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Before 1890, German emigrants were one of the largest European groups to emigrate
overseas in the middle of the nineteenth century. Most of them settled in North America,
but a handful of Germans landed in countries south of the equator. This article examines
those who chose uncommon paths and settled in the Southern Hemisphere, focusing on
Hessians who went to either Australia or South America. Those who emigrated to the
Southern Hemisphere were quite different from the Hessians who moved to the United
States. More striking, however, are the contrasting backgrounds of the Australian-bound
versus the South American–bound groups: These two groups were comparable in size,
but in terms of any identifying socioeconomic characteristic they were poles apart from
each other. Those bound for Australia were poorer, less skilled, and more likely to use a
multiyear migration strategy to get their family members across the ocean, typical of the
ways of those bound for the United States. In contrast, those who went to South America
were wealthier, more skilled, and mostly emigrated as intact families without the use of
such migration networks. This work shows that the choice of destination mattered for
individuals and that certain destinations attracted particular types of individuals and
groups, reemphasizing the role of self-selection in the migration experience.

Introduction

Between 1815 and 1930, more than 50 million people emigrated from Europe.1

Roughly 60 percent of these emigrants went to the United States, while the other 40
percent settled mostly in South America, Australia, and Canada. Along with British
and Irish emigrants, German emigrants were one of the largest groups to leave Europe
in the middle of the nineteenth century. Most Germans settled in North America, but
a handful landed in countries south of the equator.2

Germans played a role, even if minor, in European emigration to the Southern
Hemisphere. Of the 11 million people who immigrated to Latin America between 1854
and 1924, 2.7 percent were of German descent; they were the fourth-largest immigrant

This work has had a very long gestation. I thank Walter Kamphoefner for his comments made on an earlier
draft presented at the 2009 World Economic History Congress and Jadwiga Pieper for her comments on a
version presented at the 2013 SSHA meetings. A very different and preliminary version of this work was
presented at the 2003 Social Science History Association meetings, for which the late Christiane Harzig
served as a discussant. I thank Christiane for her insightful comments and inspiration in all things related
to migration.

1. See B. R. Mitchell (1978: 47) and Baines (1995: 2–3).
2. Europeans who settled in South America came mostly from the southern parts of Europe, including

Italy, Portugal, and Spain. A sizable portion of southern Europeans, however, settled in the United States
(Nugent 1995: 28).
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group in Brazil (Luebke 1990: 98; Mörner 1985: 50). Before 1860, this percentage
was probably quite a bit higher. Today, countries like Brazil, Chile, Argentina, and
Australia all contain hundreds of thousands of people who claim some degree of
German ancestry. In 2001, for instance, out of a population of 18.9 million, 700,000
Australians claimed German ancestry.3 While Brazil and Chile were two of the more
common countries of destination for Germans in South America, a sizable number
of Germans settled elsewhere in Argentina, Colombia, Paraguay, Peru, Uruguay, and
various places in Central America.

Like with North America, much German migration to South America and to Aus-
tralia took place in the nineteenth century.4 A significant number of German emigrants
started arriving in Australia in the 1830s. Possibly at least half came as assisted
migrants or even indentured servants.5 These arrangements became necessary to en-
courage European migration to Australia. Immigration dramatically increased with
the Australian gold rush of the early 1850s, which managed to attract about a half
million immigrants to the country, including a considerable number of Germans. One
claim is that 70,000 German-speaking people moved to Australia between 1840 and
1890 (Tampke 2006: 72).

Germans started immigrating to Brazil in larger numbers in 1824 (Mörner 1985:
25; Seyferth 2003). 6 The end of the foreign slave trade in Brazil in 1850, however,
made Brazil more interesting for European settlers, and German immigration to Brazil
reached at least 125,000 persons in official statistics in the nineteenth century (Luebke
1990: 93–95). On the demand side, in the 1850s Brazil began to seek out European
farmers and artisans; Germans who settled in Brazil for the most part ended up in
the southern more temperate states: Parana, Rio Grande do Sul, and Santa Catarina,
regions where replicating a European style of farming was easier (Mörner 1985: 25;
Wtulich 1986: 19).7 Germans made their mark on Brazil: “Conservative” estimates
exist that place the number of German nationals or descendants in the latter two states
at between 150,000 and 200,000 toward the end of the nineteenth century (Kent 2006:
23). Some scholars also think German immigrants had an outsized influence on the
development of Brazilian immigration policy (Seyferth 2003).

3. See Tampke (2006: 4). Like with North America, immigration to Australia in the nineteenth century
was more substantial than in the eighteenth century, although Germans were on the first European ships
to reach Australia in the eighteenth century (ibid.: 1). Few Germans migrated to these places before the
1830s.

4. This is partly due to an “open-door policy” in Australia as well as in other nations in the Americas in
terms of many Europeans. World War I served as a major damper on international movements, and by the
1920s multiple nations had stricter immigration policies in place (Sánchez-Alonso 2013: 601).

5. Tampke (2006: 14) estimates it to be half. Auerbach et al. (1984: 21), however, believe it was much
higher than 50 percent for Hessians emigrating to Australia.

6. Mörner refers to at least 200 Germans entering Brazil between 1810 and 1822 (Mörner 1985: 22).
The first knowledge we have of Germans in Brazil may be an account from Hans Stade in the mid-1500s,
who stemmed from the Kreis (district) of Homberg in Hesse-Cassel (Schappele 1917: 11).

7. An added attraction in Santa Catarina was the early ban on the practice of slavery in 1848. The Brazilian
province of Rio Grande do Sul outlawed slavery a few years later. The practice of slavery, however, could
be found elsewhere in Brazil until 1888 (Mörner 1985: 26).
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In Chile, a migration law passed in 1845 was used to attract “desirable” Europeans
(Solberg 1976: 133). That same year Chile also set up an official colonizing office
in Europe. Germans started arriving in 1846, mostly from the southwest and the
Hessian states. Larger-scale emigration occurred later in the 1850s, lasting until 1900
and involving the Chilean provinces of Valdivia, Llanquihue, and Chiloé. More than
3,000 Germans settled in Chile in the late 1840s and 1850s.8 Germans also settled in
other parts of South America.9

With the goal of understanding better which German emigrants went south and why,
this article examines those who chose uncommon paths and settled in the Southern
Hemisphere, focusing on Hessians who went to either Australia or South America.10

I use a data set of more than 50,000 emigrants who left the German principality of
Hesse-Cassel in the years between 1832 and 1866.11 The vast majority, 88 percent,
of these Hessian emigrants went to the United States, but the other 12 percent, more
than 6,000 individuals, settled in other European countries, or farther away in non–
North American continents. Those who migrated to the Southern Hemisphere were
quite different from those Hessians who moved to the United States. More striking,
however, are the different backgrounds of the Australian-bound versus the South
American–bound groups: These two groups were comparable in size, but in terms
of any identifying socioeconomic characteristic they diverged more from each other
than from those who went to the United States. This work shows that the choice of
destination mattered for individuals and that certain destinations attracted particular
types of individuals and groups, placing a reemphasis on the role of self-selection in
the migration experience.

Why Did People Emigrate?

In the nineteenth century, a permanent move to a faraway place was a serious deci-
sion, especially made so by high moving costs and the lack of information about the
destination. Most German overseas migrants settled in the United States, but not all.
This article builds on a broader literature in migration history that has documented the
variety of destinations that emigrants chose and especially the unusual ones, exam-
ined how the relevance of different destinations could change over time, and finally,

8. See Brand (1941: 79) and Mörner (1985: 25). Young provides evidence that the total number of
German immigrants arriving in Chile in the 1850s was at least 3,100 (Young 1974: 14).

9. Several Germans emigrated to Argentina in the 1840s, but Prussia put a stop to this after negative
experiences of early German settlers (Mörner 1985: 31). Mörner also describes a small group of German
merchants in Colombia in the 1870s and in Central America, Germans as the main coffee producers in
Guatemala, the main tobacco exporters in the Dominican Republic between 1844 and 1875, and as having
a sizable presence in Cuba around 1820 (ibid.: 60, 78, 32). For work on Germans who settled in Mexico
in the mid-nineteenth century and formed yet another merchant group, see work by Jürgen Buchenau,
particularly Buchenau (2005). See also Lesser (2013), Historiographical Essay, pp. 197–204.
10. A very small handful chose to begin new lives in Asia and Africa, which I exclude. The archival

records list 31 Hessians who settled in these places.
11. These Hessian data have been used to study other migration issues. Some of the published papers

using these data include Wegge (1998) and Wegge (2008).

https://doi.org/10.1017/ssh.2017.18  Published online by Cam
bridge U

niversity Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/ssh.2017.18


418 Social Science History

explained the factors that led to different migrants settling in different places. Various
works by Walter Kamphoefner, for instance, look at Germans who instead moved to
South America, including Kamphoefner (1995) and Kamphoefner (2000). Swierenga
(1993) illustrates how fewer Dutch emigrants chose the United States after 1893 and
how economic factors played a role. Most Portuguese who moved overseas settled in
Brazil, but work by Marcelo Borges explores why those from the region of Algarve
in Portugal’s south did something different and predominantly settled in Argentina
(Borges 2003, 2009). Exploring the various alternatives emigrants had and especially
their atypical choices helps migration historians to understand the quirkiness of mi-
gration behavior or the path-dependent nature of regional and international migration
flows. Borges is more decisive and stresses that occupation interacted with social net-
works and that migrants were always reevaluating this decision: “Algarvian patterns
of geographic mobility show that different labor market and economic conditions in
combination with socio-occupational networks and demographic factors provided a
framework for a dynamic process that made migrants more likely to choose particular
destinations” (Borges 2009: 137).

Similarly, most German emigrants seemed to have left based on broadly defined
economic concerns. Economic factors were typically the most important in the deci-
sion to migrate; they were, however, not the only ones. Still, political and social reasons
were often tied very strongly to economic factors. Political adversity, for example, can
translate directly into economic discrimination or barriers, such as when one group is
prevented from owning property or operating certain types of businesses. In a further
example, many European women left for the United States in the nineteenth century
with the hopes of marrying; this was both socially as well as economically motivated.

With economic concerns at the forefront for most, after 1800 only a few com-
munities were founded based on religious identity in the New World. For German
Catholics, however, South America offered the option of settlement in predominantly
Catholic countries, something that other destinations like the United States could not
offer, and some South American colonies indeed advertised for Catholic settlers.12

Seeking out a religious community one could be compatible with, however, does not
seem to have been a chief concern of many German emigrants (Kamphoefner 2000:
207, 213). In fact, Frederick Luebke claims that most Germans who immigrated to
Brazil were of some Protestant denomination (Luebke 1990: 93).

While it is true that migration historians have found plenty of examples of emigrants
settling in areas with emigrants of similar religious and cultural backgrounds, as maps
of turn-of-the-century New York City or Buenos Aires would attest to with their
ethno-centric communities, not all migrants ended up in ethnically and religiously

12. The Chilean government very much wanted Germans who were also Catholic (Young 1974: 71). See
also the ad in the German emigrant newspaper, Allgemeine Auswanderungszeitung (AAZ; in English, the
“General Emigration Newspaper”), June 3, 1851, Intelligenzblatt No. 65, which advertised for Catholic
German settlers for the Chilean colony of Llanquihue in the province of Valdivia. This newspaper appeared
between 1846 and 1871, and was published by Günther Fröbel of Rudolstadt, Germany a printer, publisher,
and emigration agent. It is accessible in a digital form at the University of Jena: http://zs.thulb.uni-jena.de/
receive/jportal_jpjournal_00000025?XSL.referer=jportal_jpvolume_00032364 (accessed March 5, 2016).
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homogenous communities at the destination, and such maps may encourage social
historians to overemphasize the importance of such communities (Homberger 1994:
136; Moya 1998).

People moved, for the most part, if they thought that their socioeconomic prospects
for the future were better somewhere else and they could manage to pay for the moving
costs themselves or find someone else to do so. Many social scientists have explained
migration movements in terms of wage gaps (Hatton and Williamson 1998), but the
picture is more complicated. Many immigrants to Australia, for example, were given
the opportunity to purchase land at subsidized prices upon arrival, and this special
access to a land market is not incorporated into wage data. As origin economies
in Europe became more industrialized throughout the nineteenth century, the pool
of potential immigrants changed and so could their choices: For example, while 97
percent of Dutch emigrants moved to the United States between 1880 and 1900, this
proportion dropped to 66 percent by 1901 and stayed at this level at least until 1920,
a period when Dutch immigrants were moving in larger numbers to South America,
Asia, and South Africa; Swierenga describes this shift across the four decades as one
from “family to industrial migrants” (Swierenga 1993: 423).

Moving was and remains a complicated decision, and diverse people faced with
the same set of prospects might make different choices. Deciding to live in any place
would involve examining a host of factors relevant to the site including economic
opportunities for oneself, future economic opportunities for one’s children, political
conditions, the presence (or nonpresence) of family members and friends, the presence
of people with similar cultural or religious interests, and so forth. The particular
preferences of a potential migrant mattered in terms of how he or she might weigh
these factors relative to each other. In addition, an individual’s preference for return
versus risk influenced his or her decision to migrate or stay home: Some individuals
preferred lower incomes that were more reliable, while others were willing to take on
more risk in the hopes of higher incomes in some years (Stark 1990). While it seems
ludicrous to imagine a potential migrant literally calculating out expected discounted
income like economists theorize, it is perfectly reasonable to imagine a potential
migrant considering in some way the factors mentioned in the preceding text as well
as searching for a way of life that suited his or her particular preferences for risk,
saving, investing, and providing for his or her family’s future.

Migration was a costly matter. Relevant migration costs involved the passage fare
across the ocean, possible train fare upon disembarkation to the interior, and the loss
of income while en route. Traveling to destinations like South America or Australia
required greater financial assets than those needed for travel to the United States.
Alternatively, a potential emigrant could secure funding from a relative or from a
firm at the destination that was interested in hiring workers. Table 1 shows the cost of
passage in steerage to various overseas destinations from the port of Hamburg. Fares
from Bremen were comparable but usually slightly cheaper.13

13. These fares were published on the “Intelligence Blatt” (intelligence page) of different issues of the
AAZ, specifically in tables listing the cheapest sailing fares. These fares here are for adults in steerage and
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TABLE 1. Passage fares across the Atlantic Ocean (in Reich Thalers)

Hamburg to April 1849 Fare April 1850 Fare April 1851 Fare April 1852 Fare

New York 42 40 35 40
Quebec 32 30 30 36
San Francisco 120 160 160 N/A
Valdivia, Chile N/A 80 N/A N/A
Adelaide, Australia 70 76 76 70 (Bremen)
Rio Grande, Southern Brazil 60 54 N/A 55

Source: See footnote 13.

Table 1 compares fares for the month of April from four different years. The figures
provided show the relative costs of traveling from Hamburg (except for the 1852 fare
to Adelaide) to different overseas destinations, with one Reichsthaler (referred to in
this article as a Thaler) worth approximately US$0.67.14 Fares were driven by the
demand for and supply of space on the ship. The demand for space depended on how
many emigrants were trying to leave Europe in a given year; the supply side depended
on the number of ships in the market, influenced by new construction and the entry
and exit of firms into the passenger market. The late 1840s and the early 1850s saw
the increase of firms offering regularly scheduled passenger spaces.

Roughly, for those leaving northern Europe the farther the distance, the higher the
price they had to pay. This simple feature made the United States the obvious option
for many emigrants leaving northern Europe. In fact, most European emigrants who
left from northern Europe prior to 1890 traveled to the United States. Compared
to traveling from Hamburg to New York City, fares to the southern part of Brazil
were 35 to 50 percent more, fares to Chile were double, and fares to Australia were
two-thirds to more than double. These fares, especially those to places farther than
New York, were difficult for most Hessians to afford. A typical annual wage for a
rural Hessian male farmhand was 23 Thalers (not including the value of the in-kind
portion), although for someone living in the capital city of Kassel, wages were much
higher: Farm laborers who ventured out to farms near the city of Kassel could make
about 70 Thalers.15 Even a fare of 35 Thalers to New York represented an enormous
sum in terms of annual incomes.

covered food costs while on board as well as the head tax paid upon arrival in US ports. The April 1849
quote is from the 20th issue in 1849; the April 1850 quote is from the issue published on April 9 (42nd
issue), the 1851 fare is from the March 11, 1851 paper (30th issue), and finally, the 1852 fare is from the
March 16, 1852 (32nd issue) and the April 10, 1852 papers (43rd issue).
14. See AAZ, July 27, 1849, No. 60, p. 1. Alternatively, $1 (US) = 1.5 Prussian Thalers.
15. Rural wages are averaged from a village survey, see Hesse-Cassel, Bestand H3, see Wegge (2002:

378); focusing on in-kind payments and cash wages for farmhands on annual contracts in the rural district
of Witzenhausen, where detailed wage data were available for 33 of the 65 villages, the median cash portion
(excluding in-kind payments) was 21 Thaler (Hesse-Cassel, Bestand H3, Kreis of Witzenhausen). Wages
in Kassel are from an 1858 wage survey on artisans and laborers in the city of Kassel, published in the
Landwirtschaftliche Zeitschrift für Kurhessen, Vol. 7 (1861), pp. 33–39; see Daube (1861: 33–39).
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Knowing someone at the destination could make some of these costs easier to bear.
A previous emigrant could help new emigrants with finding a job, securing room and
board, providing information about the destination, translating a foreign language,
and providing money for the passage fare and other costs (Wegge 1998).16 What
also may have helped encourage emigration was an established communication and
transportation network that had existed between northern European and American
ports already since the early to mid-1700s (Wokeck 1999). A network between South
America and Germany along with that between Australia and Germany also existed,
but with much smaller trade volumes the resulting networks were nowhere near as
dense.

More importantly, only a very few European emigrants could afford the higher
passage fare to South America or Australia; if they ended up there, in many cases they
were sponsored by a firm, colony, or a government looking for workers in these places.
In the absence of family and friends at the destination, organized recruitment efforts
could convey information and promote emigration, especially regarding places less
traveled to like South America and Australia. Whether emigrants trusted these sources
or even paid attention is an entirely different matter. Before 1860, Australian colonies
all offered incentives, either in the form of free or subsidized ship passages or land
guarantees or some combination of the two (Fitzpatrick 1994: 9). Assisted passage
programs were vital in the peopling of Australia (Broeze 1982: 249; Jackson 1988:
52). For example, one can find advertisements around this time promising free passage
to Australia for shepherds. In particular, the agent Heinrich Schmidt of the city of Jena
placed an ad in one of the main German emigration newspapers in 1855 announcing
free passage to Australia for shepherds without family members.17Auerbach argues
that most of the emigrants leaving Hesse-Cassel for Australia traveled gratis; she
wonders, in addition, how “free” these passage fares were and even labels these
emigrants as “so-called indentured” (Auerbach et al. 1984: 21).

While perhaps not quite as widely available, various South American firms and
governments sponsored or subsidized emigrants or promised gifts of land to new
settlers. The German emigration newspaper, Allgemeine Auswanderungszeitung, fea-
tured several interesting ads in the early 1850s promising great opportunities in South
America.18 In Brazil, the Hamburger Kolonizationsverein (Hamburg Colonization

16. Earlier Hessian emigrants had more in financial assets upon arrival in the United States than relatives
who followed them in later years, suggesting that the later emigrants may have been relying on various types
of assistance from the family members who went before them. Family networks and thus the information
flows between early emigrants and later ones did not take very long to form; by the 1850s, two decades
after the beginning of Hessian emigration, almost half of the individuals leaving were related to emigrants
who had left in previous years (Wegge 1998).
17. See the August 13, 1855 issue of the AAZ (in the advertisement section, specifically the page titled

“Anzeiger zur Allgemeinen Auswanderungs Zeitung No. 63”). The agent may have placed this ad in the
newspaper in response to a previous ad published only days before on August 10 in the same newspaper,
in which a 24-year-old single “hard-working” shepherd had posted that he (or she?) was seeking passage
to North or South America (“Anzeiger zur Allgemeinen Auswanderungs Zeitung No. 62”).
18. E.g., in May 11, 1855 (in the section “Anzeiger zur Allgemeinen Auswanderungs Zeitung No. 37”),

the famous agent Günther Fröbel advertised for free passage to Brazil for those who were single and wanted
to work as a laborer in road construction, with embarkation scheduled for June.
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Organization) established the private colony, Dona Francisca (Joinville), in the south-
ern province Santa Catarina, and placed several ads in the 1850s providing information
about passenger fare and opportunities in the colony.19 Eventually Joinville became
one of the more successful colonies.20 Another well-known and ultimately quite suc-
cessful colony in the province of Santa Catarina that attracted many German emigrants
was the Blumenau colony, founded by Hermann Blumenau and well publicized by
books he wrote in the 1850s.21 To the south of Santa Catarina was the province of Rio
Grande do Sul, and several advertisements that promised grants of land to new settlers
can be found in the 1850s for the colony of Santa Cruz.22 This colony was historically
one of the better known colonies, founded by the state in 1849 and initially settled by
Germans from the Rhineland and Pomerania.23

Outside of Brazil, one could find advertisements for opportunities to migrate to the
province of Valdivia in Chile. Like in Brazil, the Chilean colony of Llanquihue in
the province of Valdivia pledged to give new settlers land free of charge.24 Hamburg
merchants had long been involved in international trade with Chile, meaning that
ships already traveled between Hamburg and Chile (Young 1974: 30). From Peru
came promises of subsidized passage fares in 1851 and “guaranteed” monthly wages
for five years in a host of occupations.25

Hessian Emigrants Who Emigrated to the Southern Hemisphere

To study the characteristics of Hessian emigrants, I use data from the HESAUS
records, which provide information on those who left the German principality be-
tween 1832 and 1866, although the data for 1858 to 1866 are quite incomplete. The
HESAUS data have been collected from archival records, and are discussed in more
depth in Auerbach (1993) and Auerbach (1987–88). The records exist because the law
of Hesse-Cassel required citizens who wanted to leave to secure formal permission to

19. AAZ, Intelligenzeblatt No. 69, June 14, 1851, and Intelligenzeblatt No. 66, June 5, 1851. The same
ad was placed in the June 19 (No. 71) and June 26 issues (No. 74).
20. The colony faced difficulties in the 1850s. Nadalin and Bideaux (2005: 67–68) describe that hundreds

of German immigrants in the Dona Francisca colony moved to Curitiba in the province of Paraná. Today,
however, Joinville is one of the larger cities in the province of Santa Catarina. See also Schappele’s
assessment (Schappele 1917: 17–19).
21. Several editions of the AAZ include advertisements for Hermann Blumenau’s books on southern Brazil

and the Blumenau colony, including April 16, 1850 Intelligenzeblatt No. 45; June 17, 1851, Intelligenzeblatt
No. 70; and October 17, 1854, Intelligenzeblatt No. 120. Another ad, also placed by the agent Fröbel and
two other individuals, appeared in June 1856 (section “Anzeiger zur Allgemeinen Auswanderungs Zeitung
No. 47”) and drew attention to a ship leaving from Hamburg and sailing directly to the German colony
Blumenau in the Brazilian state of St. Catherine for a price 5 Thalers cheaper (than usual).
22. For Brazil, the ad is from the AAZ, Intelligenzeblatt No. 69, June 14, 1851, and the ad details the size

of land grant as 160,000 Bracas, equivalent to 110,000 Quadrat Ruthen.
23. Schappele (1917: 19) provides a description of the colony. The advertisement for the Santa Cruz

colony is in the AAZ, Intelligenzeblatt No. 66, June 5, 1851, and Intelligenzeblatt No. 69, June 14, 1851.
24. For Chile, see AAZ, June 15, 1851, No. 66, advertising pages; June 3, 1851, Intelligenzblatt No. 65.
25. AAZ, June 12, 1851, Intelligenzblatt No. 68, advertisement #1.
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TABLE 2A. Hesse-Cassel emigrants by destination, 1832–66

Percent Total
Number Emigrants Hessian Emigrants Total

Destination 1832–57 1832–57 1852–57 1858–66 1832–66

Africa 18 0.03% 16 N/A
Asia 15 0.03% 6 N/A
Australia, NZ 422 0.77% 418 153 575
Central America 123 0.22% 3 2 125
South America 449 0.81% 418 41 490
Non-German Europe 912 1.66% 342 N/A
German states 3,823 6.95% 1,603 N/A
North America (US) 48,729 88.61% 33,193 N/A
Not stated 503 0.91% 252 N/A
All destinations 54,994 100.00% 36,251 N/A

Sources: For statistics for emigration to Africa, Asia, non-German Europe, German states, North America,
and “not stated” see Wegge (2003: 375). Statistics for Australia/NZ, Central America, and South America
are reexamined from the HESAUS files for this paper (Auerbach 1987–88).

do so.26 The HESAUS emigrant data set provides the following detailed information
on emigrants who left more than 1,300 different villages in Hesse-Cassel: village of
origin, occupation, age, exported cash, destination, and month and year of departure.
For Hessians who migrated to either the South American or Australian continents,
I use all the data available for 1832 to 1866.27 For my comparisons with those who
went to the United States, I use the 1832–57 period. By linking these emigrant data to
Historical Census data on the communities of Hesse-Cassel, one gains some under-
standing of their origins.28 Other work of mine has studied these issues, showing that
previous migration, even at the village level, is an important driving factor of later
migration rates (Wegge 1998).

The Background of the Hessian Emigrants

Table 2A provides information on the destinations of the Hessian emigrants. Emi-
grants who left for places other than the United States and Canada, almost 12 percent,
mostly went to other German states or other European nations. Only about 0.8 percent
of Hessian emigrants left for South America, and another 0.8 percent left for Australia
or New Zealand. These are small percentages, but by examining those who went to

26. Governing authorities of the principality wanted to keep track of financial assets emigrants were taking
with them, and prevent certain types of individuals from leaving. These included young men of military
service age, individuals with outstanding debts, and individuals leaving relatives behind who might become
a financial burden to their communities (Auerbach 1987–88; 1993: 16–24).
27. In comparing these migrants to those who went to the United States, I use data for US-bound emigrants

for 1832–57, as these are the data that are most complete and that were also used in previous publications.
28. This historical survey was carried out in the mid-1850s and provides information on the economic

and social characteristics of Hesse-Cassel villages, the emigrant’s home villages. It is referred to in the
Hessian State Archives as Bestand H3.
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TABLE 2B. United States and southern-bound Hessian emigrants by arrival year

Percent of Percent of Percent of Percent of
1832–66 1832–66 1832–66 Total
Australia and South American Central American Emigrants,

Period New Zealand Bound Bound Bound 1832–57

1832–40 0.0 0.0 2.4 7.5
1841–51 1.0 6.3 93.6 27.1
1852 5.0 25.5 0.0 13.2
1853 2.0 8.4 0.0 11.3
1854 9.0 7.8 0.8 15.9
1855 17.0 3.3 0.8 6.4
1856 13.0 30.8 0.0 7.6
1857 27.0 9.6 0.8 11.0
1858 8.0 4.1 0.0 N/A
1859 1.0 3.7 0.0 N/A
1860 4.0 0.2 0.0 N/A
1861 1.0 0.0 0.8 N/A
1862 3.0 0.2 0.8 N/A
1863 4.0 0.2 0.0 N/A
1864 2.0 0.0 0.0 N/A
1865 2.0 0.0 0.0 N/A
1866 1.0 0.0 0.0 N/A
Total 100% 100% 100% 100%
Total number of emigrants 575 490 125 55,516

Sources and notes: Statistics for Australia/NZ, Central America, and South America are from the HESAUS files
(Auerbach 1987–88). Data for total emigrants (last column) are taken from Table 2A, Wegge (2003), p. 372; 88 percent
of these emigrants went to the United States (or Canada).

South America or to Australia I am focusing on 1,065 different individuals, almost 2
percent of the entire Hesse-Cassel emigrant population, a large group.

The emigrant records in Hesse-Cassel did not always specify the destination in de-
tail. Among the Hessians I am examining, those who left for South America primarily
went to Chile, Brazil, or more often generically “South America.” Among specific
destinations within South America only Chile was frequently identified. Those who
migrated to Central America mostly went to the island of Victoria in Honduras.
Lastly, those who claimed to leave for Australia or New Zealand merely specified
“Australia.”29

Hessians who emigrated to the Southern Hemisphere mostly did so after 1851,
as one can see from table 2B. The Hessian emigrants who settled in South America
moved primarily in the specific years of 1852 and 1856, while the pattern is different
for Australian-bound Hessians, who left mostly in 1855, 1856, and 1857. Emigration

29. One person is listed in the Hessian data as having left for in New Zealand in 1863. Auerbach (1993)
has no mention of individuals who left Hesse-Cassel for New Zealand. There may be more who settled in
New Zealand, either because of an administrative logging of New Zealand as Australia instead at the time
or if those recorded having gone to Australia eventually ended up in New Zealand instead. Similarly, no
single emigrant reported that he or she left for Canada, but it is very possible that some who stated that they
were leaving for “America” went to Canada. Auerbach (ibid.: 18) has a candid discussion of this particular
problem with the HESAUS records.
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TABLE 3. Geographic origins of emigrants villages and districts
(Kreise) 1832 to 1857 or 1866

Approximate Number of Number of 21
Number of Different Different

Destination Emigrants Villages Districts (Kreise)

Africa 18 7 5
Asia 15 7 4
Australia, NZ, 1832–66 575 135 18*

Central America, 1832–66 125 24 10
South America, 1832–66 490 73 16
Non-German Europe 912 220 21
Other German states 3,823 806 21
United States (“America”) 48,729 1,298 21
All destinations 54,994 1,327 21

Sources and notes: Data used are from the HESAUS files (Auerbach 1987–88). Statistics are
based on the years 1832–57, except for statistics for Australia, Central America, and South
America, which are based on 1832–66. Here ∗ signifies that in addition to the 18 different
districts in the contiguous area of Hesse-Cassel that Australia-bound emigrants left from, a few
others left from Frankfurt and Thüringen, regions adjacent but not a part of Hesse-Cassel.

to the United States, in contrast, was an older tradition, with many Hessians having
left in the 1840s.

While emigration to the United States was a well-established practice by 1850
for Hessians, and Hessians knew about it and how to do it, emigration to Australia
was not. There was an upswing by Hessians to move to Australia in the mid- to
latter 1850s, but it appears that this upswing was temporary and motivated by the
first Australian gold rush in 1851. The presence of advertisements for guidebooks in
the migration newspapers may be a leading indicator of interest in a destination.30

Hessians were obviously not the only ones interested in moving to Australia: In just
10 years, between 1851 and 1861, the population of Australia tripled to 1.1 million.

Of the 125 Hessians who are listed as having left Hesse-Cassel for Central America,
it is mostly a sad story. Government documents report that a large majority left Hesse-
Cassel in the summer of 1841 with the intention of moving to Honduras. They traveled
as a group, led by Wilhelm Klein of the town of Guxhagen in the district (Kreis) of
Melsungen, who secured a deal for the participants of this group to buy Honduran
land at 1 British pound per English acre in return for their entire savings and financial
assets. Upon arrival in the port of Hamburg, no places in ships were available and the
Hessian applicants were deemed “unfit.” This group returned home penniless.31

Table 3 shows how many emigrants left for particular destinations, and how many
different villages and different districts (Kreise) they came from. One can identify

30. Perhaps one of the first advertisements for a guidebook written in German for those who wanted to
move to Australia was placed in the September 25, 1851 issue of the AAZ (in the advertisement section,
“Anzeiger zur Allgemeinen Auswanderungs Zeitung No. 113”). This ad states that the book was available
in bookstores and with agents.
31. Auerbach (1993: 152–53) discusses their return. Interestingly enough, Wilhelm Klein is not present

in the data. Two other families from Guxhagen with different surnames are, however, in the data.
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approximately 1,376 different villages and towns in the principality of Hesse-Cassel
in the mid-nineteenth century, and almost every single community lost someone to
emigration. Also, someone from almost every village left for the United States. Indi-
viduals who left for other German states also left from a very large variety of towns
and villages, exactly 806. This contrasts with the geographic origins of those who
went to South America or Australia, who came from a much smaller set of villages,
73 and 135 respectively. Of those who went to Central America, 125 emigrants left
from 24 different villages, while those traveling to other European but not German
states left from 220 different villages.32

Information flows mattered here. Emigrants had better access to information about
opportunities in the United States and in other German states than they had for Central
and South America or for Australia. It is interesting to note that about the same number
of people left for Australia as for South America, but those who went to Australia,
arguably a farther distance to travel, came from a set of villages that was almost twice
as large. Those who went to South America were more likely to travel with family
members and not alone, explained in the following text.

Figure 1 displays the exact village origins of those who went to destinations in
the Southern Hemisphere between 1832 and 1857.33 Among those who left from
the contiguous area of the Hesse-Cassel principality, many of those who went to
Australia came from a few clusters of villages in the Kreise of Frankenberg, Homberg,
Kassel, and Witzenhausen. Those who went to South America left from some of
the same Kreise, but those who went to Australia came from villages more widely
spread out across the principality. Kamphoefner argues that both South American– and
Australian-bound emigrants came from “small, concentrated pockets, not uniformly
distributed.”34 What is different here is that about the same number of Hessians
went to South America as to Australia, but those who went to Australia left from
about twice the number of villages and a set of villages that were much more spread
out geographically. Those arriving in Australia in the mid-nineteenth century were
primarily Northern Europeans, mostly people of British or Irish background, some of
the same groups emigrating to the United States at this point as well. Hessians may
have felt more comfortable venturing off to places being settled by other Northern
Europeans.

Table 4A shows the most common origins of Hessian emigrants in terms of districts
(Kreise). Some who went to places in the Southern Hemisphere left from districts with

32. Those leaving for other German or European regions should be viewed differently from those going
off to other continents; the nature of travel to faraway places and the higher migration costs, both out of
pocket and implicit in terms of time away from work, made the decision very different from that of moving
to another European region.
33. This map only shows the contiguous area of the principality of Hesse-Cassel and unfortunately

leaves out the Kreis of Schmalkalden, which lay to the east of the Fulda and Hünfeld Kreise. The town of
Schmalkalden in the Kreis of Schmalkalden was one of the most popular communities of origin for those
who left for Australia.
34. The English translation is from Walter Kamphoefner, as written in a working paper, published even-

tually as Kamphoefner (2000). In German this was written as follows: “Die Südamerika- oder Australien-
wanderung war nicht gleichmässig verteilt, sie bildete oft kleine konzentrierte Schwerpunkte” (ibid.: 209).

https://doi.org/10.1017/ssh.2017.18  Published online by Cam
bridge U

niversity Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/ssh.2017.18


Different Profiles, Different Choices 427

FIGURE 1. Number of Hessians who went to Australia and South America 1832–57.
This map was constructed by Nora Santiago, Urban Policy Analyst at the College
of Staten Island (using data from the author), with support from the CUNY High
Performance Computing Center at the College of Staten Island for computational
resources, technical infrastructure, and data storage.

TABLE 4A. Geographic origins of emigrants: Most popular districts (Kreise)

Destination Most Popular 2nd Favorite 3rd Favorite 4th Favorite 5th Favorite

Australia, 1832–66 FKB KS SM FZ
Central America, 1832–66 WIZ MEG KS
South America, 1832–66 ROF KS HOG WIZ FZ

Sources and notes: Data used are from the HESAUS files (Auerbach 1987–88). The principality was composed of four
contiguous regions and two noncontiguous districts (Kreise), Schmalkalden (SM) and Rinteln (RI). Together there were
21 Kreise (districts) in the principality. The four contiguous regions (provinces) contained the following 19 Kreise:

Lower Hesse: Eschwege (ESW); Fritzlar (FZ); Hofgeismar (HOG); Homberg (HOM); Kassel (KS); Melsungen (MEG);
Rotenberg (ROF); Witzenhausen (WIZ); Wolfhagen (WOH).

Upper Hesse: Frankenberg (FKB); Kirchhain (KIR); Marburg (MR); Ziegenhain (ZIG).
Fulda: Fulda (FD); Herseld (HEF); Hünfeld (HUN).
Hanau: Gelnhausen (GN); Hanau (HU); Schlüchtern (SLU).
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TABLE 4B. Geographic origins of emigrants: Most popular towns and villages of
origin

Destination Most Popular 2nd Most popular 3rd Most Popular 4th Most Popular

Australia,
1832–66

Röddenau, FKB
Pop.: 1,009
34 emigrants

Schmalkalden, SM
Pop.: 1,046
29 emigrants

Kassel, KS
Pop.: 35,794
28 emigrants

Frankenberg, FKB
Pop.: 3,251
26 emigrants

Central America,
1832–66

Quentel, WIZ
Pop.: 482
17 emigrants

Rommerode, WIZ
Pop.: 506
14 emigrants

Velmeden, WIZ
Pop.: 401
11 emigrants

South America
(with Chile),
1832–66

Rotenburg, ROF
Pop.: 3,738
139 emigrants

Kassel, KS
Pop.: 35,794
32 emigrants

Lispenhausen,
ROF

Pop: 659
26 emigrants

Erfurtshausen, KIR
Pop.: 370
17 emigrants

Chile, 1832–66 Rotenburg, ROF
Pop.: 3,738
60+ emigrants

Lispenhausen,
ROF

Pop.: 659
21 emigrants

Kassel, KS
Pop.: 35,794
14+ emigrants

Sources and notes: Data used are from the HESAUS files (Auerbach 1987–88). Popularity is determined by highest
numbers of emigrants from these towns (not emigration rates). Population figures for 1849 are listed and abbreviated as
“Pop” and from the Germany, Staatskalendar of 1850. Lispenhausen is 4 kilometers away from Rotenburg.

some of the highest emigration rates in general, like Rotenberg (ROF) or Melsungen
(MEG). Others left districts like Kassel (KS) and Witzenhausen (WIZ), which had
some of the lower emigration rates in the principality.35 Kassel contained, however,
the capital city of the principality and perhaps some of the best information one could
acquire about countries that were very far away like Australia.

A third pattern is notable. The northern part of the principality was the typical
place of origin for those going to the Southern Hemisphere, as one can see from
figure 1, where this part of the principality contains a great deal of dots and triangles. It
may indicate something about the flow of information and chain migration networks.
Among those who intended to settle in Central America, most left from the two
districts Witzenhausen and Melsungen, both of which are in the northern part of the
principality in the province of Lower Hesse and next to each other.36

Similarly, a few towns contributed numerous emigrants. The most popular home-
towns for emigrants bound for the Southern Hemisphere and Central America are
listed in table 4B, along with their respective populations for the year 1849 and the
number of emigrants. The communities with at least 3,000 in population, along with
Schmalkalden, were all district capitals, suggesting that the heightened flow of in-
formation about faraway places encouraged a significant portion of the emigration
to the Southern Hemisphere. The rest of the villages listed in table 4B were much
smaller communities with a few hundred people, the typical-sized Hessian village.

35. See Wegge (1997), Vol. 2, pp. 310–13, for emigrations rates (emigrants per 1,000 population).
36. It is quite possible that with such small numbers, an oversight of other district officials recording the

destination information may have recorded all those bound for Central America as leaving for “America.”
Auerbach (1993: 18) discusses this issue.
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That there were some small communities generating heavy interest in emigration to
South America and/or Australia suggests that there were group efforts and personal
networks at play.

The capital city of the Hesse-Cassel principality, namely Kassel, was a very popular
hometown for emigrants, whether they went to Australia or South America.37 In the
case of Kassel, it was the capital for the district (Kreis) of Kassel as well as the
capital of the entire principality. Again, this reflects both the larger pool of possible
emigrants because these towns had larger populations along with the enhanced flow of
information that could exist in a more populated place, especially a city with diplomats
like Kassel.

Among the towns listed in table 4B is Rotenburg/ROF, from which almost a quarter
of the South America–bound individuals left, many for Chile, in 1856 and 1857; in
addition, quite a few emigrants left from villages just a few kilometers from Roten-
burg.38 In contrast, no one leaving for Central America came from this town or even
the district of Rotenburg, and only two families departing for Australia left from the
Rotenburg district. So, some of the individuals leaving for Australia came from a
similar area as those who went to South America, as in the case of Kassel. Many
others, however, left from completely different villages and districts and seemed to
be in different networks. These various patterns remind one of what Borges found
for the Algarve emigrants, that there were distinct emigration patterns by county as
well as particular ones associated with different parishes. On this point, he states that
“As in the case of chains to the U.S., those to Argentina and Brazil were grounded in
specific sets of parishes and occupations” (Borges 2003: 368, 372).

Historians credit the renowned Bernardo (Bernhard) Phillipi for being the person
most responsible for encouraging around 4,000 Germans to settle in Chile in the
1840s, 1850s, and 1860s. His first recruits came out of the principality of Hesse-
Cassel, specifically nine families from the Kreis of Rotenburg in 1846 who settled in
the Chilean province of Valdivia (Young 1974: 30, 38). These early Hessian settlers
are referred to often as some of the first organized German settlers in Chile. The
letters these colonists sent back possibly encouraged more citizens of Rotenburg to
move to Chile, as Philippi thought of them as positive enough to publish in 1851 in
Germany with the idea of drumming up more interest in the Valdivia colony (Young
1971: 487; 1974: 54). These letters were instrumental in encouraging more emigration
to Chile from Hesse-Cassel and Germany in general: Even though Bernardo Phillipi
resided in Germany from late 1848 to the early months of 1852 to engage in recruiting
Germans to Chile, his own brother Rudolf wrote that the letters sent back home from
the Hessians in this first group made much more of an impact than all the other types

37. In terms of those going off to other European but non-German states, more than 10 percent of them
came from the capital city of Kassel. The most common occupation of individuals in this group, almost
20 percent, was that of military cadet or officer. Some of these men may have been leaving for official
government business or abandoning military service.
38. Lispenhausen/ROF, another popular town of origin for Hessians who went to South America, is a

mere 4 kilometers away. Quite a few also left Braach/ROF for South America; while not listed in table 4B,
it is a mere 3 kilometers from Rotenburg.
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TABLE 5A. Gender and family characteristics

South
Australia, America, Central All All
NZ, with Chile, America, Destinations Destinations

Composition 1832–66 1832–66 1832–66 1832–51 1852–57

Percent male 80.0% 55.3% 63.2% 72.9%
Percent female 20.0% 44.7% 36.8% 27.1%

Traveling alone 363 (63.5%) 108 (22.1%) 13 (10.4%) 34.8% 51.4%
Possibly siblings or cousins, etc. 17.4% 22.2%
No discernable companion 82.6% 77.8%

Traveling with family 209 (36.5%) 381 (77.9%) 112 (89.6%) 65.2% 48.6%
HHs − 21 (18.8%)
Dependents − 88 (78.6%)
Couples, no kids 16 (7.7%) 10 (2.6%)
Couples + kids 125 (59.8%) 335 (87.9%)
Mother HH + kids 25 (12.0%) 11 (2.9%)
Widow HH + kids 4 (1.9%) 0 (0.0%)
Father HH + kids 12 (5.7%) 21 (5.5%)
Other unidentified family members 27 (12.9%) 4 (1.0%) 3 (2.7%)

Sample Size 572 489 125 18,605 36,167

Sources and notes: Data used are mostly from the HESAUS files (Auerbach 1987–88). For the figures on traveling alone
in the last two columns, see Wegge (1997), Vol. 2, p. 328, Table 4.8, Row 1 (Group Size of 1). A weighted average was
calculated for 1832–51, hence 34.8 percent traveling alone. For all destinations, 14,900 women emigrated (Wegge 2001:
168), and this figure is divided by 54,994 to get the gender distribution in the first two rows of the last column. HH is the
abbreviation for Head of Household.

of materials Bernardo Phillipi published (Young 1974: 76, 93). Interestingly, the nine
families who arrived in Chile in 1846 are nowhere to be found in the Hesse-Cassel
data for the 1840s. The ones who came a bit later make up an interesting group, which
I discuss in more detail in the following text.

Emigration of Families and Single Individuals and Chain Migration

A first step in investigating the kinds of migration strategies emigrants employed
and whether they included other family members is an examination of the gender
distribution of each destination group. For women in particular, the actual act of mi-
gration usually hinged on a family or “extended” network (Harzig 2001: 23). Gender
distributions are displayed in table 5A. Between 1852 and 1857 most emigrants, 73
percent exactly, leaving from Hesse-Cassel were men. What is interesting is how the
gender composition varied by destination. More men than the average of 73 percent
across all destinations went to Australia, 80 percent to be exact. In contrast, only
55 percent of the emigrants bound for South America were men. Women were only
a fifth of those who went to Australia and almost half of those who went to South
America. Thus, emigration to Australia was male dominated, while emigration to
South America was gender balanced.

Much of this has to do with family composition, shown in table 5A in terms of
those who traveled alone and those who traveled with family. Compared to those who
traveled to Australia, emigration to South America was much more family oriented.
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More than 77 percent of the Hessians who went to destinations in South America were
traveling with family; of this 77 percent, almost 90 percent of them were couples with
children, all traveling together. Despite the high percentage of men traveling alone
in the group that went to Australia, it is doubtful that these emigrants bound for
Australia were engaged in seasonal or nonpermanent migration, and thus planning to
return at some point. The distance and thus the cost were both just too immense, and
no company sponsored return migration from Australia to Europe.39

Still, the contrast between those bound for South America and those bound for
Australia is a stark one. One factor driving up the percentage of men among those
bound for Australia is that many of them were shepherds or herdsmen, an occupation
that did not pay well in Germany and was most suited to young men. The Australian
gold rushes of the early 1850s may also have attracted more bachelors than families.
Interestingly, the Hessians who left for Australia look similar to the Irish immigrants
who settled in Australia between 1848 and 1870, only 40 percent of whom were
traveling in family groups (Fitzpatrick 1994: 12).

One migration theory espouses that migrants come from many of the same places.
Much of this has to do with the tendency of friends and family members to follow those
who have gone before. Migration historians have written widely of the importance of
networks in explaining the patterns of mobility. South American–bound individuals
came from a much smaller set of villages and districts (Kreise) in comparison to the
comparably sized group of Hessians bound for Australia. Who was more networked?
By the very specific definition that chain migration is defined as two or more migration
groups with the same family name leaving from the same village and migrating in
different years (Type I in table 5B), the degree of chain migration was stronger for the
group bound for Australia. This is not surprising, as those going to South America were
already traveling mostly as intact family groups, while 63.5 percent of the Australian
bound were traveling alone, leaving open the possibility for family members to follow
and thus a network relationship to be formed. Those going to Latin America did not
have as much need for networks.

Exactly 135 different villages contributed emigrants who left for Australia, and
31.1 percent of these villages experienced a repeat emigration, broadly defined and
namely the departure of citizens in least two different years to Australia from the
same family and often the same village, as one observes in table 5B.40 In contrast, 73
different Hessian villages lost people to South America, and fewer of these villages,
15.1 percent, lost residents who were related in at least two different years (broadly
defined, Type I and II). I could find only five families from the exact same village

39. Return and/or seasonal migration can be observed among Italians who moved in the latter part of the
nineteenth century, made possible by lower real costs of ocean travel in the latter part of the nineteenth
century. Baily (1999) has studied differences between Italians who went south and those who went to
New York. The high return migration of Italian men from New York back to Italy in the latter part of the
nineteenth and the early part of the twentieth centuries reflects a slow and “disappointing” assimilation
process (ibid.: 235).
40. Repeat Migration-Type I is defined as two or more migration groups from the same village with the

same family name migrating in different years. It is defined as Type II when two or more migration groups
from the same Kreis (district) with the same family name migrate in different years. Excluded are those
with common surnames from towns with a population size greater than 1,000 people.
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TABLE 5B. Chain migration—Connections across time 1832–66

Australia and NZ Central America South America

Number of villages of origin 135 24 73
Number of families (unique surnames) 282 35 147
Number of families with repeat migration, Type I 29 1 5
Number of families with repeat migration, Type II 16 0 5
Number of Type I families with migrations over 3+

different years
11 0 1

Percent families with repeat migration, Types I & II 16.0% 2.9% 6.8%
Percent of villages with repeat migration, Types I & II 42 villages 1 village 11 villages

(31.1 %) (4.2 %) (15.1 %)

Sources and notes: Data used are from the HESAUS files (Auerbach 1987–88). Repeat Migration of Type I is defined as
two or more migration groups from the same village with the same family name migrating in different years. It is defined
as Type II when two or more migration groups from the same Kreis (district) with the same family name migrate in
different years. Excluded are those with common surnames from towns with a population size greater than 1,000 people.

(Type I) that underwent repeat migration to South America, and the same number
was almost six times (29 families) as much for those bound for Australia.

While I suspect that those who went to South America did not generate a great
deal of interest among other Hessians to do the same at some future date, several
explanations are possible. First, the South American group was much more family
oriented to begin with, and whole immediate families often left en masse at one point
in time. In the case of Australia, in contrast, more often one member of a family left
(not a whole family), a person who could easily encourage one other family member
to leave subsequently. It is possible that the business and/or colonial interests that
recruited for South America preferred families rather than single adults.41 Second,
those who went to South America had more financial assets (table 6C), whereas
the use of personal networks was more necessary for those with small savings at
hand. Third, there may be a reason at the destination that did not engender positive
feelings about South America back in the homeland. Stories like the 1857 murder and
robbery of the Justus Schmidt family, listed in the HESAUS records, who had left
from the epicenter of Hessian–South American emigration, the town of Lispenhausen
in the district of Rotenburg, and settled in Chile were certainly not conducive for
generating more emigration.42 It is unclear what the reverberations of such a tragedy

41. Also, the HESAUS data I am using are fairly complete up through 1857, but may be less so in the
years thereafter up to 1866, which means that I may not be capturing some of the networked relationships
that occurred later. Still, that emigration from Hesse-Cassel tapered off in the late 1850s attenuates this
problem.
42. According to the HESAUS data Mr. Schmidt was a 42-year-old farmer and left Hesse-Cassel

with 1,200 Thaler, which means that he was a wealthy man, the fourth richest among the Hessians
who went to Chile. He also left with 14 other family members (immediate as well as extended).
The Justus Schmidt family left in May 1856 from Lispenhausen/ROF, a popular community of ori-
gin for those who went to Chile and next door to Rotenburg, another popular community of origin
for South America. See Auerbach (1993: 11), footnote 19 for more details of the murder. This lo-
cal history website states that six family members were murdered in August 1857 at Playa Maqui:
http://www.diariollanquihue.cl/site/edic/20030114020540/pags/20030114074714.html (to find the story
search for “agosto de 1857”).
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TABLE 6A. Emigrants’ most common occupations

Destination
Most
Popular

2nd Most
popular

3rd Most
Popular

4th Most
Popular

5th Most
Popular

Australia, 1832–66 Shepherd Laborer Farmer Assistant to
Merchant

Merchant

South America (with
Chile), 1832–66

Laborer Farmer Carpenter Shoemaker

All destinations,
1832–57

Laborer Farmer Tailor Shoemaker

Sources and notes: Data used are from the HESAUS files (Auerbach 1987–88). The figures in the last row for “All
destinations 1832–57” are from Wegge (1997), Vol. 2, pp. 319–22, where laborers are 25.5 percent, farmers 12.4
percent, tailors close to 9 percent and shoemakers 6.2 percent.

TABLE 6B. Distribution of emigrant occupations

South All
America, Central Destinations

Occupational Australia w/ Chile Chile America, (mostly US)
Category 1832–66 1832–66 1832–66 1832–66 1832–57

Owner, business 0.5% 3.1% 4.2% 0.0% N/A
Professionals 1.9% 3.8% 6.3% 0.0% 2.2%
Farmer 5.1% 11.5% 12.5% 11.0% 12.3%
Merchant 3.3% 3.1% 2.1% 0.0% N/A, with professionals
Artisan 29.4% 36.9% 43.8% 56.0% 47.3%
Shoemaker 2.3% 8.5% 6.3% 6.0% 6.2%
Carpenter 3.7% 11.5% 12.5% 0.0% N/A, with artisans
Laborer 22.4% 13.8% 10.4% 11.0% 29.5%
Other workers (unskilled) 4.2% 3.8% 0.0% 0.0% N/A, with laborers
Weavers (mostly linen) 2.3% 0.8% 2.1% 11.0% 2.5%
Shepherd, herdsman 24.8% 3.1% 0.0% 6.0% N/A, with laborers
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Sample Size 214 130 48 18 17,747

Sources and notes: Data used are from the HESAUS files (Auerbach 1987–88). The figures in the last column for “All
destinations (mostly US)” are from Wegge (2003: 378).

were, but it may have nipped in the bud any nascent emigration movement to Chile.
As one can see in table 2B, emigration to South America, as well as to Australia,
fell off quite a bit in 1858, quite possibly due to an overall secular trend and/or
missing data and/or news of the murder. It is difficult to discern the effect of each
factor.

Occupations and Cash Assets of the Emigrants

Table 6A shows the most common occupations for emigrants traveling to the various
possible destinations, and table 6B uses a classification system of occupational back-
grounds according to some broad categories and common occupations to show the
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TABLE 6C. Distribution of cash taken (in Thalers)

South All
America, Central Destinations

Australia with Chile Chile America, (mostly US)
Amount 1832–66 1832–66 1832–66 1832–66 1832–57

1–50 Thaler 48.1% 17.8% 4.3% 31.6%
51–100 16.8% 15.1% 21.7% 36.8%
101–200 23.7% 24.7% 13.0% 21.1%
201–500 7.6% 19.2% 21.7% 5.3%
500 + 3.8% 23.3% 39.1% 5.3%
Highest amount 4,000.0 8,200.0 8,200.0 1,000.0 99,999.0
Median 60.0 200.0 300.0 100.0 86.0
Average, all values 158.7 635.5 981.7 140.5 264.0
Average, no values above 1,000 118.5 242.2 335.7 140.5 153.0
Std. dev. 392.0 1,355.0 1,888.0 220.1 1101.0
Sample Size 131.0 73.0 23.0 19.0 18,552.0

Sources and notes: Data used are from the HESAUS files (Auerbach 1987–88). For all the preceding calculations,
people for who the cash amount is missing (zeros) are excluded. For the last column, “All destinations (mostly US),”
see Wegge (1997: 326), Table 4.7.1 and Wegge (2003: 379). The highest amount for a US-bound emigrant, 99,999
Thaler, may be an error; the next highest amount is 30,000 Thaler, and the third highest is 25,142 Thaler.

occupational distribution of different emigrant groups.43 These occupational statistics
by and large concern men over the age of 16.44 Most Hessians typically worked as
farmers, laborers, or artisans of the sort commonly found in villages. Such “village”
occupations could be practiced without membership in a guild and included carpen-
ters, masons, bakers, butchers, and smiths, among others.45 A few of these occupations
were in demand at the destination.

Hessians who went to Australia were grossly unskilled. The laborers, unskilled
workers and shepherds in table 6B made up more than 50 percent of the adult men
who went to Australia (for whom occupational data exists). In contrast, the analogous
figures for South America (with Chile), Chile, and emigrants to “All Destinations”
were 21.5 percent, 12.5 percent, and 32 percent, respectively. Of particular interest
is the high number of shepherds bound for Australia: About half of the 50 percent
or 24.8 percent of all employed individuals were shepherds, an enormous number
compared to anything else. Two-thirds of these shepherds who went to Australia left
in the years 1854, 1855, and 1856. Like the Hessians, the Irish who immigrated to
Australia were fairly unskilled (Fitzpatrick 1994: 17), but this is representative of the
skill level of the entire Irish emigrant population, and not just those who settled in
Australia.46 Similarly, emigration to Australia was only possible for most Irish given

43. For the groups with large enough sample sizes, I have listed the most common ones.
44. Very few women, if any, had occupations listed with their names in the emigration records.
45. In Hesse-Cassel, many specialty artisan occupations were off limits to those in villages and only

allowable in designated towns (Bovensiepen 1909: 17).
46. The Irish who settled in the United States in the mid-nineteenth century also came with few skills; in

terms of occupational classes, the English and Germans were more advanced (Cohn 2009; Ferrie 1999), a
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the subsidies the various Australian states offered to those who made the trip. Here
labor market conditions helped determine why specific destinations were attractive to
particular occupational and demographic groups, and in this case unskilled laborers
in terms of Australia (Borges 2009).

In stark contrast, Hessians who immigrated to South America were substantially
more skilled. The percentages of artisans, farmers, business owners, and professionals
are all higher for the group who went to Latin America than to Australia. The Hessians
who went to Chile were especially skilled or more likely to be managers or owners of
some type of business and less likely to be farmers, not only compared to those who
went to other destinations in South America, but also compared to those who settled
in the United States. The historian Samuel Baily found a similar difference among
Italians who settled in Buenos Aires, Argentina, versus those who settled in New
York City, with the former group being composed of by more northern Italians, who
on average were more literate and skilled.47 Here, I think the skill differences among
Hessians are less about specific geographic origins and more about the emigrants
self-selecting for particular destinations.

The data on cash that emigrants took with them further emphasizes the point that
Hessians who went to Australia were the poorest, as table 6C attests to. The median
cash amount that the Australian bound took was 60 Thalers, while it was 86 Thalers
for all Hessian emigrants between 1832 and 1857, 200 Thaler for the South American
bound, and 300 Thaler for those who ended up in Chile. Those who went to South
America were wealthier than most Hessian emigrants, and the very wealthiest were
those who went to Chile. This characterization of Hessians who emigrated to South
America differs starkly from what Oliver Marshall claimed in his work on English,
Irish, and Irish American settlers in Brazil, that “by the mid-1850s only the most
desperate German emigrants would consider going to Brazil” (Marshall 2005: 19).
Similar to Marshall, Frederick Luebke argued that “the social and cultural charac-
teristics of the German emigrants to both the U.S. and Brazil were also much the
same,” although he cautioned that this was based on what he termed “impressionistic
evidence” and “may be proved wrong by systematic research” (Luebke 1990: 97, 106).
In contrast, something Luebke cites, Wolfgang von Hippel found similar patterns for
Germans leaving the state of Württemberg, that “Germans headed for South America
were somewhat wealthier than those going to North America” (Luebke 1990: 106;
von Hippel 1984: 254–67).

The HESAUS data studied here confirm what a contemporary wrote in one of the
main German emigrations newspapers in 1852 about emigrants leaving Hesse-Cassel,
that shepherds went to Australia and that some of the richest Hessians leaving went
to Chile:

circumstance determined by the skill composition of the Irish population in Ireland and the lower passage
fares from Ireland to New York compared to those from Germany.
47. See Baily (1999: 66–67) and ibid. (259), footnote 41.
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TABLE 7A. Religious distribution of Hesse-Cassel communities 1850s

Percent of Village Population Percent Protestant Percent Catholic Percent Jewish

0% 85 villages 637 villages 818 villages
< 1% 27 163 20
1–5% 31 86 121
5–10% 8 15 73
10–15% 3 4 19
15–20% 3 2 10
20– < 100% 386 80 9
100% 527 83 0
Total 1,070 villages 1,070 villages 1,070 villages

Source: Germany, Bestand H3, 1850s village survey data for the principality of Hesse-Cassel,
Staatsarchiv in Marburg, Germany.

Most go to the northern states of the Union. Still, also Texas, California, Chile
and even Australia demonstrate their attraction. Most are going to northern states
of US, but some are off to CA, TX, Chile and even Australia. To Australia go
shepherds and managers of mines (“Bergfachbeflissene”). Chile, however, gets
the wealthiest business people (“Gewerbsleute”).48

Religion

In terms of religion, the citizens of the principality of Hesse-Cassel were primarily of a
Protestant faith, which included members of the Lutheran, Mennonite, and Reformed
(Calvinist) churches. Table 7A describes the religious distribution across all Hessian
communities:

For the 1,376 different villages and towns in Hesse-Cassel, the religious distribution
for the population is known for 1,070 of these communities. The breakdown along
religious lines for the entire principality based on these 1,070 communities was 83.6
percent Protestant, 15 percent Catholic, and 1.4 percent Jewish.

Many communities, however, were quite polarized. Protestants were in almost
every community, with only 85 communities, or 8 percent having no Protestants, and
527 different communities or 49 percent with only Protestants. About 60 percent of
the communities had no Catholics, and 8 percent had only Catholics. Jews clearly
were a minority and made up only small percentages of the 24 percent of the villages
they lived in.49 Jews also primarily lived in the towns and larger villages. It was easy

48. Allgemeine Auswanderungs-Zeitung, August 21, 1852, page 386, bottom part of the page, in a report
from Kassel.
49. Note that 76 percent of the villages had no Jews living in them. Only about nine villages had a Jewish

population of 20 percent of more; the community with the highest percentage of Jews was the village of
Rhina in the Kreis of Hünfeld at 53 percent.
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TABLE 7B. Religious background of villages emigrants left from 1832–57

Destination or Sample Percent Protestant Percent Catholic Percent Jewish

Sample of all Hesse-Cassel villages 83.6% 15.0% 1.4%
Towns of origin for Australia/NZ-bound emigrants 89.8% 8.6% 1.6%
Towns of origin for South American–bound emigrants 94.1% 3.7% 2.1%

Source: Germany, Bestand H3, 1850s village survey data for the principality of Hesse-Cassel, Staatsarchiv in Marburg,
Germany.

enough to find communities where less than 10 Catholics lived, but this was rare in
the case of Jews.50

For the period 1832 to 1857, those leaving for South America left a subset of towns
that was 94 percent Protestant, 3.7 percent Catholic, and 2.1 percent Jewish.51 Those
leaving for Australia came from towns that were a bit less Protestant and Jewish and
a bit more Catholic. Table 7B summarizes these data.

Did religion possibly matter for Hessians in terms of the decision to migrate to
the Southern Hemisphere? It may have. If a Hessian Protestant wanted to settle in a
community with like-minded individuals, Australia was one such possibility given the
many Lutherans from Prussia who settled there in the 1830s and 1840s.52 The King
of Prussia, Friedrich William III, merged the Old Lutheran and Reformed (Calvinist)
churches in 1817, and in response several Lutheran Prussians immigrated to Aus-
tralia.53 Hessian Lutherans may have been similarly attracted to Australia. Information
on the religious composition of the villages that lost the most emigrants to Australia
is incomplete, but it is known for Frankenberg, the fourth most popular town of origin
for this group. Frankenberg was made up of by 83 percent Lutherans and 17 percent
Reformed Protestants.54 Thus the town and possibly area around Frankenberg was a
great source for Hessian Lutherans, and possibly dissatisfied ones.

For Catholic Hessians, an overwhelmingly Catholic South America might have
been an attractive place for them, many of whom were members of a religious minority
in the communities they lived in. The emigrants leaving for the Southern Hemisphere
tended to leave from towns that were more Protestant and more Jewish than the average
Hessian community. It may still be possible that many emigrants going to South or
Central America were Catholic and felt particularly lonely in their home villages

50. The minimum number of Jews in a community was much higher than that for Catholics in this
Protestant principality, an outcome of the requirement that Jewish religious services have a minion, that at
least 10 men would be present.
51. It was even more extreme for those leaving for Central America, who came largely from towns that

were exclusively practicing one of the Protestant faiths.
52. See Gerber (1984), Tampke (2006: 72–73), and Kamphoefner (2000).
53. See Kamphoefner (1995: 31), Tampke (2006: 25, 72–73). Kamphoefner even designates this as a

“religious group migration.”
54. The religious breakdown was 83.3 percent Lutherans, 17.6 percent Reformed (Calvinist), and two

Baptist families. There were no Catholics or Jews. See Hesse-Cassel, Bestand H3, town of Fankenberg
(Kreis of Frankenberg).
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(on average 94 percent Protestant), and sought new lives in more Catholic societies.
Hessian emigrants who went to Chile may, however, been deterred. Certainly, the
Chilean government wanted to attract Catholic Europeans, and Bernhard Philippi tried
to accomplish this during his German tour between 1848 and 1852, but was roundly
refused by the various German Catholic bishops in Fulda, Paderborn, Regensburg,
and Trier (Young 1971: 490); these bishops even went on to exhort their respective
flocks not to emigrate. Whether Hessian Catholics avoided Chile and South America
in general is impossible to discern from the emigration records because an emigrant’s
religious affiliation is not provided.

To some historians it seems, however, that religion was a secondary matter for these
emigrants. In regard to Prussian emigrants, Kamphoefner, for instance, has found no
relationship between Catholicism and a preference for South America (Kamphoefner
2000: 207). Still, without more extensive study of the exact religious identity of the
emigrants, one cannot distinguish between two distinct possibilities, that Hessians
bound for South America were Catholics looking for a majority Catholic society
or instead Protestants for whom the religion of the destination society was either
secondary or even irrelevant. Similarly, were Hessians going off to Australia looking
for fellow Lutherans or other religious communities they could find affinity with
or was the religion of the destination society just not that important? Tentative evi-
dence suggests that those leaving Frankenberg were possibly attracted to the Prussian
Lutheran settlements in Australia. With the gold rush in the early 1850s, Australia was
attracting significant groups of both Catholics and non-Catholics, so a wide variety
of Christian groups could find their preferred community if they wanted to.

How did Jewish Hessians think about this? Emigrants leaving for Australia and
South America were leaving from communities where the percentage of Jews was
above the principality average. It is not clear whether these emigrants were Jewish.
These numbers could be related to a very high Jewish emigration rate or be a function
of the better information flow about distant places in the larger communities, where
Jews tended to live.

Summarizing the Results on a Multivariate Basis

So far, I have analyzed various characteristics of the emigrants solely on a univariate
basis, examining one variable at a time. In this section I analyze the differences
between those who went to South America and those who went to Australia using
a multivariate logistic model. While it would be preferable to compare both groups
one at a time to those who went to the United States, the huge size of the US-bound
group overwhelms both groups that went south on a statistical basis.

Using a 1 for the South American bound and a 0 for those who went to Australia
as the dependent variable, I look at both individual characteristics and some traits of
their own villages. Table 8 provides the results, and the appendix defines the different
explanatory variables used.
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TABLE 8. Comparing South American bound with Australian bound 1832–66
logit estimations

(2) (3) (4) (5)
(1) All Adults, All Adults, All Adults, All Adult Men,
All no zero no zero no zero no zero

Variable Adults money values money values money values money values

Cash − 0.3901∗ 1.5230 0.7271∗ 0.7582∗ 0.7491∗
Cash squared 0.0567 − 0.0815 — — —
Gender 1.8073∗ 2.328∗ 2.1142∗ 0.3180 —
Traveling with family 1.4376∗ 0.3713 1.2007∗ 0.7739∗ 0.9901∗
Family size 0.2710∗ 0.2555 — — —
Occupational class − 0.3366∗ − 0.2387∗ − 0.2288∗ — − 0.2424∗
Year of emigration − 0.4702∗ − 0.6163∗ − 0.6141∗ − 0.4331∗ − 0.6734∗
Village population growth 5.8220∗ 5.3633∗ 5.8512∗ 6.5720∗ 7.4037∗
Houses per capita − 8.8540 8.6019 10.0295 − 3.0302 9.5910
Village labor concentration 11.7806∗ 4.5092 3.4714 6.0312 3.6053
Pseudo R2 38.76% 38.81% 37.75% 30.17% 38.77%
Log Likelihood − 133.1860 − 60.9249 − 61.9841 − 91.8699 − 57.9402
Sample Size, # persons 326 151 151 202 145

Sources and notes: Emigration data, here the dependent variable, are from the HESAUS files (Auerbach 1987–88). Data
on village socioeconomic characteristics are from Germany, Bestand H3, the 1850s village survey for the principality of
Hesse-Cassel, Staatsarchiv in Marburg, Germany. ∗ indicates significance of 10 percent or less. The dependent variable
is equal to 0 if the adult migrated to Australia and equal to 1 if the adult migrated to South America.

Estimation (1) regresses a migrant’s regional classification on a very large set
of variables: cash taken, cash taken squared, a gender dummy (1 for female, 0 for
male), whether they were traveling with family (1 for with family, 0 for alone),
family size of travel group, occupational class (with lower skilled occupations having
higher numbers), the population growth of a migrant’s village, houses per capita in a
migrant’s village, and a measure of the concentration of laborers in a migrant’s home
village economy. This first estimation (1) was estimated on all the migrants with an
occupational classification and any money value. This proved to be problematic, as
about two-thirds of the 607 individuals in my data set did not report any cash value. To
get around this, I have assumed they took nothing or very little with them, which leads
to measurement error and can cause regression coefficients to be biased. In fact, the
coefficient on cash in this estimation is negative, implying that the South American
bound took less cash, and we know from the preceding text that this is not true from
a univariate perspective, and not likely true even when holding all other variables
constant.

In the remaining estimations, I examined only migrants who reported nonzero cash
values. The coefficient on cash in estimations (2), (3), (4), and (5) is the expected
positive sign. I also decided to eliminate the family size variable because it has a
positive correlation of 78 percent with the traveling with family variable, which can
cause problems of multicollinearity. I tried various other specifications, but the results
are fairly robust: The South American–bound Hessians took more cash with them,
were more likely to be traveling with family members, had a higher occupational
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class, and tended to leave in earlier years; they also left from villages with higher
population growth. This exercise does not change anything discussed in previous
sections of this article.

Conclusion

The historian and archivist probably most familiar with the Hessian emigrant data,
Dr. Inge Auerbach, argued that the flow of Hessian emigrants to places like Brazil
and Chile was something almost not worth mentioning, although she thought that is
was worth noting that so many who went to Chile left from the Kreis of Rotenburg
(Auerbach 1993: 7, 11, 19, 132). Based on the sheer volume of Hessians who went
to the United States and that less than 2 percent of the Hessian emigrants sailed for
the Southern Hemisphere, this is a reasonable statement. However, those who went
south are fascinating because they were so different from the average emigrant who
settled in the United States.

These emigrants appear to have been economically motivated, but interested in
particular opportunities in the places they were going to. Those bound for Australia
on average, for instance, were very poor and unskilled relative to those who went to
South America. They were even poorer than the Hessians who went to the United
States. Many Australian states were subsidizing passage fares in the effort to attract
Northern Europeans and thus made it possible for cash-strapped Hessians to leave,
drastically reducing the out-of-pocket cost of moving. The choice set for these less
well-off Hessians may have been limited to staying home, emigrating to another
German state, or going to Australia. With less subsidization of fares, Australia would
not have been as possible. Many of the poor Hessians who ended up in Australia were
shepherds and herdsmen, most likely seeking out employment opportunities in the
burgeoning livestock business of the region or seeking their fortune in the Australian
gold rush of the 1850s. Those bound for South America, in contrast, were more skilled
and much wealthier in terms of the cash they took with them, which starkly differs
from Marshall’s description of “only the most desperate Germans” moving to Brazil
(Marshall 2005: 19). The ones who left for Chile were the wealthiest of all Hessian
emigrants. Many left for specific colonies and may have been specially recruited
for their talents and financial assets. There was some subsidization of fares to parts
of South America, especially Brazil, but it was probably less than what existed for
Australia.

In general, the average Hessian emigrant of the mid-nineteenth century was male.
This is the case with those who went to the United States as well as with those who
immigrated to Australia. The exception is the group who went to South America,
which was basically gender balanced and made up to a high degree by people traveling
in family groups (78 percent). A large percentage of these family groups were intact
families. Most of them left from a district in the province of Lower Hesse, in particular
from the Kreis of Rotenburg. In comparison, those who migrated to Australia left from
a wider set of communities that were much more spread out, almost twice as many,
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and were more likely to be “networked” to an emigrant with the same surname who
had moved in a previous year. The families bound for South America did not have
to be “networked” because they had the resources to migrate as intact families in a
single year. In a broader sense of networks, it is still possible that those who went
to South America used personal networks that were denser, with more connections
between the different families who went to South America (and in the same year in
many instances) than between those who went to Australia.

The religious identity of the emigrants is impossible to discern from the emigrant
records. It is quite conceivable, however, that Hessian Lutherans were leaving for
Australia where Prussian Lutheran groups had established themselves in the 1830s. It
does not appear, however, that Hessian Catholics were necessarily attracted to South
America or to Australia. An examination of the religious practices in their home
villages indicates that those who left for South America left from places that were
on average less than 4 percent Catholic and instead places with an exceptionally high
concentration of Protestants and higher than average numbers of the Jewish faith. This
latter factor suggests that the emigration rates of Jews were high and/or that people
leaving for non-US destinations tended to come from more urban settings where the
information on countries in the Southern Hemisphere was typically better than in rural
villages. In comparison, those who left for the United States could rely on information
emanating from the thousands of personal networks that formed very quickly in the
late 1830s and in the 1840s between previous emigrants and their family members
and friends back home (some of them potential emigrants).

What emerges from this study of individuals and families who went to South
America and Australia is that they were not only quite different from the US-bound
contingent but that they could not be more different from each other. Of these three
groups, the adult men among the Australian bound were the least skilled, poorest,
and most likely to be young adults traveling alone. In contrast, the adult men who
went to South America were the most skilled and professional, the richest, and mostly
traveling with their wives and children. In fact, almost 80 percent of those who went
to South America were traveling with family, compared to 37 percent for those who
went to Australia. In contrast, those bound for the United States seem to have had
characteristics somewhere in the middle of those who went to Australia and those
who went to South America, perhaps being somewhat closer to the Australian group,
especially regarding those who went to North America in the 1850s.

If such an elite group went to South America and such a poor group went to
Australia, an interesting question to ponder is whether the descendants of Hessians
in South America did better economically than the descendants of Hessians who
settled in Australia. Some recent research on intergenerational mobility states that
it takes many generations for existing elites to lose economic and social power and
that our genetic and social inheritance is more determinative than most of us would
suspect or even like to believe (Clark et al. 2014).55 Such research would favor the

55. This conclusion from Clark et al. (2014), as well as the articulation of such factors are, not surprisingly,
controversial and a subject for debate.
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Hessians who ended up in Chile. Immigrants, however are self-selected from the
general population, and some social scientists suspect that migrants are more willing
to take on risk and care more about economic advancement, which could provide
a countering or dampening effect of some of the determinative factors Clark et al.
describe.56 I leave it for future research and other scholars to address this issue.

Appendix

Description of Variables in Logistic Regression

Independent variables:

A. Emigrant Specific:

Cash: For migrants, this is the cash taken or promised in the future by family; the natural
log of cash is used here.

Gender: 0 if male, 1 if female
Traveling with Family: 0 if traveling alone, 1 if traveling with family
Family Size: Size of family leaving together
Occupational Class: This is numbered as the following:

1: Owner of firm/business; 2: Professionals; 3: Farmers, land owners;
4: Artisans; 5: Merchants; 6: Shoemakers; 7: Carpenters; 8: Laborers; 9: Other nonskilled

laborers; 10: Linen weavers; 11: Shepherds

B. Variables that describe the emigrant’s village of origin:

Village population growth between 1832 and 1849
Houses per capita in 1849 in emigrant’s village
Village Labor Concentration: Number of laborers and simple weavers divided by population

(concentration of unskilled labor)
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