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We construct datasets of linked census records to study internal migrants’ selection 

1930). We study both whites and blacks and intra- and inter-regional migration. 
While there is some evidence of positive selection, the degree of selection was 
small and participation in migration was widespread. Differences in background, 
including initial location, cannot account for racial differences in destination 
choices. Blacks and whites were similarly responsive to pre-existing migrant 
stocks from their home state, but black men were more deterred by distance, 
attracted to manufacturing, and responsive to labor demand.

At the turn of the twentieth century, real income per worker in the 
South was less than one-half of that in the rest of the United States 

a labor demand boom in northern industrial centers and the interruption 
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of immigration from Europe, southern workers moved away from their 

of the South. 

Social scientists have studied its causes and consequences for almost 100 

provide additional perspective. First, we examine the migration decisions 

was important in its own right and provides a natural comparison for the 
migration patterns of blacks. Second, our analysis includes both intra- 
and inter-regional migrants, whereas much of the previous literature has 

within
regions, including the South, provide valuable information and a more 
complete picture of internal migration patterns during the early decades 

data that provide deeper insight than previously available into the careers 

that inform most quantitative studies of U.S. internal migration in the 

observe the same person before and after migration.1
ante information hinders the study of how individual and local character-

destination. Furthermore, using ex post measures of migrants’ outcomes 
or human capital that are available in cross-sectional data sources may 

providing a clearer view of the same men before and after the start of 

1

migrants are observed before and after moving. 
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southern-resident males, ages 0 to 40, in 1910. We then locate the same 
men in the 1930 census manuscripts and transcribe data from the hand-

less than age 18) still lived with their parents and siblings, and the older 

-
mation on personal, household, and local background. 

For African Americans, the linked census records used here are the 

focused on measuring black men’s income gains from inter-regional 

white and black migrants, which required the creation of a new set of 
-

tion, this article studies both intra-regional and inter-regional migration 

of scholars’ attention. Finally, as described later, much of this article is 
dedicated to studying the migrants’ choices of destination and comparing 
black and white migration patterns across potential destinations, a topic 

in the history of Americans’ internal migration. First, after documenting 
the outstanding features of southern black and white migration patterns 
and migrant characteristics, we investigate whether the migrants were 

-
istics. Second, we examine how southern migrants sorted themselves 
across potential destinations and the extent to which personal character-
istics, such as place of origin and family background, account for black-

responsiveness to variation in labor market opportunities and migration 
costs across potential destinations, paying particular attention to racial 
differences in behavior. 

regional migration was widespread in the sense that the migrants’ back-
ground characteristics were not much different from the non-migrants’ 

selection into inter-state migration among both whites and blacks, as 
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differences between migrants and non-migrants were small within race 
categories.

was some overlap in the most popular destinations for white and black 
migrants, but there were also notable differences. Approximately 28 
percent of inter-state migrants would have to change their destination 

the men’s background characteristics can account for surprisingly little 
of the overall black-white differences in destination choice, which leads 
us to study differences in responsiveness to economic variables across 

responsive to pre-existing distributions of state-to-state migrant stocks, 
but that black men were more deterred by distance, more attracted to 
manufacturing centers, and more responsive to cross-state variation in 

-

black migrants were more inclined to leave the South than white migrants 
and no evidence that black migrants moved to non-southern locations 
more frequently than they did southern ones, conditional on the states’ 

migrants moved more frequently than southern white migrants to the 
Northeast and Midwest, whereas southern whites moved more frequently 
to the West, conditional on the states’ economic characteristics.

to depict the cumulative inter-regional migration rate for men born in the 

each ten-year birth cohort who resided outside the South at each census 

article’s next section, as well as those born up to ten years before and 

cumulative interstate migration within

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0022050715001527 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0022050715001527


Selection and Sorting of Southern Migrants 951

 

 
0

.1

.2

.3

.4

1880 1890 1900 1910 1920 1930 1940 1950 1960 1880 1890 1900 1910 1920 1930 1940 1950 1960

White, Out of South Black, Out of South

0

.1

.2

.3

.4

1880 1890 1900 1910 1920 1930 1940 1950 1960 1880 1890 1900 1910 1920 1930 1940 1950 1960

White, Within South Black, Within South

1860s 1870s 1880s

1890s 1900s 1910s

Birth cohorts

FIGURE 1

Notes

1910 and 1930 indicate the timeframe examined using the linked dataset. 
Sources
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-
-

resided outside the South. For whites, this is approximately the same level 

Later cohorts of whites undertook substantially more inter-regional 
migration: 15 percent of the 1890s birth cohort had left the South by 

dwarfed by subsequent changes in black inter-regional migration rates, 
with nearly one-quarter of the 1890s birth cohort leaving the South by 

of the 1910s birth cohort observed in 1950). 

does not imply that the southern labor force was stationary, as there is 
considerable evidence of mobility within
lower panels of Figure 1 indicate that 15 percent of blacks and nearly 
20 percent of whites in the 1870s birth cohort had moved away from 

regional mobility was more common than inter-regional mobility prior 

Florida, Arkansas, and Mississippi. 

-
ously. Between 1910 and 1930, Figure 1 shows slight declines in within-

both blacks and whites.
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Scholars have suggested several reasons for the relatively low rates of 

weak integration of northern and southern labor markets compared to the 
strong ties between northern and European labor markets, a legacy of mass 

-

their internal migration has been far less explored than that of African 

course, some of the same factors that inhibited blacks’ movement prior 

the black and white stories differ in important ways. Most obviously, 
whites were not recently removed from slavery, were less concentrated 
than blacks in the Cotton Belt, were more likely than blacks to have 
acquired some wealth and literacy, and likely faced less discrimination 
in distant labor markets. For perspective, in 1870 nearly 40 percent of 

compared to less than 5 percent of blacks. Approximately 74 percent 

might have found it easier to afford long-distance moves than blacks 

opportunities to advance in southern labor markets, whether by ascending 
the agricultural ladder or moving into skilled non-agricultural work, may 

perceptions of the North.

and white southerners, this constraint may have receded with each gener-
ation’s educational and economic advances in the late nineteenth and 

networks in the South may have facilitated migration by lowering the 
associated costs and uncertainties. Surfaced roads more than doubled 
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1917). Nearly all southerners lived in counties with railroad access by 

northern newspapers, such as the Chicago Defender, increased in the 

gained a foothold in the 1890s, to Mississippi by 1907 and North Carolina 

long-lasting negative productivity shock, perhaps making southern agri-
culture a less attractive option than before, at least within the Cotton Belt 

violence, de jure segregation, and, in general, the ascendance of the Jim 
Crow regime may have provided a strong incentive to leave the region 

labor force circa 1910 that was more able and more inclined to migrate 
long distances than ever before.

in the North, and a temporary halt to European immigration, which was 
later reinforced by immigration restrictions. Many industrial employers 

training, and evaluating them, and established networks to draw on the 

Wright 2003). As is commonly found in studies of migration, networks 
of previous migrants helped perpetuate migration patterns in and from 

repercussions for American economic and social history. 
Within this historical setting, our thinking about migration and location 

-
tion decision depends on expected income, amenities, and relocation 

vary across types of workers, by race, skill, or other initial conditions. 
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selection into inter-state migration and of sorting across potential destina-
tions, which we explore later. For both selection and sorting, the dataset 
of linked census records provides new opportunities for analysis.

manuscript data from the 1910 Census of Population and selected all 

the handwritten manuscripts of the 1930 Census of Population. We used 
each individual’s name, place of birth, and age from the 1910 records as 
search criteria for location in the 1930 records.2 From an initial sample of 

-
viduals, a 24 percent match rate.3
Additional details on the linking process and the variables available in 
each census year are provided in the Appendix. 

As mentioned above, the linked data offer several advantages rela-
tive to the state-level aggregates or micro-level cross-sections that have 

distinction is that we observe the same person both before and after the 

we observe many characteristics about the household in which they grew 
up—what their parents did for a living, where they were located, whether 

are observed after they have left their parents, but also after they have 

they held in 1910 in addition to whether they were literate, where they 

2

generate alternative spellings of a surname. SOUNDEX matches include the exact last name and 
reasonably close approximations to that name.

3

matched sequentially. 
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environment.

exhibit selection bias that interferes with subsequent analyses and inter-
pretations. Fortunately, the men in the linked sample are similar to 

-
rately reports the summary statistics for the linked and base samples 
of blacks and whites. Although there are some small differences, their 

follow when we estimate the probability of being in the linked sample 
as a function of observable characteristics, conditional on being in the 

in the Appendix), we conclude that literacy, farming occupations, and 

these increased probabilities is small, generally less than a 3 percent 
increase.4

in 1910), reveals that 22 percent resided outside the South at the time of 

who resided in the South in 1910 but not in 1930. We do not expect 
these numbers to be exactly the same because of interregional migration 

corresponding numbers for southern-born whites observed outside the 
South in 1930 are 15 percent and 17 percent. Across all states, the distri-
bution of inter-state migrants in the linked sample is highly correlated 

white and black samples), and rarely deviates by more than 1 percentage 

where pre-1910 migration is less likely to confound the comparisons 

sample is biased in a way that will confound our analyses, and we take 
the linked sample to be fairly representative. 

4 We evaluated the results’ sensitivity to using stricter match criteria by restricting the sample 

main results are unchanged. See the Online Appendix.
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TABLE 1

White Males Black Males

Matched
Sample

Full

Sample
p-value
of Diff.

Matched
Sample

Full

Sample
p-value
of Diff.

Alabama 1.00     9.8    10.3 0.23

Arkansas 0.09     5.0     4.9 0.61

Florida     2.1     2.3 0.09     4.0     3.8 0.43

    7.5     7.5 0.99    13.5 13.9 0.48

   10.8    10.4 0.14     3.2     3.0 0.44

Louisiana     4.7     5.2 0.01     8.2     8.7 0.26

Mississippi     4.2     4.1 0.74    12.9 12.2 0.14

North Carolina     7.9 0.14     8.9     8.0 0.03

Oklahoma     8.0     8.1 0.84     1.5     1.7 0.31

South Carolina     3.5 0.28    11.0 10.2 0.10

0.86     5.3     5.5 0.54

0.02     9.3     9.0 0.60

Virginia     7.0 0.57     7.9 0.01

West Virginia 0.00     0.7     1.0 0.04

   82.9    81.8 0.04 0.94

   52.4    48.8 0.00    22.4 23.9 0.05

   91.8    90.1 0.00 0.86

   91.2 0.00 0.91

   59.0 0.00 0.30

1910 city population 
 Not in city    70.0 0.09    74.5    73.2 0.05

   20.4    20.8 0.25    17.3 0.07

 City pop. >25,000     9.8 0.31     9.2     9.5 0.53

Min age  0  0 —  0  0 —

Max age 40 40 — 40 40 —

Median age 15 0.00 15 0.08

Mean age    17.1 0.01    17.0 0.06

St. dev.    11.1    11.5 0.00    11.2    11.3 0.50

Notes: A variance-ratio test is used to compare sample standard deviations and a Wilcoxon matched-pairs 
signed-rank test is used to compare sample medians. All others comparison of means are done with standard 

Sources
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and whether they are substitutes or complements for the area’s native 

selection into migration because it has such detailed background infor-

better basis than previously available for understanding the origins and 

range of possible implications from selection, such as the wage impact 

scope.

there are clear differences between migrants and non-migrants in terms 
of their background characteristics. We start by classifying all men in the 

school attendance, occupational income and education scores, farm status 

differences in character-
istics between the migrant categories and the non-migrant category, and 
the third column reports the differences that remain after controlling for 

5

effects in column 3 absorb local push factors, such as boll weevil destruc-
tion, and control for selection that derives from differences in place-of-

5

i j
effects: Yi SMi RMi i j ei, where SM is a dummy for within-South migrants and 
RM is a dummy for inter-regional migrants. Y
occupation score, etc.).
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column 2).
of black men. Although this is very basic information about the migrants 
and non-migrants, none of it can be inferred from census cross-sections, 
and in this respect the linked manuscript data are crucial.

we would expect migrants to have better outcomes than non-migrants in 
terms of human capital, occupational status, or family background before
leaving the South. While discrimination in the South slowed black men’s 
economic and educational progress, there was considerable variation in 
literacy, education, occupation, property ownership, and other measures 
in 1910. For whites and blacks, there is some evidence of positive selec-

but the differences are quantitatively small at 1 to 4 percentage points. 

strongly positive migrant selection in the early twentieth century based 

literacy after leaving the South, or that census enumeration of literacy 
might have been regionally biased. More generally, this raises concern 
regarding the practice of using ex post migrant characteristics from cross-
sections to make inferences about selection into migration. As linked 
historical datasets become more common, scholars may be able to avoid 
this measurement problem. 

For an alternative view of educational background, we examined 
school attendance in 1910 and found small differences in attendance 

From this perspective, migrant selection on the basis of formal educa-

note, however, that in comparison to studies of migration in more recent 

metric for educational attainment is fairly crude. We cannot follow such 

early twentieth century, which to our knowledge does not exist. 

infer positive selection in column 2 but not necessarily in column 3. Both perspectives are useful. 
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TABLE 2

White Males Black Males

Sample Average
Difference vs. 
Non-migrants Difference Sample Average

Difference vs. 
non-Migrants Difference

N
    Non-migrants 0.924 — — — —
    Within-South migrants 0.925 0.001

—
0.003

0.013**
—

0.035* 0.008

N
    Non-migrants 0.828 — — — —
    Within-South migrants 0.823

—
0.838 0.010

—
0.043 0.035

N
    Non-migrants — — 12.3 — —
    Within-South migrants 17.3 1.00*** 0.80*** 13.4

—
1.07*** 0.53*

18.2 0.81*** 13.2
—

0.85**
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N
    Non-migrants 10.77 — — 7.90 — —
    Within-South migrants 10.87 0.104** 0.079 8.04

—
0.131** 0.082

10.92 0.148*** 8.02
—

0.120*** 0.025

N
    Non-migrants — — 0.592 — —
    Within-South migrants 0.530 0.521

—
0.500 0.502

—

N
    Non-migrants 0.543 — — 0.222 — —
    Within-South migrants 0.472 0.200

—
0.505 0.251

—
0.030** 0.007

Notes

origin, are in parentheses. 
Sources: Data are from the sample of linked census records, as described in the text and Appendix.
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D), there is somewhat stronger evidence of positive selection on the basis 

skills, ability, or motivation translated into better occupational standing 

-
7 -

able that assigns an income to each detailed occupation category based 
on the median income observed in that occupation in the 1950 census 

non-migrants. For blacks, most group differences are slightly smaller in 
magnitude than for whites, but the point estimates are consistent with 
positive selection.8

occupation in 1910 based on the average educational attainment of 
southern workers in the corresponding occupation categories in the 1940 

-

attainment rather than income. Again, there is some evidence of posi-
tive selection into migration, approximately one-tenth of a grade, but the 

age and initial location. 

educational information—are generally consistent with a limited degree 
of positive selection for both whites and blacks in the early decades of 

-
tively small, however, and thus the degree of migrant selection from this 
perspective seems rather weak. 

7

occscore) by the ratio of median income among farmer-owners 

occscore

8 For reference, a standard deviation in the occupation income score variable is 12.0 for whites 
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1910. From this perspective, there are notable differences. For both 
whites and blacks, those who lived on farms in 1910 were less likely 

farm-status difference between the migrant groups and the non-migrant 

addition of age and county-of-origin controls reduces the gap relative to 
non-migrants for white inter-regional migrants and for both categories 
of African Americans migrants, but non-trivial differences remain, espe-

to hinder long-distance migration, even when comparisons are based on 
within-county variation. 

panel, is of particular interest because it is the only census variable in 1910 

household wealth may facilitate long-distance migration, but in this 
historical context homeownership may also indicate a prior decision to 

-

Boustan, and Eriksson 2013). Among whites, residing in owner-occu-
pied housing in 1910 is associated with substantially less long-distance 

for age and county of residence. African Americans were far less likely 
than whites to own their homes, and the pattern with respect to migration 

for whites are interpreted as indicators of relatively strong local attach-
ments among property owners and their children, then it would appear 
that black property owners and their children did not share such strong 
attachments.

Overall, migration in the linked dataset does not conform to a simple 

average, which is consistent with positive selection. But these differences 
were not large. Moreover, differences across migrant groups in terms of 
literacy, school attendance, or occupational-education scores were small 

-
tent with our expectations but novel in the sense that, to our knowledge, 
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no previously constructed dataset could observe the pre-migration farm 
status of individual men in this period. We interpret the overall results as 

differences between migrants and non-migrants in the early decades of 

where the 
migrants moved and why they decided to move there.

comparing migrant sorting patterns, both as a function of individual and 
place-of-origin characteristics and as a function of labor market condi-

1930) than is possible with census cross-sections, where prior location is 
known only at the time of birth and migration could have occurred at any 
time afterwards. 

on a black indicator variable from regressions that control for state-of-

fraction of the men in the linked sample left their 1910 state of resi-

South, the Midwest was the most common destination for both whites 
and blacks, but black inter-regional migrants moved relatively strongly 

-
tively strongly into the West.9 Detailed state-to-state migration patterns 
are reported in the Online Appendix. 

latitude and longitude of the center of each individual’s 1910 and 1930 

9
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TABLE 3

White Black 
Unconditional Black-

White Difference
Conditional Black-
White Difference

No state-to-state migration

Within-South migrants 0.18 0.19 0.0088 

0.17 0.20 0.028*** 0.075***

 South-to-Northeast migrants 0.03 0.08 0.050*** 0.050***

 South-to-Midwest migrants 0.09 0.11 0.016*** 0.049***

 South-to-West migrants 0.05 0.01 –0.037*** –0.024***

 Full sample 219.8 210.7

 Within-South migrants 321.8

 Inter-regional migrants

 Full sample 1.38

 Within-South migrants 0.47 0.23***

 Inter-regional migrants 2.23***

 Full sample 0.30 1.21*** 1.09***

 Within-South migrants 0.20 0.71*** 1.34***

 Inter-regional migrants 1.42

Notes

of the Northeast census regions and also Delaware, Maryland, and Washington, DC. Latitude 
differences are positive for south-to-north migration. Longitude differences are positive for west-
to-east migration. Standard errors, clustered by county of origin, are in parentheses.
Sources: Data are from the linked sample of census records, as described in the text and Appendix.
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the black and white samples, with or without controls for state-of-origin. 

-

latitude and longitude), whereas the average white male moved north-
ward and westward, though not as far north as blacks. Among white 

the average change of longitude, and black-white differences in east-
west mobility patterns are striking, even when controlling for state of  
origin.10

For the sake of concise description and to facilitate discrete-choice 

percent of inter-state migrants chose non-urban locations, and there-
fore focusing solely on migrants to cities would omit a large share of 
the sample, distort the ex ante set of destination choices, and gener-

because the multinomial logit model, described below, estimates a large 

county- or city-level would be computationally prohibitive.
Figure 2 maps the distribution of inter-state southern migrants across 

destinations between 1910 and 1930. Continuing pre-1910 migration 

-

South Carolina. Southern white migrants were also drawn strongly to 

10 Appendix Figure 1 in the Online Appendix graphs scatterplots of changes in latitude and 

northward movement for blacks but a much more diffuse pattern for whites.
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FIGURE 2

Notes

Sources: Data are from the linked sample of census records, as described in the text and  
Appendix.

Although there was a substantial degree of overlap in black and 
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the share of migrants that would have to choose a different location for 

index is calculated as Σ −=
b
B

w
W

1

2 i
N i ib w

1
 where i denotes a state, bi wi) is 

i and B W ) is the total 

state migrants would have to choose a different destination for the black 
and white post-migration distributions to be equivalent.

Because black and white men differed in their observable character-
istics and starting locations circa 1910, it is natural to ask whether such 
differences can account for black-white differences in migration patterns. 
We take two different approaches to this question. First, looking deeper 

variable and a rich set of background variables, such as age, literacy, 

-

background characteristics generally cannot account for the differences 

not narrow, some black-white differences in migration choices. For the 
sake of brevity, these results and additional details are provided in the 
Online Appendix.

Second, similar in spirit to the above but with a sharper focus on the 
actual choice of destination, we estimate multinomial logit models to 

each state as a potential destination, with the caveat that we combined 
some less populous states to facilitate estimation. For the subsample of 
individuals age 17 and under in 1910, the model includes indicator vari-
ables for race, father’s literacy and industry of employment, own school 
attendance, place in the family’s birth order, owner-occupied housing 
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of independent variables is similar, but includes own literacy and industry 

Using the model’s parameter estimates, the importance of black-white 
disparities in observable characteristics is revealed by comparing two 
counterfactual migration distributions in which men have the same char-

and black men and predict destination choices when all are assigned 

that the differences across the two sets of predictions are attributable only 
to differences in race as all other personal attributes are equivalent across 

-
mates probabilities of choosing each state under white and black model 

differences in background characteristics largely explained black-white 
differences in destination choice, then the value of the dissimilarity index 
between the all black and all white counterfactual distributions would be 

of 0.27. From this perspective, only a small portion of black-white differ-
ences in destination choice, on net, can be accounted for by the back-
ground characteristics available in the census. Underlying the dissimi-
larity index results, we see that background characteristics are helpful in 

notably California), but they widen the black-white difference in other 

index changes little.11

migration patterns, but black-white differences in migration patterns 

migrants’ background characteristics. Observationally similar southern 
men circa 1910 tended to make different migration decisions depending 

differently) white and black migrants responded to variation in the costs 

models are particularly useful for studying such issues.

11
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Suppose that individual i chooses to migrate to state j if 

> ∀U U k J d( )X ( )X , {∀ k ∈ , , } ,d j k≠ijX ikX

Xik, which contains variables 

individual i in potential destination k

distribution, the probability of choosing any particular state is repre- 
sented by:

γ

γ
=

Σ
∀

=

P j
X

X
j J( )=D j

exp(γγ )

exp(γγ )
, [∀ ∈j∀ ∈ 1 ]i

ijX

k
J

ikX1

where Di is the location choice of individual i -
tional logit framework for discrete choice described in Daniel McFadden 

cited earlier in the article, our interpretation of the model in this setting is 

economic characteristics across potential destination states are correlated 
with the choices of inter-state migrants. Note that in conditional logit 
models, any variable that does not vary across potential destinations for 
individual i

We estimate the conditional logit model with the sample of inter-state 
migrants. We do not include non-migrants in the analysis because doing 

-
nation choice. Since this section of the article is primarily concerned 
with describing the migrants’ choices of destinations rather than their 
selection into migration, we believe that concentrating on the migrants 

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0022050715001527 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0022050715001527


Selection and Sorting of Southern Migrants 971

helpful.12

Several variables comprise Xij -
enced expected employment opportunities and earnings. We construct 

Bj

jl
gl), and then summing across industries within states.

Σ ×=B e= Σ g .j lB = ΣL jle l1

percentages of the 1910 labor force employed in agriculture and manu-
facturing separately rather than the Bartik measure, which combines 

manufacturing employment variables, we also include a control variable 

migrants all else equal. 
Xij

-

data).13

1910 is scaled up or down depending on the ratio of black or white men’s 

provides more detail. 

12

asclogit command, can be estimated successfully only after stripping out nearly all the personal 
background variables. We have also explored nested logit models in which the census regions 
and the home state serve as nests.

13

wages in the North between 1940 and 1970, when the volume of migration was larger than before 
1930. On this basis, we expect that migration between 1910 and 1930 had relatively small effects 
on overall wage levels. 
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Variables related to the cost of migration are also in Xij. We calculate 
the log distance from each individual’s county of residence in 1910 to 
each potential destination state to capture relocation costs that are propor-

born in person i’s home state who resided in state j in 1910, separately by 
-

relationships between states including, but not limited to, networks that 
facilitate migration by providing a cultural home and assistance with 

-
enced decisions of black and white migrants, such as more secure civil 

above or below what would be expected on the basis of the economic 
variables included in Xij
the South were especially attractive to southern migrants, conditional on 
other X variables. Of course, identifying this border effect relies upon the 
sample’s inclusion of both intra-regional and inter-regional migrants, and 

many narrative descriptions of African Americans’ motives for inter-

for reasons that are not captured by other independent variables. Robustness 

discussed later and in further detail in the Online Appendix.

X variables 
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to those that vary across individuals within potential destinations, which 
means we cannot identify most of the X

for a particular state is associated with an increase the probability of 

is not straightforward, and therefore we present some counterfactuals to 
illustrate the results. For reference, marginal effects for each variable for 
each destination state and race are reported in the Online Appendix. 

to distance and positively to pre-existing stocks of migrants from the 
same state. Black migrants appear to have been more strongly deterred by 

blacks’ lower average levels of wealth and educational attainment, which 
could affect their access to information about distant opportunities and 

splitting the sample by 1910 homeownership status. For perspective on 

the results suggest that if southern migrants had been located one stan-

share of migrants going to Ohio would have declined by 3 percentage 
points for whites and 4 percentage points for blacks, relative to a base of 
8 and 7 percentage points respectively.14

14

choosing Ohio in our base regression and, given the parameter estimates, the predicted share 

Since the model is non-linear, the effect is different for every state. 
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974TABLE 4

White White White Black Black Black
on Race on Race on Race 

Cost variables
 Log distance

 Migrant stock 0.193*** 0.201*** 0.182*** 0.193*** 0.198*** 0.157***

Labor market variables
 Log average income 1.40*** 1.10*** —

—
0.0478 —

—
—
—

 Log labor demand —
—

—
—

0.789*** —
—

—
—

0.352*** —
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

0.0101** —
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
—
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Region and other control variables
 Non-South —

—
—
—

0.121 —
—

 Urban —
—

0.00587*** —
—

0.0143*** 0.00404 —
—

 Log population —
—

0.503*** —
—

—
—

0.879*** —
—

—
—

—
—

R2 0.21 0.21 0.29 0.22 0.22 0.27
N 7,498 7,498 7,498 2,114 2,114 2,114

Notes

refers to the share of persons born in state i who are residing in state j

Sources: Data are from the linked sample of census records, as described in the text and Appendix.
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that improvements in transportation and information networks played an 
important role in facilitating internal migration and integrating U.S. labor 
markets.

migrant networks measured in this manner did not distinguish blacks’ 

15

-
ables that had drawn previous migrants. For some states, especially those 
that had relatively small stocks of previous southern migrants, plausibly 

for example, increasing the black migrant-stock variable’s value to equal 

existing migrant stock over all states is 0.45 percentage points for whites 
and 0.33 points for blacks.

migration was strongly correlated with exogenous variation in aggregate 

surprise because booming labor markets are commonly cited as motivation 

15

that networks were more important for black inter-regional migrants from the Deep South than 

point towards networks being important for blacks, their results contrast with ours regarding the 
comparison of blacks and whites. Whether the contrast is due to our relatively rough proxy for 

networks.
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for long-distance migration and, in general, large states tend to have large 
changes in employment and, therefore, attract large shares of migrants. 

weight given to this signal as a correlate of changing employment oppor-

practices in northern and western labor markets). For perspective on the 
-

tion faster, the estimates suggest that its share of black migrants would 

whites, the predicted increase is 2 percentage points relative to a base 

the average marginal effect over all potential destination states is 1.10 
percentage points for whites and 2.27 points for blacks.

and agricultural employment shares in 1910, rather than aggregate 
employment growth, to provide a different perspective on the economic 

Black men were inclined to select states with high levels of manufac-
turing employment, but disinclined to select agricultural states, all else 

sector itself was an important determinant of black migration patterns. 

negative in column 2, suggesting that they tended to seek residence in 

construction, mining, trade, transportation, and services. 
We also estimate models that distinguish among parts of the South 

that were differentially affected by the spread of the boll weevil. We 

at least 20 percent of total crop value came from cotton production in 
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which were not cotton intensive.

price changes or the redistribution of economic activity to other crops or 
sectors, then we would expect to see less migration to cotton-intensive 

productivity shock across cotton-producing regions.17

varies by destination state and race, are positive but somewhat weaker 

by about 1.7 percentage points, relative to base shares of 3 and 8 percent, 
respectively. Columns 7 and 8 suggest that white migrants were more 

whites, perhaps because they had higher levels of education or access 
to more information, were better informed than blacks about wages in 
distant states and, therefore, more responsive to the existing variation. 
But again, there is no evidence that literate blacks were more responsive 

circa 1910 are a better proxy for whites’ expected earnings opportunities 
after 1910 than for blacks. 

the boll weevil’s presence in 1910. Our coding is approximate and based on visual inspection of 

17
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neither white nor black southern migrants were especially attracted to 
the Non-South, conditional on other X variables.18

that controlling for pre-existing migrant stocks may absorb some of 
the attraction of regional amenities to the extent that previous migrants 

-
ture’s emphasis on the idea that black migrants were especially moti-

X
variables).19

Midwest than whites conditional on the other X variables, but they were 

market discrimination, civil liberties, or social norms across northern and 

this interpretation, white migrants serve as a control group to capture the 

black-white differences might then be interpreted as evidence of race-

-

18

interstate migrants who do not reside in cities). 
19
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its share of black migrants by only 0.5 percentage points, relative to a 
-
-

cient on urban in columns 2 and 5.

account for differences in white and black migration patterns with the 

must have resulted from differences in perceived opportunities and 
X) and differences in how men responded 

white differences in destination choice can be accounted for by distance 
and migrant stock variables, we apply the parameters of the black condi-

TABLE 5

White White Black Black
on Race on Race 

 Northeast 0.733***

 Midwest 0.318** 0.472***

 West 1.054*** 1.224*** 0.381*

R2 0.24 0.24 0.25 0.25
N 7,498 7,498 2,114 2,114

Notes

Sources: Data are from the linked sample of census records, as described in the text and Appendix.
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men.20

same underlying X -
tual distributions is approximately 0.20, substantially less than the unad-

stock and distance variables across black and white migrants reduces the 

-

-
-

market discrimination, perhaps following Sundstrom 2007).

and black southerners and it incorporates information about those who 
moved within the South as well as those who left the region. 

First, we study selection into inter-state and inter-regional migra-

both whites and blacks in terms of occupational status, and it is clear 

and regional lines than farm residents. Overall, however, the differences 
between migrants and non-migrants were small within race categories, 

internal migration by southern men was remarkably widespread after 
1910.

Second, we examine migration patterns between origins and destina-
tions and ask whether individual and local background characteristics 
account for differences in black and white migration choices. Although 

20 Note that distance and migrant stock variables differ by race across destinations, and their 

underlying distributions of distance and migrant stock variables. 
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there was substantial overlap in black and white migrants’ choices of 
-

of the black-white differences in migration patterns can be accounted for 

that black and white migration patterns differed, those differences were 
-

cally or their personal circumstances circa 1910. Rather, observationally 
similar men made different location choices depending on their race.

responsiveness to variation in the characteristics of potential destinations. 
Black and white men were similarly responsive to pre-existing migrant 
stocks, but black men were more deterred by distance than whites, 
more attracted to manufacturing centers, and more responsive to varia-
tion in labor demand growth. Conditional on the potential destination 

interesting variation across areas outside the South, with blacks sorting 
more strongly than whites into the Midwest and Northeast and whites 
sorting more strongly into the West, conditional on state characteristics. 
Variation in the characteristics of potential destinations, such as distance 
and pre-existing migrant stocks, can account for a non-trivial portion of 
the black-white dissimilarity index in destinations, but a larger portion is 
associated with racial differences in responsiveness to the destinations’ 

further research. 

records for southern males from 1910 to 1930, and it is our hope that 

to keep the analyses focused on a set of fundamental questions about 

more information on the migrants’ outcomes, or link to other historical or 
administrative datasets. More generally, it is clear that this kind of dataset 

and initiatives are likely to make them far more common and accessible 
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of migration and intergenerational mobility, and much more. All these 
topics are ripe for reassessment as new datasets that follow individuals 
over time are brought to light. 

Appendix

two searches in the 1930 census manuscripts: one with exact last name and one with a 

two years, race, and gender. We counted any individual with a unique match in the exact 
last name or SOUNDEX search as a successful match. We then eliminated all duplicate 

census).
From the 1930 census, we extracted detailed location of residence as well as infor-

and household-level variables available in the linked sample are detailed in Appendix 

occupation

-

of being located in the 1930 manuscripts separately by race and three age categories: 

attendance, literacy, and farming occupation information in the 1910 data. We observe 
a slightly increased probability of being found for literate individuals, farmers, and resi-

West Virginia in 1910 raises the probability of being located in 1930 by as much as 5.5 

in the sample lived in West Virginia in 1910).

regional migrants are individuals with a southern state of residence in 1910 and a non-

a southern place of birth
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APPENDIX TABLE 1

1910 1930

All Ages

Race x x x x
Owner-occupied housing status x x x x
Value of home/rent paid x x x x
Farm residence status x x x x
School attendance x x x x
Literacy x x x
Marital status x x x
City population x x x x

x x x x
Father’s industry of employment x x
Occupation x x x x
Father’s occupation x x
Employment status x x x x
Father’s employment status x x
State of residence x x x x
County of residence x x x x
State of birth x x x x
Age x x x x
Veteran status x

Notes:

occ1950 and ind1950 for 1910 and coded the 
1930 variables into the same categories. *For marital status in this column, availability pertains 

Source: Linked sample of census records, as described in the text.

21 We focus on inter-regional migrants for comparison because the relatively high rate of within-
South migration prior to 1910 is likely to confound comparisons for within-South migrants across 
the datasets.

migrated out of the South prior to 1910 will not be included in our sample but will 

differences.21 Nonetheless, the differences across samples are small even when they 

-

inter-state migrants), the correlation in migration patterns is high. With inter-regional 

both whites and blacks.
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APPENDIX TABLE 2

White Males Black Males

Age 0 to 9 10 to 18 19 to 40 Age 0 to 9 10 to 18 19 to 40

0.0012 0.0044 0.001

School attendance — 0.0143 — — —
— — — —

Literacy — 0.024*** 0.017*** — 0.0078* 0.0081***
— —

City population
0.0094 0.0028 0.0041

City pop. >25,000 0.0077 0.0019 0.0050 0.018

Father is farmer/ 0.020*** 0.010 0.029*** 0.0044 0.029***
individual is farmer†

Alabama 0.011 0.014

Arkansas 0.015 0.0017

Florida 0.028

0.017

0.0025

Louisiana 0.025 0.005

Mississippi 0.021 0.014 0.031 0.037

North Carolina 0.0011 0.010 0.0019

Oklahoma 0.011
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APPENDIX TABLE 2 (CONTINUED)

White Males Black Males

Age 0 to 9 10 to 18 19 to 40 Age 0 to 9 10 to 18 19 to 40

South Carolina 0.011 0.0072 0.040 0.029

0.019 0.017

West Virginia 0.028 0.055*** 0.041***

N 25,791 9,214 7,331
R2 0.0032 0.0031 0.0017 0.00050 0.0025

Notes

†

Sources:
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APPENDIX TABLE 3

Black Migrants White Migrants

Matched Sample 
of Migrants 

in 1910)
of Migrants p-value of 

Difference

Matched Sample
of Migrants

 in 1910)
Migrants p-value of 

Difference

 0.01 0.77  0.02  0.03 0.12
 California  0.03  0.04 0.81  0.14  0.15
 Colorado  0.00 0.05  0.02  0.02 0.38

 0.01  0.01 0.57 0.79
 Delaware 0.93
 D.C./Maryland  0.07  0.08 0.33  0.05 0.08

0.42  0.05  0.05 0.23
 0.14  0.15 0.75  0.09  0.08 0.71
 0.04  0.04  0.07 0.00
 0.01  0.00 0.13  0.01  0.01
 0.02  0.02 0.88  0.05  0.03 0.00
 0.00  0.00 — 0.03

 Massachusetts 0.08  0.01  0.01 0.51
 Michigan  0.10  0.08 0.10 0.30
 Minnesota 0.40  0.01 0.04
 Missouri  0.08 0.03  0.08  0.07 0.07
 Montana/Wyoming  0.00 0.53  0.01  0.01
 Nebraska 0.78  0.01  0.01 0.31
 Nevada/Utah  0.00 0.02  0.01 0.33
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988APPENDIX TABLE 3 (CONTINUED)

Black Migrants White Migrants

Linked Sample 
of Migrants 

in 1910)
of Migrants p-value of 

Difference

Linked Sample
of Migrants

 in 1910)
Migrants p-value of 

Difference

 New Jersey  0.08 0.10  0.02  0.02
 New Mexico 0.32  0.03  0.03 0.41

 0.12  0.13 0.45  0.05  0.04 0.24
 North/South Dakota  0.00
 Ohio  0.14  0.12 0.14  0.17  0.17 0.95

 0.15  0.17 0.08  0.05 0.54
 Wisconsin  0.01 0.25  0.01  0.01 0.12

 Mean age 35.7 0.05
0.18 0.18 0.71  0.38 0.33 0.00

 Literate 0.95 0.95 0.94  0.99 0.99 0.17
 Veteran 0.13 0.11 0.12  0.18 0.18 0.44

 Farmer 0.01 0.01  0.09 0.09 0.10
 Employed 0.84 0.82  0.91 0.90 0.10
Notes

Sources
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