 
16296 
5812 

19144 
19007 
9372 

10724 
20057 

6474 
4041 
5325 
2773 
1900 
1085 
5595 

Swe­
den5 

16434 
20464 
33477 
35975 
18968 
20862 
21692 
19818 
9246 

18894 
24647 
16770 
14689 
17224 
10006 
4672 
7488 
2571 
1498 
4008 
7093 

RETURNING 

Loh- Elt Jo- Lep- Pol- Kris- Kar-6 Aland7 

taja maki kioi- pa- vi- tine- via 

14 
8 

14 
11 
15 
7 
9 

23 
17 
7 

8 
8 

10 
9 
7 

10 
4 

5 

3 
7 

I 
3 
9 

6 

8 

7 
2 

2 

nen virta jarvi stad & 

6 

1 
5 
4 

4 

1 

2 

2 
3 

2 

2 

3 
2 
4 
7 
2 

Par-
kano 

9 
7 

2 11 
3 46 
3 62 
2 12 
1 38 
3 42 

12 
3 11 
3 5 

38 
33 

3 37 
26 

4 

8 

4 

8 8 

70 
45 
41 
54 
51 

50 
148 
129 
43 
43 
54 
4 

35 
12 
4 

2 

7 
13 
40 

Fin­
lands 

Regis- Pas-
trars' senger 
Records Lists 

1043 2579 
1148 3176 
901 2857 

1740 5268 
1764 5406 
1259 3930 
1602 6790 
3783 10809 
3183 12440 
1601 4880 
1641 5348 
2423 7688 
2159 6892 
2068 6533 
1840 4457 
478 
221 
673 
140 
731 

1553 

Swe­
dens 

4149 
3719 
3387 
3612 
4573 
4165 
4614 
4778 
6421 
4988 
4735 
4558 
5181 
4917 
4864 
3223 
3159 
2478 
1630 
3573 
5601 

N 
\.).> 

o 



Year Economic EMIGRATING RETURNING 
Situation in: 

Loh- Eli- Jo- Lep- Po 1- Kris- Fin- Swe- Loh- Eli- Jo- Lep- Pol- Kris- Kar-6 Aland7 Fin- Swe-
USA2 Finland3 taja maki kioi- pa- vi- tine- land4 den5 taja maki kioi- pa- vi- tine- via land8 den5 

nen virta jarvi stad nen virta jarvi stad & Regis- Pas-
Par- trars' senger 
kano Records Lists 

1921 trough trough 16 4 3 4 6 3557 5881 5 2 4 3 8 1322 3026 4605 
1922 9 5 3 5 6 11 5715 8985 2 6 588 1413 3237 
1923 peak peak 69 38 9 10 8 20 13835 26559 2 2 379 1227 2433 
1924 trough 43 6 21 4 9 21 5108 8401 2 6 604 2283 2539 
1925 trough 22 2 2 3 2075 9612 7 3 728 2868 2260 
1926 peak 16 2 6 9 9 13 5638 9 I 713 
1927 trough peak 12 6 4 13 11 14 5696 3 2 842 
1928 30 3 3 4 7 10 4742 11 1 917 
1929 peak 19 6 7 8 9 12 6119 12 2 882 
1930 24 2 5 2 5 3657 4 2 943 
1931 trough 3 6 3 1183 3689 
1932 5 1351 4580 
1933 trough 2 2 892 2140 
1934 peak 2 526 1656 
1935 trough 3 404 1388 
1936 2 420 1537 
1937 peak 4 3 415 1921 
1938 trough peak 16 2 389 
1939 185 

1945 peak and 
trough 

N 
\.>.J 



N 
\j.) 
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Year Economic EMIGRATING RETURNING 
Situation in: 

Loh- Eli- Jo- Lep- Po 1- Kris- Fin- Swe- Loh- Eli- Jo- LeP- Pol- Kris- Kar-6 A1and7 Fin- Swe-
USA2 Finland3 taja maki kioi- pa- vi- tine- land4 dens taja maki kioi- pa- vi- tine- via land8 dens 

nen virta jarvi stad nen virta jarvi stad & Regis- Pas-
Par- trars' senger 
kano Records Lists 

1946 
1947 

1948 peak 

1949 trough 
1950 
1951 
1952 

1953 peak 

1954 trough 4 

1960 

1962 

1966 
1967 

1969 

TOTAL 2436 4 18 195 361 263 1139 380760 965654 430 62 38 25 32 80 447 93 1 49381 130468 170417 



I There is a visual representation of this Appendix in Figure 3, p. 91. For the sample areas of the present investigation, emigrants include all the acts of emi­

gration, and return migrants consist of those returning permanently. Also, the return of all persons emigrating up to 1930 has been investigated to the present. 

The unidentified cases are excluded from the totals. Temporary returns are not included because of the numerousness of the unidentified cases; i.e. the exact date 
of temporary return is not known. The total number for Finnish emigration in this Appendix (about 380000) is suggested to be very close to the true number of 
emigrants. even though the figures include persons who emigrated more than once. As was discussed in Chapter I: 3 and I: 4, the figures of the official Emigration 

Statistics are somewhat too low. In fact, the true number of emigrants and the figures of the official Statistics match closely together in the sample areas, even 
though the statistical basis is different (see more especially p. 52). Therefore, the figure 380000 can be taken as the basis for calculations of the total permanent 

return rate for all Finland in Chapter II: I (p. 66- 67). 
2 ACHlNSTEIN 1961, 165. 
3 LENTO 19J1, 122. 
4 In 1870-1892, see KERO 1974, 26, 28; in 1893-1930, see SVT XXVIII: 17, 2, and SVT XXVIII: 21 , 13. 
5 LlNDBERG 1930, 246. 

6 KERO 1972. 15. 
7 BLOMFELT 1968. 150. 
8 STY 1906, Table 46; STY 1916, Table 65; STY 1921, Table 63; STY 1924, Table 52; STY 1926, Table 53; STY 1928, Table 54; STY 1931-1932, Table 55; STY 

1934. Table 55; STY 1937, Table 56; STY 1940. Table 66. In 1915-1918 the shipping companies had no passenger service (STV 1923, 75 footnote 1), and the data 
are missing also for 1919-1920. The data on the passenger lists in the Finnish Statistical Yearbook include the years 1894-1925. The figures for 1892-1893 and 
1931-1937 are derived from the archives of the Finnish Steamship Company (also on microfilm at the Department of History, University of Turku, reference: 
TYYH/S j mj71 17). There is a slight confusion in the Registrars' records for 1930 (cf. STY 1931, Table 55 and STY 1932, Table 55). 
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APPENDIX 2. Distribution by Different Periods of Emigration and Return Migration in the Sample 

Areas. I 

Sample 
Area 

Lohtaja 
Elimaki 
Jokioinen 
Leppavirta 
Polvijarvi 
Kristinestad 

Lohtaja 
Elimaki 
Jokioinen 
Leppavirta 
Polvijarvi 
Kristinestad 

Lohtaja 
Elimaki 
Jokioinen 
Leppavirta 
Polvijarvi 
Kristinestad 

Emigrating 

955 (39.1 %) 
2 ( 0.5%) 

6 ( 1.6%) 

239 (20.6%) 

350 (14.3 %) 
91 (20.8%) 
84 (42.2 %) 
90 (24.3 %) 
81 (30.8%) 

161 (13.9%) 

1862-1892 1893-1914 
Returning Returning Emigrating Returning 

Permanently Temporarily Permanently 

75 (17.4%) 88 (30.1 %) 1136 ( 46.5%) 219 ( 50.9%) 
I ( 2.0%) 345 ( 78.8 %) 39 ( 62.9 %) 

115 ( 57.8%) 11 ( 28.9%) 
I ( 2.9%) 274 ( 74.1 %) 16 ( 64.0%) 

182 ( 69.2 %) 26 ( 81.3 %) 
8 (10.0%) 9 ( 9.6%) 760 ( 65.5 %) 37 ( 46.3%) 

1915- TOTAL 

136 (31.6%) 36 (12.3%) 2441 (100.0%) 430 (100.0%) 
23 (37 .1 %) 14 (28.6%) 438 (100.0%) 62 (100.0%) 
27 (71.1 %) 4 (33.3%) 199 (100.0%) 38 (100.0%) 
9 (36.0%) 4 (11.8%) 370 (100.0%) 25 (100.0%) 
6 (18.8%) 3 (15.8%) 263 (100.0 %) 32 (100.0%) 

35 (43.8%) 14 (14.9%) 1160 (100.0%) 80 (100.0%) 

Date Unknown 

25 
6 12 

2 
I1 4 

6 2 
23 19 

Returning 
Temporarily 

168 ( 57.5%) 
34 ( 69.4%) 
8 ( 66.7 %) 

29 ( 85.3 %) 

16 ( 84.2%) 
71 ( 75 ~ 5%) 

292 (100.0%) 
49 (100.0%) 
12 (100.0%) 
34 (100.0%) 
19 (100.0%) 
94 (100.0%) 

I There is a visual representation of the information in this Appendix in Figure 2, p. 86. The figures 

for emigration include all acts of emigration up to 1930. The figures for the return include also emigrants 
from the sample areas who returned elsewhere, and emigrants from elsewhere who returned to the 

sample areas . 
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APPENDIX 3. Month", Fluctuations in the Finnish Return Migration. 1892-1937. 1 

Month 1892-1902 1904-1914 1921-1922 1931-1937 

January 782 ( 3.5%) 2588 ( 5.7%) 100 ( 2.3%) 385 ( 2.3%) 
February 709 ( 3.2%) 3019 ( 6.6%) 209 ( 4.7%) 477 ( 2.8%) 
March 1194 ( 5.4%) 2965 ( 6.5%) 397 ( 8.9%) 521 ( 3.1 %) 
April 1487 ( 6.7%) 3546 ( 7.8%) 150 ( 3.4%) 1012 ( 6.0%) 
May 2270 ( 10.2%) 5810 ( 12.8%) 896 ( 20.2%) 4596 ( 27.2 %) 
June 2239 ( 10.0%) 8151 ( 17.9%) 1049 ( 23.6%) 3000 ( 17.7%) 
July 2084 ( 9.3%) 4819 ( 10.6%) 496 ( 11.2%) 2151 ( 12.7%) 
August 2398 ( 10.8%) 3436 ( 7.6%) 500 ( 11.3%) 1038 ( 6.1 %) 
September 2702 ( 12.1 %) 2989 ( 6.6%) 180 ( 4.1 %) 861 ( 5.1 %) 
October 2310 ( 10.4%) 2761 ( 6.1 %) 189 ( 4.3%) 1041 ( 6.2%) 
November 2353 ( 10.6%) 2266 ( 5.0%) 137 ( 3.1 %) 744 ( 4.4%) 
December 1771 ( 7.9%) 3062 ( 6.7%) 136 ( 3.1 %) 1085 ( 6.4%) 

TOTAL 22299 (100.0%) 45412 (100.0%) 4439 (100.0%) 16911 (100.0%) 

I There is a visual representation of this Appendix in Figure 4, p. 96. These figures are based on 
information from the Finnish Steamship Company (also available on microfilm at the Department 

of History, University of Turku, reference: TYYHjSjmj7j 17), and they thus cover the entire return 

migration. Data are missing for 1903, 1906-1907, 1910-191 I, 1915-1920, and 1923-1930. and also 
for August-December 1914 and January-April 1931. Monthly return data have also been published for 
1913-1914 and 1921-1922 in: STY 1914-1915, Table 62; STY 1922, Table 55; STY 1923. Table 54. 

The number of migrants reported as returning in the shipping line information for 1908 is 12440 (see Ap­
pendix I); this figure is based on published data; the actual archive material gives the figure of 13314. 
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APPENDIX 4. Numbers of Men and Women Returning Annually to Lohtaja, to A/and, and to All 
Finland.! 

Year 

1871 

1872 

1873 
1874 
1875 

1876 
1877 

1878 

1879 

1880 
1881 

1882 

1883 

1884 

1885 

1886 
1887 

1888 
1889 

1890 
1891 

1892 
1893 

1894 

1895 
1896 

1897 
1898 

1899 

Lohtaja 
Men Women 

7 

2 

4 

5 

5 
4 

7 

8 I 
8 3 
5 3 
6 
5 
7 

8 2 

5 4 

2 3 
7 3 
4 2 

Aland Finland 
Men Women Men Women 

11 3 550 80 
10 5 561 85 

744 150 
13 3 579 114 
19 464 108 
17 4 248 43 

I The numbers of those returning are illustrated in Figure 5 (p. 131). The data for Lohtaja only 

include those returning permanently. The data for Aland are derived from the District Court Registrars' 
records (BLOMFELT 1968, 150), as are those for Finland as a whole (STY 1897, Table 110; STY 1898, 
Table 121; STY 1899-1900, Table 116; STY 1901, Table 119; STY 1902, Tables 119 and 120; STY 

1903-1904, 1906-1908, Table 45 A; STY 1905, Table 46 A; STY )909 & 1911, Table 47 A; STY 1910 

& 1912, Table 50 A; STY 1913, Table 57 A; STY 1914-1915, Table 60 A; STY 1916, Table 64 A; 
STY 1917-1918, Table 65 A). There is a slight confusion in the Registrars' records for 1899 (cf. 

Appendices I and 4; STY 1902, Table 119 and STY 1903, Table 46). The connections between this period 

and the economic cycles in the United States and Finland are set out in Appendix I. 



237 

Year Lohtaja Aland Finland 
Men Women Men Women Men Women 

1900 9 5 47 23 819 224 
1901 5 3 27 18 871 277 
1902 11 3 24 17 727 174 
1903 9 2 44 10 1450 290 
1904 13 2 47 4 1421 343 
1905 5 2 926 333 
1906 7 2 39 11 1210 392 
1907 15 8 117 31 2997 786 
1908 13 4 110 19 2482 701 
1909 6 I 30 13 1123 478 
1910 6 2 33 10 1223 418 
1911 6 2 43 11 1864 559 
1912 5 5 4 1618 541 
1913 5 4 20 15 1506 562 
1914 4 3 6 6 1370 470 
1915 6 4 4 369 109 
1916 4 I 159 62 
1917 5 
1918 7 
1919 3 12 
1920 5 2 27 13 
1921 4 
1922 2 
1923 
1924 2 
1925 5 2 
1926 8 
1927 3 
1928 11 
1929 12 
1930 4 
1931 2 
1932 4 
1933 2 
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Year Lohtaja Aland Finland 

Men Women Men Women Men Women 

1934 1 
1935 3 
1936 2 
1937 3 
1938 12 4 
1939 

1947 
1948 
1949 
1950 
1951 
1952 
1953 
1954 2 2 

1960 

1969 

TOTAL 336 94 712 219 25281 7299 
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APPENDIX 5. Location of Settlement Ahroad hI' Migrants/rom the Sample Areas. as Indicated br the 
Research Sample and hy the Investigation 0/ All Finnish Migrants in 1873. 1882. 1890. and 1905. 1 

LOHTAJA 

Place of Research Migrants in: 
Settlement Sample 1873 1882 1890 1905 Total 1873, 

1882, 1890, 

& 1905 

United States 537(89.4%) 43(97.7%) 104(100.0%) 29(100.0%) 78(88.6%) 254(95.8%) 

Eastern States: 75(12.5%) 31(70.5%) 16( 15.4%) 5( 17.2%) 15(17.0%) 67(25.3%) 

CONNECTICUT 
ElIiott 6 
Hartford I 
Sterling I 
Woodstock I 

total 9( 1.5%) 
MAINE 
Rockland 
Thomaston 

total 3( 0.5%) 
MASSACHUSETTS 
Ashburnham I 
Boston 12 I1 12 
Braintree I 
Fitchburg 2 I 
Gardner I 2 2 
Maynard I I 
Quincy I 
Rockport 2 
Stow I 
Wareham 
Weymouth I 
Worcester 2 

total 24( 4.0%) 11(25.0%) I( 1.0%) I ( 3.4%) 4( 4.5%) 17( 6.4%) 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 
Newport 6 

total 6( 1.0%) 
NEW YORK 
Hankins I 
New York 20 15 15 4 6 40 

total 21( 3.5%) 15(34.1%) 15( 14.4%) 4( 13.8%) 6( 6.8%) 40(15.1%) 
NORTH CAROLINA 
Wilmington 4 4 

total 4( 4.5%) 4( 1.5%) 
PENNSYLVANIA 
Erie 4 5 5 
Philadelphia I 
Titusville 6 

total II( 1.8%) 5(11.4%) 5( 1.9%) 

1 For the sources of this Appendix, see p. 56-58. The States ofthe USA have been grouped geograph­

ically into four regions: East, South, Mid-West, and West; the absolute figure given for each region 
represents the total number of migrants. which is then divided by State and locality; the percentages 
represent the proportion of the total number of migrants (whose place of settlement have been found 
out, see p. 58) for each region or State. In some cases a figure is given immediately after the name of the 

State, referring to migrants the precise location of whose residence within the State is not known. 
The data on all the Finnish emigrants in 1873, 1882, 1890, and 1905 (this study has been carried out at 
the Department of History, University of Turku) have been presented in the Appendix annually and 
totally. Due to the beginnings of emigration. there is information only on Lohtaja in 1873, on Lohtaja 
and Kristinestad in 1882 and 1890, and on all the sample areas in 1905. In cases where no migrants 
occur for a particular locality. this space has been left blank. 
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Place of Research Migrants in: 
Settlement Sample 1873 1882 1890 1905 Total 1873. 

1882. 1890. 
& 1905 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Aorence 

total I( 1.1%) I( 0.4%) 
VERMONT 

total I( 0.2%) 
Southern States: 3( 0.5%) 
FLORIDA 
Lake Worth 
Lantana 
Tampa 

total 3( 0.5%) 

Mid-Western 
States: 304(50.6%) 12(27.3%) 87(83.7%) 19(65.5%) 32(36.4%) 150(56.6%) 
ILLINOIS 
Chicago I 
Waukegan 6 

total 7( 1.2%) I( 1.1%) I( 0.4%) 
INDIANA 
Whiting 6 

total 6( 1.0%) 
MICHIGAN 3 
Alston 2 
Atlantic . 1 
Baraga 1 
Boston Location 1 
Calumet 6 
Chassell 1 
"Copper 
Country" 7 
Daggett I 
Detroit J 

Fulton J 

Grand Rapids 5 2 2 
Greenland 2 
Hancock J J J I 12 5 5 33 
Highland Park I 
Houghton I 
Iron River I 
Ironwood 2 
Ishpeming 8 2 2 
Jacobsville 2 
Kenton 3 
L'Anse 1 
Ludington II 14 14 
Marquette 3 6 6 
Mass 2 1 
National Mine 3 
Negaunee 2 8 8 
Paavola 1 
Princeton 2 
Oscado 1 
Republic 3 
Rockland 1 
Rudyard 1 
Trout Creek 1 
Wasa Siding 1 

total 93(15.5%) 11(25.0%) 35(33.7%) 7(24.1%) 17(19.3%) 70(26.4%) 
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Place of Research Migrants in : 
Settlement Sample 1873 1882 1890 1905 Total 1873, 

1882, 1890, 
& 1905 

MINNESOTA 2 
Aitkin I 
Bear River I 
Bovey 2 
Brainerd 3 17 17 
Cedar Valley 1 
Chisholm I 
Cloquet 5 
Cokato 6 
Cromwell 1 
Duluth 9 2 5 7 
East Lake 2 
Ely 9 1 
Eveleth 1 
Aoodwood 1 
Grand Rapids 2 
Grayling 1 
Hibbing 4 
Leaf Lake I 
Mc Gregor I 
Menahga 4 
Middle River 1 
Minneapolls 18 23 23 
Mountain Iron 6 
New York Mills 12 4 5 
Orr I 
Otter Tail 3 
Paddock I 
Park Rapid I 
Red Wing I 
Sebeka 2 
Snelman I 
Soudan J 
Sparta I 
Tamarack Mills I 
Thorns I 
Toivola 2 
Tower I 3 3 
Virginia 8 4 4 
Wadena 2 
Wright I 

total 122(20.3%) 43(41.3%) 12(41.4%) 9( 10.2%) 64(24.2%) 
NORTH 
DAKOTA 3 
Deadwood 2 2 
Lakota 
Oakes 

total S( 0.8%) 2( 2,3%) 2( 0.8%) 
OHIO 
Ashtabula 18 9 10 
Fairport Harbor 1 

total 20( 3.3%) I( 2.3%) 9( 8.7%) to( 3.8%) 
SOUTH DAKOTA 
Aberdeen 12 
Brown I 
Frederick I 
Lead City 2 
Redfield I 
Savo 9 

total 26( 4.3%) 
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Place of Research Migrants in: 

Settlement Sample 1873 1882 1890 1905 Total 1873, 
1882, 1890, 

& 1905 

WISCONSIN 
Brule 3 
Iron Belt 4 
Maple I 
Mllrengo 2 2 
Milwaukee I I 
Newton I 
Oulu 5 
Owen I 
Solon Springs I 
Stanley 1 
Superior 3 
Tomahawk 1 
Tripoli I 
Waino I 
Washburn I 
Withee 1 

total 25( 4.2%) 3( 3.4%) 3( 1.1%) 

Western 
States: 155(25.8%) I( 1.0%) 5(17.2%) 31(35.2%) 37(14.0%) 
CALIFORNIA 2 
Berkeley 1 
Eureka 4 
Fort Bragg 3 
Martincz I 
Nevada City I 
Sacramento I 
San Diego 1 
San Francisco 4 4 4 

total 18( 3.0%) 4{ 4.5%) 4( 1.5%) 
COLORADO 
Denver 1 
Fintown 4 
Grand Junction 2 2 
Leadville I 
Oak 2 
Somerset I 
Telluride I 

total IO( 1.7%) 2( 2.3%) 2( 0.8%) 
MONTANA 
Bonner-
Milltown 1 
Butte 12 
Galen I 
Great Falls I I 
Missoula 2 2 
Red Lodge 12 13 13 

total 27( 4.5%) 16(18.2%) 16( 6.0%) 
OREGON 2 
Adams 2 
Astoria II 
Clatskanie I 
Mulino 2 
Pendleton 3 
Portland 7 
Rose City I 
Salem I 
Seaside I 

total 3I( 5.2%) I( 1.1%) I( 0.4%) 
UTAH 
Ogden 
Scofield 

total l( 1.0%) I( 1.1%) 2( 0.8%) 
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Place of Research Migrants in: 

Settlement Sample 1873 1882 1890 1905 Total 1873, 

1882, 1890, 

& 1905 

WASHINGTON 
Aberdeen 5 
Bentone 2 
Brush Prairie I 
Centralia 2 
Elma I 
Elsie 3 
Grayland I 
Hakum I 
Kalama 5 
Kelso 3 
Kennydale I 
Longview 2 
Medina I 
Monlo I 
Raymond 4 
Renton I 
Seattle 2 4 4 
Spokane 5 
Tacoma I 
Tieton I 
Vancouver 2 
Winlock 2 
Yakima 3 

total 50( 8.3%) 4( 4.5%) 4( 1.5%) 
WYOMING 5 
Carbon 6 5 5 
Freelance I 
Garneville I 
Kemmerer 1 2 2 
Rock Springs 4 I I 
Superior I 

total 19( 3.2%) 5(17.2%) 3( 3.4%) 8( 3.0%) 

Canada 29( 4.8%) I( 2.3%) 10(11.4%) ll( 4.2%) 

BRITISH 
COLUMBIA 
Ladysmith 5 
Nanaimo I 
Vancouver 3 2 2 
Wellington I 

total IO( 1.7%) 3( 3.4%) 3( 1.1%) 
ONTARIO 
Alma 
Bronder 
CirJeg 
Fort William 
Kirkland Lake I 
Nipigon I 
Port Arthur 7 2 2 
South Porcupine I 
Timmins 3 
Toronto 3 

total 19( 3.2%) 3( 3.4%) 3( 1.1%) 
QUEBEC 
Quebec 4 5 

total I( 2.3%) 4( 4.5%) S( 1.9%) 

Australia 35( 5.8%) 

NEW SOUTH WALES 

Sydney 
total I( 0.2%) 



244 

Place of Research Migrants in: 

Settlement Sample 1873 1882 1890 1905 Total 1873, 

1882, 1890, 

& 1905 

QUEENSLAND 4 
Brisbane 4 
Chermside I 
Freshwater I 
Ingham 5 
Innisfail 2 
Long Pocket 5 
Mt. Isa 4 
Nambour I 
Rutland Plains 2 
Tully 4 

total 33( 5.5%) 
VICTORIA 

total I( 0.2%) 

GRAND TOTAL 601(100.0%) 44(lOO.O%) 104( 100.0%) 29(100.0%) 88(100.0%) 265(100.0%) 



Place of ELIMAKI 
Settlement Research Sample 1905 Migrants 

United States 31( 62.0%) 28( 93.3%) 
Eastern States: 14( 28.0%) 21( 70.0%) 
MASSACHUSETTS 
Gardner 4 8 
Lanesville I 
Maynard 
Quincy 2 
Rockport 1 
Springfield I 
Worcester I 

total 10( 20.0%) 9( 30.0%) 
NEW YORK 
New York 4 12 

total 4( 8.0%) 12( 40.0%) 
Southern States: l( 2.0%) 
FLORIDA 

total l( 2.0%) 
Mid-Western States: 14( 28.0%) 7( 23.3%) 
ILLINOIS 
Waukegan 5 

total 5( 16.7%) 
MICHIGAN 
Republic 

total I( 2.0%) 
MINNESOTA I 
Aurora I 
Duluth 5 

total 7( 14.0%) 
OHIO 
Ashtabula 

total I( 3.3%) 
WISCONSIN 
Rhinelander 3 
Tripoli 2 
Washburn I 

total 6( 12.0%) I( 3.3%) 
Western States: 2( 4.0%) 
CALIFORNIA 
Reedley 

total 2( 4.0%) 
Canada 18( 36.0%) 2( 6.7%) 
ALBERTA 
Minburn 

total I( 2.0%) 
BRITISH COLUMBIA 
Alexis Creek 

total I( 2.0%) • NOVA SCOTIA 
total I( 2.0%) 

ONTARIO 
Connaught Station I 
Dundalk I 
Oba I 
Ottawa I 
Port Arthur 2 
South Porcupine 5 
Sturegon Falls 
Toronto 
Wood stock 

total 13( 26.09(:) I( 3.3%) 
QUEBEC 
Kildare 
Montreal 
Quebec 

total 2( 4.0%,) I( 3.3%) 
Australia I( 2.0%) 

NEW SOUTH WALES 
Sydney 

total I ( 2.0%) 

GRAND TOTAL 50(100.0%) 30(100.0%) 
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Place of JOKIOINEN 
Settlement Research Sample 1905 Migrants 

United States 31( 73.8%) 5(100.0%) 
Eastern States: 19( 45.2%) 2( 40.0%) 
MAINE 
Skawhegen 

total I( 2.4%) 
MASSACHUSETTS 
Fitchburg 8 
Gardner · 3 
Norwood 6 2 

total l7( 40.5%) 2( 40.0%) 
NEW YORK 
New York 

total I ( 2.4%) 
Southern States: J ( 2.4%) 
FLORIDA 
Lake Worth 

total I( 2.4%) 
Mid-Western States: 9( 21.4%) 3( 60.0%) 
MICHIGAN 
Laketon 3 
Mac Millan 3 
Munising 2 
Newberry 3 

total 9( 21.4%) 2( 40.0%) 
MINNESOTA 
Hibbing 

total I( 20.0%) 
Western States: 2( 4.8%) 
OREGON 
Astoria 

total I( 2.4%) 
WASHINGTON 

total I( 2.4%) 
Canada ll( 26.2%) 
ONTARIO I 
Cooksville I 
Port Arthur 2 
Sault Ste. Marie 3 
Sudbury I 
Timmins I 
Wawa 2 

total 11(26.2%) 

GRAND TOTAL 42(100.0%) 5(100.0%) 
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Place of LEPPA VIRTA 
Settlement Research Sample 1905 Migrants 

United States 43( 79.6%) 4(100.0%) 
Eastern States: 4( 7.4%) 2( 50.0%) 
MASSACHUSETTS 
Boston 
Fitchburg 

total I( 1.9%) I( 25.0%) 
NEW YORK 
New York 3 

total 3( 5.6%) I( 25.0%) 
Mid-Western States: 29( 53.7%) 2( 50.0%) 
ILLINOIS 
Chicago 
Waukegan 

total 2( 3.7%) 
MICHIGAN 
Hancock I 2 
Mass 6 

total 7( 13.0%) 2( 50.0%) 
MINNESOTA I 
Duluth 10 
Hibbing I 
Minneapolis 6 

total 18( 33.3%) 
OHIO 
Oeveland 

total I( 1.9%) 
WISCONSIN 
Sheldon 

total I ( 1.9%) 
Western States: IO( 18.5%) 
CALIFORNIA 
San Francisco 6 

total 6( 11.1%) 
WASHINGTON 
Aberdeen 4 

total 4( 7.4%) 
Canada lIe 20.4%) 
BRITISH COLUMBIA 
Burnaby 2 
Port Haney I 
Vancouver 2 

total 5( 9.3%) 
ONTARIO 
Hamilton I 
Sault Ste. Marie I 
Sudbury 2 
Toronto I 

total 5( 9.3%) 
QUEBEC 
Montreal 

total I( 1.9%) 

GRAND TOTAL 54(100.0%) 4(100.0%) 



Place of POLVIJARVI 
Settlement Research Sample 1905 Migrants 

United States 34( 70.8%) 15( 78.9%) 
Eastern States: IO( 20.8%) 6( 31.6%) 
MAINE 
Portland 

total l( 5.3%) 
MASSACHUSETIS 
Boston 
Fitchburg 
Pea body 
Worcester 

total 3( 6.3%) I( 5.3%) 
NEW YORK 
Ardsley I 
New York 5 4 
Ovid I 

total 7( 14.6%) 4( 21.1%) 
Southern States: 3( 6.3%) 

FLORIDA 
Lantana 
New Port Richey 

total 3( 6.3%) 
Mid-Western States: 19( 39.6%) 6( 31.6%) 

MICHIGAN 
Calumet 3 
Hancock 2 
Ironwood J 
Negaunee 
Wixom 

total 3( 6.3%) 6( 31.6%) 
MINNESOTA I 
Cloquet 2 
Duluth 2 
Hibbing 5 
Kettle River 2 
Minneapolis I 
Moose Lake 2 

total l5( 31.3%) 
WISCONSIN 

total I( 2.1%) 

Western States: 2( 4.2%) 3( 15.8%) 
IDAHO 

total I( 2.1%) 
MONTANA 

total I( 2.1%) 
OREGON 
Astoria 3 

total 3( 15.8%) 
Canada 14( 29.2%) 4( 21.1%) 

BRITISH COLUMBIA 
Ladysmith 

total I( 2.1%) 
ONTARIO 
Brantford I 
Fort Frances I 
Fort William I 
Hearst I 
Port Arthur 3 
South Porcupine I 
Toronto 4 

total 12( 25.0%) 
QUEBEC 
Montreal I 
Quebec 3 

total I( 2.1%) 4( 21.1%) 

GRAND TOTAL 48(100.0%) 19(100.0%) 
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Place of KRISTINESTAD 
Settlement Research Migrants in: Total 1882, 

Sample 1882 1890 1905 1890 & 1905 

United States 56( 80.0%) 8(100.~%) 17(100.0%) 27( 90.0%) 52( 94.5%) 
Eastern States: 15( 21.4%) 2( 25.0%) 13( 76.5%) 12( 40.0%) 27( 49.1%) 
MASSACHUSETTS 
Boston I 3 3 
Fitchburg 2 I I 
Gardner 2 2 
Gloucester 1 
Norwood I 
Quincy 4 
Springfield I 
Worcester 2 2 

total IO( 14.3%) 2( 11.8%) 7( 23.3%) 9( 16.4%) 
NEW YORK 
New York 4 2 10 4 16 

total 4{ 5.7%) 2( 25.0%) 10( 58.8%) 4( 13.3%) 16( 29.1%) 
PENNSYL VANIA 
Greensburg 
Milford 

total I( 1.4%) I( 5.9%) I( 1.8%) 
VERMONT 
Gassetts 

total I( 3.3%) I( 1.8%) 
Southern States: 2( 2.9%) 
FLORIDA 
St. Petersburg 

total I( 1.4%) 
LOUISIANA 
New Orleans 

total I( 1.4%) 
Mid-Western States: 22( 31.4%) 6( 75.0%) 2( 11.8%) II( 36.7%) 19( 34.5%) 
ILLINOIS 
Chicago 6 3 4 
De Kalb I 
Galesburg 1 

total 8( 11.4%) 3( 37.5%) I ( 5.9%) 4( 7.3%) 
MICHIGAN 
Bessemer 
Calumet 
Escanaba 
Isabella 2 2 
Marquette 
Munising 5 5 
Muskegon I I 
Norway I I 
Palmer 
Sault Ste. Marie 

total 5( 7.1%) I( 5.9%) 9( 30.0%) 10( 18.2%) 
MINNESOTA 
Brainerd 2 
Brimson I 
Esko 2 
Hibbing I 
Minneapolis 2 2 
Saginaw 

total 7( 10.0%) 3( 37.5%) 3( 5.5%) 
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Place of 
Settlement Research Migrants in: Total 1882, 

Sample 1882 1890 1905 1890 & 1905 

NORTH DAKOTA 
Devils Lake 

total I( 1.4%) 
OHIO 
Ashtabula 2 2 
Cleveland 

total I( 1.4%) 2( 6.7%) 2( 3.6%) 
Western States: 17( 24.3%) 2( 11.8%) 4( 13.3%) 6( 10.9%) 
ALASKA 2 

total 2( 2.9%) 
CALIFORNIA 8 
Los Angeles 2 
San Francisco I 
South Gate I 

total 12( 17.1%) I( 5.9%) l( 1.8%) 
MONTANA 
Anaconda 
Missoula 

total I( 1.4%) I( 3.3%) l( 1.8%) 
OREGON 
Astoria 
Portland 

total 2( 2.9%) I( 3.3%) l( 1.8%) 
WASHINGTON 
Seattle 2 3 

total I( 5.9%) 2( 6.7%) 3( 5.5%) 
Canada 12( 17.1%) 3( 10.0%) 3( 5.5%) 
BRITISH COLUMBIA 
Alberni 2 
Rivers Julet 2 
Vancouver 8 

total 12( 17.1%) 
ONTARIO 
Copper Cliff 

total l( 3.3%) I( 1.8%) 
QUEBEC 
Quebec 2 2 

total 2( 6.7%) 2( 3.6%) 
Australia 2( 2.9%) 
NEW SOUTH WALES 
Sydney 

total I( 1.4%), 
WESTERN 
AUSTRALIA 
Blackwood 

total 1 ( 1.4%) 

GRAND TOTAL 70(100.0%) 8(100.0%) 17(100.0%) 30(100.0%) 55(100.0%) 



251 

APPENDIX 6. Last Place of Employment of Migrants Returning to Finland, and Places of Residence 
of Migrants Returning to Lohlaja. 1 -. 

Locality 

United States 
Eastern States: 
CONNECTICUT 
Bloomfield 
Elliott 
Hartford 
New Canaan 
New Haven 
Norwich 
Sterling 
Woodstock 

total 
DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA 
Washington 

total 
MAINE 
Greenlake 
Portland 

total 
MARYLAND 
Baltimore 

total 
MASSACHUSETTS 
Ashby 
Beverly 
Boston 
Clinton 
Fitchburg 

Migrants 
Returning 
to Lohtaja 

91( 71.7%) 
25( 19.7%) 

6 
I 

9( 7.1%) 

3 

Migrants Return-
ing to Finland 

(Emigrating 
pre-1914) 

404( 92.2%) 
169( 38.6%} 

2( 0.5%} 

I( 0.2%) 
3 
1 

4( 0.9%) 

I( 0.2%) 
16 

I 
I 
1 
I 

34 

Migrants Return- Migrants Return-
ing to Finland ing to Finland 

(Emigrating (Total) 
1915-1930) 

177( 38.5%) 581( 64.7%) 
1l3( 24.6%} 282( 31.4%) 

I 
2 2 
3 3 
I - 1 

7( J.5%} 9( 1.0%) 

2 
1 ( 0.2%) 2( 0.2%) 

4 
1 
I 

2( 0.4%) 6( 0.7%) 

I( 0.1%) 
3 19 

1 
I 
1 
I 

9 43 

I The sources for the data concerning Lohtaja are listed at Table 9 (p. 57). The data for Finland 
as a whole have been-derived from the questionnaire carried out among return migrants (reference: 
TYYH/S/I/5001-6268). Those emigrating prior to 1914 and those emigrating in 1915-1930 have 
been listed separately in this Appendix, since there are both absolutely and relatively far more replies 
to the questionnaire from return migrants in the latter group than would be justified by their return 
rate. The States of the USA have been grouped geographically into four regions: East, South, Mid­
West, and West; the absolute figure given for each region represents the total number of returning 
migrants for the region, which is then divided by State and locality; the percentages represent the 
proportion of the total return migration for each region or State. In some cases a figure is given 
immediately after the name of the State, referring to migrants the precise location of whose residence 
within the State is not known. In cases where no migrants occur for a particular locality, this space has 
been left blank. 
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Locality Migrants Return- Migrants Return- Migrants Return- Migrants Return-
ing to Lohtaja ing to Finland ing to Finland ing to Finland 

(Emigrating (Emigrating (Total) 
pre-1914) 1915-1930) 

Gardner 4 4 
Lowell I I 
Maynard 8 4 12 
Norwood I I 
Quincy 4 5 
Salem I 2 
West Wareham 2 2 
Worcester 4 3 7 

total 3( 2.4%) 78( 17.8%) 22( 4.8%) 100( I!. 1%) 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 1 
Guild 1 
Newport 3 

total I( 0.8%) 5( l.l%) 5( 0.6%) 
NEW JERSEY 2 3 
Bogota I 
Englewood I 2 
Jersey City 2 3 
Newark 1 

total S( 1.1%) 5( 1.1%) IO( 1.1%) 
NEW YORK 9 4 13 
Bronxville 1 1 
Fulton I I 
Mt. Vernon I I 
New York 6 49 67 116 
Searsdale 1 1 
White Plains 2 2 

total 6( 4.7%) 63( 14.4%) 72( 15.7%) 135( 15.0%) 
PENNSYL VANIA 4 4 
Erie 2 
Monessen I 2 
New Castle I 2 
Philadelphia 2 3 
Pittsburgh I 
Titusville 4 

total 6( 4.7%) 8( 1.8%) 4( 0.9%) 12( 1.3%) 
RHODE ISLAND 
Pawtucket 

total l( 0.2%) I( 0.1%) 
WEST VIRG IN lA 

total I( 0.2%) I( 0.1%) 
Southern States: l( 0.8%) 2( 0.5%) 2( 0.4%) 4( 0.4%)" 
FLORIDA 2 2 
Miami ) 

Tampa 
total l( 0.8%) 2( 0.5%) I( 0.2%) 3( 0.3%) 

GEORGIA 
total l( 0.2%) l( 0.1%) 
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Locality Migrants Return- Migrants Return- Migrants Return- Migrants Return-
ing to Lohtaja ing to Finland ing to Finland ing to Finland 

(Emigrating (Emigrating (Total) 
pre-1914) 1915-1930) 

Mid-Western States: 30( 23.6%) 174( 39.7%) 44( 9.6%) 218( 24.3%) 
ILLINOIS 1 I 
Chicago 2 2 4 
De Kalb 2 I 3 
Waukegan 3 I 4 

total I( 0.8%) 8( 1.8%) 4( 0.9%) 12( 1.3%) 
INDIANA 
Bloomington 

total I( 0.2%) l( 0.1%) 
M1CHIGAN 52 6 58 
Bessemer I I 
Calumet 10 2 12 
Clifford 1 I 2 
"Copper Country" I 2 3 
Daggett 
Detroit 4 9 13 
Hancock 5 5 
Ironwood 3 4 
Ishpeming 7 7 
Ludington 2 
Marquette 3 3 
Mass 2 2 
Ontonagon 1 I 
Tapiola I 1 

total S( 3.9%) 91( 20.8%) 21( 4.6%) 112( 12.5%) 
MINNESOTA 19 4 23 
Aitkin I I 
Balsamtown I I 
Bovey 4 4 
Chisholm 3 4 
Cloquet 3 4 
Duluth J 6 6 
Ely I I 2 
Eveleth I I 
Hibbing I 2 3 
MinneapoJis 2 
Mountain Iron I 
New York Mills I 
Orr I 
Otter Tail 2 
Soudan I 
Toivola 2 
Two Harbors 1 
Virginia 8 8 
Windsor I 1 

total 16( 12.6%) 50( 11.4%) 9( 2.0%) 59( 6.6%) 
NORTH DAKOTA 3 4 
Buffalo I I 

total 4( 0.9%) I( 0.2%) 5( 0.6%) 
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Locality Migrants Return- Migrants Rcturn- Migrants Rcturn- Migrants Return-
ing to Lohtaja ing to Finland ing to Finland ing to !-'inland 

(Emigrating (Emigrating (Total) 
pre-1914) 1915-1930) 

OHIO 4 5 
Ashtabula 3 I I 
Cleveland 4 4 8 
Conneaut I I 
Fairport Harbor I 
Jacksonville I 
Warren 2 

total 3( 2.4%) 12( 2.7o/d 7( 1.5Yi) 19( 2.I{A ) 
SOUTH DAKOTA 
Aberdeen 2 
Lead City 

total 3( 2.40;;) 
WISCONSIN 5 
Iron Belt 2 
Kcnosha I I 
Sparta I I 
Superior 2 3 

total 2( 1.6%) 9( 2.1%) I( 0.2%) IO( 1.1%) 

Western States : 35( 27.6%) 59( 13.5%) 18( 3.9%) 77( 8.6%) 

ALASKA 5 5 
Nome I I 

total 6( 1.4%) 6( 0.7% ) 
ARIZO~A 

Miami 
Phoenix 

total 2( 0.5% ) 2( 0 .20/() 

CALIFORNIA 6 2 8 
Berkeley 2 2 
Eureka I 2 
Douglas I 1 
Los Angeles I 3 4 
Napa I I 
San Francisco 2 2 4 

total I( 0.8%) 14( 3.2%) 8( 1.7%) 22( 2.4%) 
COLORADO 2 
Fintown 
Somerset 

total 2( 1.6%) I( 0 .2%) I( 0.2%) 2( 0.2lYC) 
IDAHO 2 

total I( 0.2%) I( 0.2%) 2( 0.2%) 
MONTANA 2 3 
Butte I I I 
Red Lodge 2 I I 

total 3( 2.4%) 4( 0.9%) I( 0.2%) S( 0.6%) 
OREGON 2 3 
Astoria 6 6 
Pendleton 
Portland 3 4 

total 4( 3.1 %) lie 2.5<)0 2( 0.4~) 13( 1.4%) 
UTAH 

total I( 0 .2% ) I( 0.1%) 
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Locality Migrants Return- Migrants Return- Migrants Return- Migrants Return-
ing to Lohtaja ing to Finland ing to Finland ing to Finland 

(Emigrating (Emigrating (Total) 
pre-1914) 1915-1930) 

WASHINGTON 2 2 
Aberdeen I 4 5 
Centralia 2 I 
Coal Field I 
Grayland I 
Hakum 1 
Kalama 2 
Kelso 2 
Longview I 
McMurray 
Monlo 
Olympia I I 
Raymond 2 I I 
Roslyn I I 
Seattle 2 3 
Spokane 5 
Vancouver I 
Winlock I 

total 19( 15.0%) 14( 3.2%) 4( 0.9%) 18( 2.0%) 
WYOMING 4 
Freelance I 
Garneville I 
Kemmerer I 
Rock Springs 2 2 2 
Superior I 

total 6( 4.7%) 5( 1.1%) I( 0.2o/t:.) 6( 0.7%) 
Canada 8( 6.3%) 31( 7.1%) 253( 55.0%) 284( 31.6%) 
ALBERTA 2 2 
Calgary I I 
Edmonton I I 

total 4( 0.9%) 4( 0.4%) 
BRITISH COLUMBIA 2 "7 9 I 

Anyox 2 2 
Ladysmith 
Mara I I 
Vancouver 2 12 13 
Victoria I 1 

total 3( 2.4%) 3( 0.7o/d 23( 5.0%) 26( 2.9%) 
MANITOBA 3 4 
Winnipeg 1 

total 2( 0.50/(:) 3( 0.7%) 5( 0.6%) 
NOVA SCOTIA 
Halifax 

total I( 0.2'10 I( 0.1%) 
ONTARIO 4 32 36 
Alma 
Arvida 
Bronder 
Cirleg 
Cochrane 4 4 
Copper Cliff 7 7 
Gardiner I I 
Hamilton 2 2 
Hearst 2 2 
Kirkland Lake 8 8 
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Locality Migrants Return- Migrants Return- Migrants Return- Migrants 
ing to Lohtaja ing to Finland ing to Finland Returning 

(Emigrating (Emigrating to Finland 
pre-1914) 1915-1930) (Total) 

Levack I 
Niagara Falls I 
Nipigon I I 
Port Arthur 5 30 35 
Sault Ste. Marie 2 2 4 
Silver Mountain I I 
South Porcupine 21 21 
Sudbury 2 31 33 
Timmins 7 7 
Toronto 4 20 24 
Windsor 2 2 
Worthington 3 3 

total 5( 3.9%) 18( 4. 1%) 176( 38.3%) 194( 21.6%) 
QUEBEC 2 15 17 
Beauharnois I I 
Montreal 2 31 33 

total 4( 0.9%) 47( 10.2%) 51( 5.7%) 
SASKATCHEWAN 3 3 

total 3( 0.7%) 3( 0.3%) 
Australia 28( 22.0%) 3( 0.7%) 24( 5.2%) 27( 3.0%) 
NEW SOUTH WALES 
Gosford I I 
Sydney 3 4 

total I ( 0.8%) I( 0.2%) 4( 0.9%) 5( 0.6%) 
QUEENSLAND 3 4 5 
Brisbane 2 I I 
Freshwater I 
Ingham 4 2 2 
Innisfail I 
Long Pocket 5 4 4 
Mt. Isa 4 4 4 
Rutland Plains 2 I I 
Tully 4 3 3 

total 26( 20.5%) I ( 0.2%) 19( 4.1%) 20( 2.2%) 
VICTORIA 2 

total I ( 0.8%) I( 0.2%) I( 0.2%) 2( 0.2%) 
South America 6( 1.3%) 6( 0.7%) 
ARGENTINA 

total I( 0.2%) I( 0.1%) 
BRAZIL 
Penedo I 
Rio de Janeiro I 

total 2( 0.4%) 2( 0.2%) 
CUBA 
Havana 

total I ( 0.2%) I( 0.1%) 
MEXICO 

total I ( 0.2%) I( 0.1%) 
PARAGUAY 
Alborado 

total I ( 0.2%) I ( 0. 1%) 

GRAND TOTAL 127(100.0%) 438( 100.0%) 460( 100.0%) 898( 100.0%) 



257 

APPENDIX 7. Finnish Migrants Questionnaire] 

The Department of General History, University of Turku, has drawn up this questionnaire in order to 

gather information about Finnish migrants for scientific research purposes. We would therefore be 
grateful if you could answer the questions below as c.arefully as you can, and return the form to the 

following address: Reino Kero, Dept. of General History, University of Turku, Turku 2, Finland. 

All the information will be treated in the strictest confidence, and will only be made available for scientif­

ic research. The questionnaires will be stored in the archives of migration history at the University 
of Turku. If you are unable to recall some details exactly, please write your answer for example like 
this: "About 1920." 

Present name and address: 

I. PERSONAL INFORMATION 

I. Your name on emigration from Finland: 

2. Your name in America: ....................................................... .. . .. . 
3. Year of birth: .......................... 4. Place of birth: ........................ . 

5. What were your parents' occupations? 

6. How many children did your parents have? .................................. . ........ . 

7. Did you attend elementary school before emigrating from Finland? ...................... . 

8. If so, for how many years? ......................................................... . 

9. In what year did you leave Finland? ....................................... . ......... . 
10. What was your registered place of residence when you emigrated? .............. . ........ . 

11. Did you work anywhere outside your native district before arriving in America? 

Where? ................................ What kind of work? ...................... . 

12. What was your occupation when you emigrated? ...................................... . 

13. Why did you decide to emigrate? ... .. ....................................... . ....... . 

14. How did you raise your fare (please underline the appropriate alternative): own funds, parents' 

funds, loan from neighbours, bank loan, funds from America, some other source 

15. Where did you land in America? .................................................... . 
16. On your arrival in America, how long did you intend to stay there? ..................... . 

17. Who did you live with in your first place of residence in America? .............. .. ...... . 
18. Where have you lived in America, and what kinds of work have you done? 

Place Type of Work Dates 

I. .................. . .......... . 
(space for ten answers) 

19. What is your present permanent place of residence? .................................... . 

20. When did you move there? .................................................... . .... . 

21. Where did you move from? ......................................................... . 

22. Have you visited Florida (this question only applies to those not now resident in Florida)? .. 

23. If so, when? ............................................... . ............. . . . ...... . 

24. What is the most important Finnish-American newspaper you have read? ......... . ... . ... . 

25. Do you currently receive any Finnish-American newspaper(s)? ........................... . 

26. If so, which? ...................................................................... . 

27. Do you currently receive any English-language newspaper(s)? ............................ . 

] Reference: TYYHjS/I/ 1-2504 (2504 questionnaires). This is a translation of the original Finnish 
questionnaire. 
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28. Have you belonged to any of the following organizations (please underline the appropriate alterna­
tives): 

church, labour association, cooperative, temperance society, Kaleva society 

29. Have you heid any office in any of the above-mentioned organizations? .................. . 

30. If so, what? ....................................................................... . 
31. Have you been to Finland since your arrival in America? ............................... . 

32. When? ........................................................................... . 
33. Do you currently exchange correspondence with Finland? ....................... . 

34. With how many people? ........................................................... . . 
35. Whereabouts in Finland? .......................... . ................................ . 

36. Do you currently exchange correspondence with people in America who originally came from the 

same place as you? ................................................................ . 
37. Who? ............................................................................ . 

38. Are you a citizen of the United States or Canada? .................................... . 

39. If so, when did you apply for your new citizenship? ........... . ...................... . 
40. Have you owned a sauna in America? ............................................... . 
41. If so, where? ...................................................................... . 

42. Have you owned a car of your own? ................................................ . 
43. In what year did you first buy a car of your own? ............................ . ....... . 

44. How many cars have you owned altogether? .......................................... . 
45. Have you owned a home of your own in America? .................................... . 

46. If so, when did yot,; acquire it? ...................................................... . 

47. Have you owned a summer cottage in America? ....................................... . 
48. If so, when did you acquire it? ...................................................... . 

49. Have you voted in Presidential elections in the United States or Federal General Elections in Canada 

(please underline the appropriate alternative): regularly, occasionally. never 
50. Are you at the present moment (please underline the appropriate alternative): married. first 

marriage/second marriage/third marriage, widowed. divorced. single 

51. If married. the date(s) of your marriage(s): ............................................ . 

52. Your wife or husband's nationality: . . ................................................ . 

53. How many children do you have or have you had? .................................... . 

11. PERSONAL INFORMATION ABOUT YOUR CHILDREN 

54. Full names of your eldest child: ..................................................... . 

55. Present place of residence: ...... . ................................................... . 
56. His wife's/Her husband's nationality: ................................................. . 

57. What schooling this child received: ................................................... . 

58. His/her current type of work: ....................................................... . 

59. Has he/she visited Finland? ......................................................... . 
60. If so, when? ...................................................................... . 

61. Has he/she owned a sauna? ........................................................ . 

62. If so, whereabouts? ................................................................ . 

63. Is your eldest child able to speak/read/write Finnish? 
(Please underline the appropriate alternative) 

64. Full names of your second child: .................................................... . 

65. Present place of residence: .......................................................... . 

66. His wife's/her husband's nationality: ................................................ . 

67. What schooling this child received: .................................................. . . 

68. His/her current type of work: ....................................................... . 
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69. Has he/she visited Finland') .. . ................. . .......... .. . . ...................... . 

70. If so. when? .... . ...................... . ......... . ..... . . . ............ . ......... . 

71. Has he/she owned a sauna? ................ . . . ................... . .......... . ...... . 

72. If so. where? ............................ . ......................................... . 

73. Is your second eldest child able to speak/read/write Finnish? 

(Please underline the appropriate alternative) 

74. Full names of your third child: .......................... . ......................... . 

(etc .. as in QQ 54-63 and 64-73) 

84. If you have or had more than three children. please answer the same questions for them on a separate 
sheet of paper. 

Ill. PERSONAL INFORMATION ABOUT YOUR ACQUAINTANCES 

85. If you have or have had in America acquaintances from your native district. could you please 

provide the following information about them: 

Name on emigration 
and present name 

(space for ten answers) 

Longest place 
of work 

86. Where were you living in 1929-1932? 

Type of 
work 

Still alive! 
Died 

87. Do you know the names of any people who moved from there to Soviet Karelia? 

Name Settled there! Returned 

(space for ten answers) 

IV. INFORMATION ABOUT OLD PUBLICATIONS AND DOCUMENTS 

88. Do you have in your possession any of the following. for example from before the Second World 

War (please underline the appropriate alternatives): 

newspapers. magazines. books. circulars. diaries. records of associations or societies. miscellaneous 

89. Would you be willing to lend (or donate) this material to the Department of General History. 

University of Turku, for copying? .................................................... . 

V. NOTES AND ADDITIONAL INFORMATION. for example about your departure for America. 

or places of work (you may use extra paper if needed). 

N.B. We would be grateful if you would return the form even if you are not able to answer all of the 

questions. 
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APPENDIX 8. Finnish Returning Migrants Questionnaire! 

The Department of General History, University of Turku, has drawn up this questionnaire in order to 
gather information about Finnish migrants for scientific research purposes. We would therefore be 

grateful if you could answer the questions below as carefully as you can, and return the form to the 

following address: Department of General History, University of Turku, Turku 2. 
All the information will be treated in the strictest confidence, and will only be made available for scien~ 

tific research. The questionnaires will be stored in the archives of migration history at the University 
of Turku. If you are unable to recall some details exactly, please write your answer for example like this: 

"About 1920." 

We would be grateful if you would return the form even if you are not able to reply to all of the questions. 

Present name: ............................................ Present address: ............ . 

I. Your name on emigration from Finland: ........ .. .. . ............................... . 

2. Your name in America:! .. ... ....................................................... . 

3. Year of birth: ... ........ ...... ......... 4. Place of birth: ........................ . 

5. Which of the following groups di'd your father (mother) belong to at the time when you emigrated: 

farmer / farmer's child / pensioner / crofter / crofter's child / tenant farmer / cottager / lodger / farmhand / 
labourer / craft worker/other ( ........................................................ ) 

6. How many children did your parents have? ........ ... ............ ... ................. . 
7. Did you attend elementary school before emigrating from Finland? ...................... . 

8. If so, for how many years? ......................................................... . 

9. Did you attend any other schools? .... ... ........... . ................................ . 

10. If so, which, and for how many years? . .. ......... ............... .................... . 

11. In what year did you emigrate from Finland? ......................................... . 

12. How did people describe your occupation or position in society at the time when you emigrated from 
Finland: 

farmer, farmer's wife, farmer's son/daughter, pensioner, crofter, crofter's wife, crofter's son/ 

daughter, tenant farmer, cottager, lodger, tenant farmer's/cottager's/lodger's son/daughter, farm­

hand, maid, servant, labourer, factory labourer, labourer's son/daughter, craft worker, other ( ) 

13. Why did you decide to emigrate? .............................. . ........ ........ .. ... . 

14. How did you raise your fare (please underline the appropriate alternative): own funds. parent's 
funds, loan from neighbours, bank loan, funds from America.! some other source. 

15. Where did you land in America?! ......................... . .......... ',. . ........... . 

16. On your arrival in America,' how long did you intend to stay there? .................... . 

17. Who did you live with in your first place of residence in America?' ...................... . 

18. Where did you live in America,' and what kinds of work did you do? 

Place Type of Work Dates 

I. ..... .. ......... .............. . ....... ............... ....... , .... . .... " . ,., 
(space for ten answers) 

19. Did you subscribe to newspaper(s) in America?1 ....................................... . 

20. Which? .................. .. ......... .. ............................................ . 
21. Did you belong in America l to any of the following organizations (please underline the appropriate 

alternatives ): 

church, labour association, cooperative, temperance society. Kaleva society, other ( .......... ) 

22. Did you hold office in any of the above-mentioned organizations? ....................... . 

23. If so. what? ....................................................................... . 

! If you were not in America, please state what country you were in. 

I Reference: TYYH / S/l/ 500 1-6268 (1268 questionnaires). This is a translation of the original 
Finnish questionnaire. 
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24. Did you own real estate in America?1 .... . ......................... ... . . .........•...• 
25. If so, what? .......................... .. ........................................... . 
26. While abroad, did you take but citizenship of the United States or Canada?1 ............. . 

27. If so, when? .............................................................. . ....... . 
28. When did you return to Finland? .................................... . ............... . 
29. Why did you decide to return to Finland? . . . . .. ................... .. .. . .............. . 
30. How would you say your time in America l succeeded (please underline the appropriate alternative): 

very successful, successful, reasonably successful, not very successful, very unsuccessful 
31. When you returned from America,' did you have any savings? .... . .. .... .... . ... . ...... . 
32. If you had any money you had earned in America l with you, what was it spend on? (You do not need 

to answer this question) ......... . ... ... .... ... .. . ........... .. .... . .. . .... . ........ . 

33. Did you gain any benefits from being abroad apart from financial ones? ........ , .. , ...•.• 
34. If so, what? ..................... . ................................ . ..... . ...... . ... . 
35. When did you get married? ........................................ . .. . ....... .. .... . 
36. What is/was the name of your wife/husband? ......................................... . 
37. Where was your wife/husband born? ....................................... .. ... . .... . 
38. Have you been to America I since returning to Finland? ....... -:- ................ . .. . .... . 

39. When? .. . . .. ......................... ... . . ......... . .......... . ... .. .. .. .. .. .. . .. . 
40. Do you currently exchange correspondence with America?! .... . . ... .. ... . ... . ... .. . ..... . 
41. Where do your correspondents live? ............ . .... . .... .... ...... .. ...... . . ... . .... . 
42. Are these acquaintances from your time in America?! .... .. .. . ... .. .. ... .. . ....... . . . . . . 
43. If you have (or have had) acquaintances in America! from your native district, could you please 

provide the following information about them: 

Name on emigration 
and present name 

(space for ten answers) 

Longest place 
of work 

Type of 
work 

44. Do you know the names of any people from your native district who moved from America! to Soviet 
Karelia in 1921-1934? 

Name Previous place 
of residence in 
America 

(space for ten answers) 

Returned to America/ 
Returned to Finland/ 
Settled in Karelia 

45. What kind of supplies had you with you when you set out for America?2 .,." ......•••. 
46. How were they packed? ............ ...... . .... . . ................... .. . .... . .. ... .. . . 
47. What kinds of food familiar to you from home, and what kinds of bread, did you prepare and eat 

in America?2 ......................................... . .... . ....... . .. .. . . ......... . 
48. Have you or your family prepared food since your return to Finland in ways you learnt in America?! 
49. If so. what? . ............................ . . . ....................... . ............... . 

50. What were you wearing when you set out for America?2 .......... . .. .... . . . .. .. ... . .. . . 
51. What luggage (e.g. spare clothes or things) had you with you? ..... ......... . .... ...... . . 
52. What were you wearing when you returned from America?2 . . . . . . . . .... .. .. . ... . . .. ... .. . 
53. What luggage (e.g. watch, trunk, souvenirs) had you with you? . .... .. .. .. .... . .. ........ . 
54. Have you any stories to tell about what happened to emigrants in America,3 e.g. running away, 

being broke. adventures on board ship or in the harbours. etc.?3 

55. Have you heard about any unusually successful emigrants? Do you think this may have influenced 
your decision to emigrate?3 

2 You may use a separate sheet of paper if you wish. 
3 Answers preferably on a separate sheet of paper. 
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56. Were you told any warning examples about emigrants' difficulties and failures?3 
57. Can you remember any songs that dealt with the migration or described the immigrants' life abroad? 

What Finnish folk songs did you hear in America?3 
58. Were there any annual festivals among the migrants, e.g. Christmas, Midsummer, Shrove Tuesday, 

May Day, etc., which were kept in the Finnish way? How? Were any new festivals or ways of cele­
brating adopted from other nationalities?3 

59. How did the emigrants celebrate family celebrations (weddings, christenings, funerals, birthdays, 
etc.)? Was this different in any way from customs in Finland?3 

60. Do you have in your possession any Finnish-American newspapers, magazines, books, circulars, 
diaries, or anything else like that? If so, what? ........................................ . 

61. Would you be willing to lend (or donate) this material to the Department of General History, 
University of Turku, for copying? .................................................... . 

62. NOTES AND ADDITIONAL INFORMA nON, for example about your departure for America,' 
or places of work (you may use extra paper if needed). 
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APPENDIX 9. Finnish Returning Migrants Questionnaire lfl 

The Department of General History, University of Turku, has drawn up this questionnaire in order 
to gather information about Finnish migrants for scientific research purposes. The purpose of the present 
questionnaire is to gather additional information about migrants who returned; our first questionnaire 
on this subject was carried out in 1969. If you replied to that previous questionnaire, then you do not 
necessarily need to answer Questions 1-8. Please return the form to the following address: 
Department of General History, University of Turku, 20500 Turku 50. 
All the information will be treated in the strictest confidence, and will only be made available for scien­
tific research. The questionnaires will be stored in the archives of migration history at the University 

of Turku. If you are unable to recall some details exactly, please write your answer for example like this: 
"About 1920". We would be grateful if you would return the form even if you are not able to reply to 

all of the questions. 

Present name: 
Present address: ...... . ................................................ .. .............. . 

I. Your name on emigration from Finland: ..................... \ ....... . . . ............. . 
2. Your name in America:1 .............................................. . ........... . 

3. Year of birth: .. . ....................... 4. Place of birth: ...... . ............ . .. . 
5. In what year did you emigrate from Finland? ......................................... . 
6. Why did you emigrate from Finland? ............................. . .................. . 
7. On your arrival in America,1 how long did you intend to stay there? .................... . 
8. Where did you live in America, I what kinds of work did you do, and when? (You may use a separate 

sheet of paper if necessary) 

Place of Work Type of Work Dates 

a. ..........................•... ............................. . . ...•••.••.••... 
(space for ten answers) 

9. When did you return to Finland? .................................................... . 
10. Where (which municipality) did you return to? ........................................ . 
11. Where (which municipalities) have you lived in since your return? ....................... . 
12. Why did you decide to return to Finland? ............................................ . 
13. When you came back, did you have any savings? ........ .. ............................ . 
14. Following your return, did you buy2 

a) a house of your own, b) a farm, c) additional land, 

d) other real estate (if so, what? ..................................................... ) 
IS. Was your state of health at your return2 

a) good, b) satisfactory, c) poor? 
16. If your health was poor, what illnesses etc. had you suffered from while abroad? 

17. How well would you consider you had learnt English while you were abroad?2 
a) well, b) moderately, c) poorly, d) not at all 

18. How satisfied were you following your return?2 

a) satisfied, b) moderately satisfied, c) dissatisfied 
19. What kinds of difficulties did you encounter in settling down again after returning? 

20. How many times have you been to America l as a migrant? ............................. . 
21. What benefits do you consider you gained from your time abroad? ...................... . 

I If you were not in America, please state what country you were in. 
2 Please underline the appropriate alternative. 

I Reference: TYYH/S/I/7001-7328 (328 questionnaires). This is a translation of the original Finnish 
questionnaire. 
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22. Following your return, have you been active in public affairs, local politics, the economy, cultural 
activities, etc., in the place where you were living? ............................ . ........ . 

23. Have you held any office in local organizations? ....................... . .. .. ........... . 
24. If so, what? ....•.......................... . ........ . ... . .......... . .. . ............. 
25. What was the general reaction in the place where you were living to the influences brought back 

with them by migrants returning from abroad? .................................... . ... . 
(You may give examples if you wish) 

26. Describe what sort of significance and effect you think the migrants returning from overseas had, 
where you were living, in for example the following fields: society and politics, the economy, cultural 
affairs, morality (you may use a separate sheet of paper if necessary): ...... . ......... . ... . 

27. Give some examples of the influences returning migrants had (you may use a separate sheet of paper 
if you wish): ...................................................................... . 

28. Notes and additional information, e.g. on your own contribution or on the impact in general of 
migrants returning from overseas in the area where you were living (you may use a separate sheet 

of paper if necessary): . . . . ............. . , • . • . . ...... . . . .. . ........................... 
Informant's name and address: ....... .. ....................... . ....... . ........ .. ... . 
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