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Migration an indicator of social change, has been studied by
individua'is in a number of discip]ines. The widely heid belief 1s that,
"in order to better understand the changes» that have occured. systematic
- study of the characteristics which differentiate the mobile from
non-mobile population is necess&ry. This question is addressed through
the: anatysis of individuai Tevel samp'le dpta from the 1971 Census. It
-was noted that mnvers are different from stayers and that 'di fferences(in ' ‘-
characteristics) among the’mobiie popuiation increase by type of movement ‘
being studied _As weH it was noted that short-distance moves are made -
in response ‘to 1ife cyc]e demands, whereas, iong-distance moves are made
in response to career and empioyment considerations. -

With" the avaiiabi'lity of individua'i levei data, it_was also possible

to demonstrate that’ almost thirty percent ‘0f the inter~provincia1 moves

resuited in a: return move. .This was, for the most part, attribated to'" |

the constraints posed by region; primariiy the language @rrier and
opportunity structure which regiom represents

Generaﬂ_y Speaking, it appeared that one couid successfuiiy predict
mobi‘lity behaviour using individua1 demographic characteristics. socio-
* economic characteristics and. structura1 characteristics of both the

' origin .and destination environments ) e
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

It is only by studying se1ect1ve migration that one can
comprehend how particular changes in population compo-
sition have occurred. By studying the characteristics of -
migrants, one can gain deeper insights into the nature of
‘changes that are occuring in the p]aces of origin and
destination(Bogue,1959:505),

The interest in this area. of demography and in part'.icular thie
stud_y, stems from theaathor's belief that’ there is a need for further
Astudy of the determinants tr‘aditionaﬂy used to describe migration
behaviour, particularly using micro—data which until just recently has
‘ not been available to those 1nterested 1n studying Canadian migration.
{n essence,"v our focus is hot upon the "conseouehces" of migration, that
is, "the adjustment and societal responses to migration"; but rather
upon the "1nit1ators of the action“(DeJong and Gardner, 1981: 2).

“The first stud'les done in this area, which c’lea_r'ly had a large '
1mpact’,~on the direction taken in -mig'rat'lthesearch, apbear to‘ have been
~ done by Rav'enste'ln(1885;f1889). On the basis of the obsetzved ‘p0pu1a’tfo_n
transfers(descriptive, patterns) 'in the British Isles, Ravenstein .
formulated a series of general laws which were an attempt 'oo exp‘lain the-
; popu]ation transfer that had taken p1ace . l | |
With the work of Ravenstein serving as a fr'amework, a great many .

empirical works foHowed most notab]e were the work of Thomas(1938)

who Tooked at migratory patterns in the U S. and Bog’ue et fa‘l.,(1953,.



-

. [‘, oo

1957) whose two vol umes dealt with migration streams: and migration

seiectivity in the U.S.(1935- 1940) For the most part, these studies’

were descriptive fn- nature, and in a sense have furthefr contributed to

the lack of progress made towards formulating a theory of migration, in
! - that it has simply generated a large body.of factual knowl edge.

ﬁ'orter(1956:317) _points out that "the first step in any scientific

.. inquiry is to reduce a mass of observational material to a level which
“the mind can’ comprehend " With this in mind, migration research during ’
the early to mid—20th century eoncerned itself with creating typo'logies,
"classifying migration.....because they out'line the concepts that may
form the bases of a general theory of migration“(DeJong and Fawcett,
1981:15). ' ‘ ' o '

Two classic works in this area, name'ly the work's of Fairchi]d
(1925) and Petersen(1958) are foremost: )

1. Fairchi‘ld made the first attempt at organizing this 'large body of

_materia'l by classifying migratory mov ements on the bases of two -

.'-criteria the levei of culture and the type of movement Using
"~ these criteria Fairchild was ab‘le to identify four types of
mov ements. L
2. Petersen on the other hand, using the criteria of class of
l migration and level of aspiration wa's ab'le to identify ten
conceptua] types of migration. '
The next major breakthrough in migration research appeared to occur‘
as a result of the work done by Lee(1966) who attempted to clarify the
work of both Ravenstein and Petersen, by proposing a framework
(push-puH)’ that: appears to conceptually c'larify the mechanisms of
migration.. Examining the research that has been done to date,

especially s_ince Lee's work, it is quite apparent that "explicitly or ~



imp]icit]y the push-puil‘ hypothesis dominates “the mode of thinking
about migration” (Mangalam and Schwarzweller,1968:87.
Traditionaliy, those adOpting such a framework have studied the
migration process from one of two points of view that are by no means
“mutually exclusive. That is, it is Just a matter of emphasis Which
differentiates the two approaches from one another. In the first case

the emphasis is piaced'upon the identification of migration streams; in

‘ﬁthe second the emphasis is piaced upon migration differentials, that

: ?ich differentiates migrants from non-migrants(Mangalam and
Scwarzweiier 1968; Bogue ‘et et a1.,1953; Rogers,1969). )

In the research that follows, the emphasis is on. the determination =
of migratidn differentiais and not'migration streams The framework to
be adopted is basicaiiy the push pull framewbrk of - Lee aithough it does
f «not.explicitly fail within the bounds of the push puii framework due to

'~‘the data 'Hmitations2 o ( | |

There are two major assumptions which serve to justify the adoption
' ?of such a framework Given that migration takes place when an
~,2“ind1vidua1' decides that it is preferab]e to move rather than stay, and '/'

where the difficuities of moving .seem to be more than offset by the /
expected rewards"(Kosinski and Prothero 1975 4)3, we are assuming ﬁbnef
(that most moves are rationai in the sense that they are made in order/to
'rfmaintain one s present position(conservative) or to enhance one's
N present position(innovative)4, and two, that the' pull factors associated
with a given destination are somewhat simi]ar for ali migrants(with the-

‘same background) at that particuiar destination.



| 1.1 Objectives of This Study
The purpose of this study of Canadian 1nterna1 migration e

differential s(1966- 1971) is twofold: ' ,

1. to determine what demographic and socio—economie characteristics‘
are related, not only to mobility status, but also various types‘

Y'of movement. That ?s}\to exp1ore¥the relationshiﬁ between each of
A”thesewtraditjonally used characteristics(independent) and the two
' ‘depehdent'vgriab1esCmobi1ity status and type of movey .

2. to ana1yze the refatyonship between each of the dependent
variables and these 1ndependent varfables in order to determine
how much of the variation in the dependent variable Ean be
accounted for by the s1mu1taheouslaétioWqu all the 1ndependent
variables. In effect, we will be‘assessing the pnedicti#e abf]ity

 of the push-pull framework in terms of differentiating not only
movers from non-movers; but also movers by type of move.

In order to achieve the stated purposes, research wilrxbe carried

out using data from the 1nd1v1dua1 file of the Pub11c Use Samp]e\Tape

provided by Statistics Canada from information gathered during the 1971

~

Census. .
"The Public Use Samp1e'Tapefis a representative sample of
B ”1nd1v1dua1 recoras»fnnm the 1971 Census Master File. The primary sample
.siée 1s‘bnee1n-one hundred. Data from the long-form census
questionnaire, or one-third sample, were use;wto create the Public Use
Sample Tapes"(Statistics Canada,1975). -

The variables to be considered are those variables that have
traditionaily been used;“the basic l1imitation being that only those

variables that are available in the individual file will be considered.



5.

e

Generally _speak'lny, the dependent variaMe will be the same in all
_ steps of the analysis, the .exception being th way in which it is
operationalized®. The method of operation&lizat.ion Wil be. whoHy

i R

dependent upon the hypothesi s to be tested e

The independent variables to be examfned_ ‘can be classified under

the following general headings: - e

<

- Opportunity Structure-variables such as region and oriQin

B+

- community size

- De@aghic-veriabl es such as age, sex, family size, marital

status, mothe‘r‘ tongue _and native-born status

- Socio-Economic-variables such as’ education, occupation, employment

status and 1ﬁcome.

¢ %

The techniques to be used in analyzing "the relationships between

these var‘lab]es(independent variables) and types of move or mobility
status(dependent variables), will ‘include bas1c cross- tabu'lation
procedures and dumny dependent-variatﬂe regression analysis, as.provided

by the Statistica‘l Package *F%r, the Social Sciences(S P.S.S. )

'.f; .
o A~

R

%

Haul

e

1.2 Org"'“ani’iotio - .

In terms of organization, 'this study will be divided into seven
chapters which will cover the foHowing areas: - s
Chapter Two J S V. o T

This. chapter wiH deal Specificany with outlining the present
state of migration theory and how-. the process of migratfon has been

‘dea'lt with by tho.se concerned w1th exp1a1n1ng this comp1 ex demographic

.’z_

‘. “process. .. " B



_ Tas yle‘l'l as reviewing Specifica'lly the Canadian migration 1{terature.

-

t

Hav'lng examined this Hterature the ra«tignﬂe for ‘sel ecting the

’ chosen theoretical framework w111 be presented Mypotheses and two
models(Models A aﬁd B) wild then be formulated; which witl be the bas1s~ “

for the analysis to be carried out 1n subsequent chapters. °

% - ¥ " iy I

&

S

Chapter Four ST e \ - B o
The, major focus of this chapter will be on ‘the methods used to

analyze the data. . Inc1uded in this chapter wnll be a short discussion
of the statistical procedures tp be uti]ized in order to accomplish’the

S

purposes’ as a1ready stated. . T -
This chapter will “aléo deal with some of the methodo}og1ca1 short-
ucomings of this study, 1n order that the reader w111 be better able to
understand both the limitations and significance of the results
presented in the following chapters. e o

"

Chapter Five ) : g5

The results of the data ana1ysis wd]I be presented in this chapter )

The discussion of the findings will be carried out within the context of

reportdng the findings observed as a resu]twofjtesting the models
deveioped in Chapter Three. o . '

-

s}

_Chapter Six )
This chapter will be divided into- three parts: the’first will

review the return migration literature,fthe second' w111 be a
Ed , .

B2



i' .. ) - o - ’ B - . . ’ 7 V
presentation of the results of the biveriate analysis; ~and the third

witl . report the resu'lts found when test’ing a mode'l which attempts to"_,_"

d1 fferentiate return from nonreturn inter-provinciai movers. -

oy

Chapier Se‘Ven W F S, T

‘The . final chapter wiH summarize the, ma.ior findings andA

-

. concTusions. Limitations and suggestions for imprdwing the present '

study. as we'll as, recommendations for future resea'rch wil] be .

i.

_ discussed in this chapter. o f . B



FOOTNOTES

«

T A more detailed and elaborate discussion of Ravenstein‘g} as well as
other classic works, will be carried out in the following chapter.

. 2 Methodological Vimitations and shortcomings, as well as justifications
- for this §tu¢y will be discussed in greater detail in Chapter Four.

3 Tﬁis—is not meant to imply ‘that migihtion ;s always rational in the
first case or will always occur 1n the second case. ‘-

N

4 Petersen(1958:257).
5 Migration and mobility are used_interchan§¥6b1y throughout - this study.

'~ .6 The dependent y&riable will be efther a mover/non-mover dichotomy; or

will refer to a s$ec1f1c type of move. That is, there are five states
of mobility, namely: R , , :
-As> Stayers .- 1iving in the same dwelling -
B. Movers - different dwelling in Canada
Intra-Municipal - movement within the same city, town,
N . > village or municipality A
Inter-Municipal - movement between cities, towns,. villages
; or municipalities within the same
. county " '
" Intra-Provinciat- movement between counties' in the same
-, province .
. Inter-Provincial- movement between provinces.



" CHAPTER TWO
MIGRATION THEORY AND TRADITIONAL "LINES OF INQUIRY"!

»

The major focus of this chapter will be on the state of migration
research. ‘Research in m{gration has been quite extensive in the last
hundred years. In ordér to better appreciate the present state and
direction taken in migration research to date, it is necessary to
briefly review the Titerature in the area. | .

As well as reviewiné the classic works which attempted to.
conceptualize this phenomenon, we will also examine the varfous lines of °
“{inquiry or approadhes2 that have been utilized to study this vehy

complex process.

2.1 . Migration Theory

] It appears that the deveIOpment'of migration theory began with the _
presentation by Ravenstein(1885), of a paper entitled,"The Laws of
Migration" In addressing the Royal Statistical Society, Ravenstein set
forth several general-laws. It 1s quite evident in reviewing the

titerature in this area that the 1dea$ put forth by Ravenstein, in this
| and his subsequent work in 1889 have‘had a profound 1nf1uence on the
- direction taken in migration research. Very briefly, Ravenstein's ideas
(1885 1889) were: X
1. that migration takes p1ace in stages
2.;- that most migrations are of a short distance
j*‘3. that the process of "dispersion" is the 1nverse of "absorption
' and ‘exhibits similir features” '

4, that migration usually takes pla&e 1n’the form of a stream or main
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current which produces a compensating counter-current or

counterstream '

5; that in those cases where migration is at a 1onge'r distance'. the
migrants generall y go by' preférence to one of the gréat centers of
commerce and industry

6. that the inhabitants of rural areas are more migratory than are
the inhabitants of urban Varea.s , _

7. that there exists a sex diffe}'ential with respect to inigratory
tS‘ehaHour that is, females are more migratory than mal es3 ,

8. that migration varies directly with the increase 1n the "means of
1ocomotion and the development of manufacture and commerce"

9. that migration, though dependent upon negative conditions™at the
origin, is even more dependent.upon pdsitive conditions at the
destination, which provide the migrant with the opportunity to
sat1sfy 'the desire inherent 1nlmo'st men to better themselves in
material respects". | ' _

Ravenstein's works, although important as a startfng point, are
inadequate in terms of dealing with the mechanisms of migration.
Perhaps the reason for Ravenstein's faﬂu?é to deal with the mechanisms,
results from the natuyré of his work. That is, descript'lbn' of the
 population transfer that occurred in the British Isles-just priar to"hiis_
presentation. ; | , J |
) It is quite appérent'that the paper entitled, "A Theory b_f
Migration"(Lee,1966) is an attempt to expand upon the general laws
proposed by Ravenstein. In addition, Lee proposed a framework that
apﬁears to conceptually clarify the me?:hanisms of migration. . De'ffning
migration "as a permanent or semi-permanent change of residence"l, Lee
was able‘tb’{dgntify four factors "which enter into .the decisio;\ to
migrate and the process of migration."” These 1r;é1ude:(Leg,1§66:50-51)

2
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1. . factors assocfated with the area of origin

2. fadtors‘associaied with the area of destination

3. {ntervening obstacies, perceived'or réal, that‘are‘found between

_ the origin and destination |
4, personal factors which affect 1nd1v1ddni thresholds and facilitate

or retard migration. ‘ ‘

Lee(1966:60) points out that it is thése personal factors rafher
“than the &s;ga1 factofs assocfated with the origin or'dest1nqt1bnvthat
~are most important 1n~thé higraiion process. This 1s clearly
‘11lustrated by the following examples(Lee,1966:50-51) - ]

l.x' vthe'pofentiaI migrant is able to evaluaté‘the advantages and
disadvanfages associated with the origin due to his familiarity

: Withjthe area. The evaluation of the destination, qn the other .

hang, will Be‘bdsgd“on 1ncomp1éte information, thereby making

_ djfficht ;he.identificati&n of "advant&ées and disadvantages that

can only be perceived$by 11v1ng there"

2. - the- potential migrant "may over-evaluate the positive aspects of
the origin, while at the .same time he may under-evaluaté the
negative aspects of.thevdestination, as a result of some sort of
personal attachment to the origin.". |

Yery sfmp]y, the~mod¢1 proposed would exp‘ain a move in the
following way. A potential migrant would evaluate both the origin and
the destination (personal factors being most important);’w1th respect to
their positive, negative, and neutrs1 aspects. Depénding then updn this
evaluation, the potential migrant who decided to move, assuming that the
1nterven1ng obstacles were not insurmountable, would move in response to
one of two forces. Specifica\]y, a push or pull: where, the former -

 refers to a move‘made in response to negative factors at the origin; and
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the latter refers to a move made in response to positive factors at the

destination.

Lee having identified the mechanism of migration goes on to propose
a numberoot'hypotheses that deal specifically with the volume,
direction, and characteristics of the migrants The first set of

0 hypotheses dealt with the volume of migration. Lee(1966:52-54) proposes
that the magnitude of migration is related to:

1. the degree of divgrstty in an area where the more diverse the
area, tne gneater the volume due to increased opportunities;
whereas, rate oecreases when there 1is a breat deal of homogeneity

2. surmounting the‘1ntefven1ng,obst8c1es, where the rate of migration
1s inversely reloted to the difficu1ty 1n surmounting the
‘intervening obstacles

3. ‘economic considerations, where migration is directed toward
prosperous areas with a rate of migration that fis direct]y related

- to the degree of economic prosperity.

The second set of hypotheses appear to be a refinement of
Ravenstein's fourth taw, that is, a discussion of the concepts, stream
and counterstream. According to Lee(1966:54-55) streams develop as a
result of:

1. opportunities being highly localized

2. migcants having to follow established routes of transportation

3. knowl edge about destinations filtering back to the origin enab]ing
potentia]tmigrants to evaluate their present position in reTotion
to their potential position at the destination

4. the original migrant's ability to overcome the set of intervening
obstacles between tne‘origin and the destination; thereby,
facilitating the passage of future migrants by lessening the
effect of these intervening obstacles. | |
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The efficiency of the streams of migrants® s determined by the
motivation behind the decision to migrate. That is, using the push-
pull framework, efficiency would be high when:(Lee ,1966:55-56)

1. migrants are responding primarily to push factors at the origin

2. migrants are responding to pull factors at the destination
(economic prosperity)

3. intervenin} obstacles are great, theredby deterring migrants from
crossing the same ebstacles twice.

On the other hand, efficiency would be low if: one, migration took
place between an orig\in and destination that were simflar; and two, {f
migration took place during a depression{Lee,1966:56).

Lee(1966:55-56) further proposes that counterstreams develop as a
result of: ’

1. the disappearance of positive factors at the origin which was
originally the destination

2. the return of migrants to their origin, now the destination

3. the lack of of congruence between perceived and actual experience
in the original destination which is now the orig1n‘.

The last set of hypotheses put forth, dealt with identifying the
characteristics of migrants. Lee(1966:56-57) argued that migration is
§e1ect1ve in that, "persons respond dffferent'ly to the set of plus and
minus factors at both the origin and the destination, have different
abilities to overcome the intervening obstacles, and differ from each
other in terms of personal factors.” _

As a result of individuals responding differently to these factors,
selection is:(Lee, 1966:56-57)

1. "bimodal™, that is, some of the migrants are responding to
| negative factors at the origin(push) while others are responding
primarily to positive factors at the destination(pull) |
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2.  positive if the move {s made in response to a pull _

3. positive if there is a great deal of difficulty in surmounting
the intervening obstacles ‘

4. negative if a move is made in repsonse to a push

, It seems that the model proposed -by Lee is one that may well
explain the migration process, but only in the sense that the individual
has already made the decision to migrate. One of the problems with the
model is it's inability ‘to identify the factors which lead one to
] consider making a move, that is, the negative factors or pushes.

It also appears that the interyening obstacles are concrete things
or obstacles between‘the origin and destination, such as distance. Kunz N
'(l973 126) argues that just as the factors associated with the origin'
and destination are coloured by the personal factors(perceptions) of the
"migrants,‘so are the intervening obstacles. -That is, the intervening
l,obstacles are merely things perceived by ‘the migrant- as standing between
the origin and destination. Consequently, it is these perceptions about
-the intervening obstacles that effect "individual thresholds and
facilitate or retard migration." )

The Lee model is also deficient in that it fails to explain why
movements occur between environments that dre similar. According to
this model efficiency of the stream would be low, but according to the
model there appears to be no reason for the migration in the first
place, that is, no push or pull.

_ Finally, one can criticize the model. for its failure to deal
adequately with other problems that occur: first, when the individual
having made the decision to migrate, remains. in his present environment
due to a balance sheet that ‘does not favour a move; and second, when the
actual experience in the destination does not coincide with the

perceived experience in the destination.

\
\

3
A
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It should be pointed out that even with these criticisms, the model
and hypotheses prOposed introduced a number of ideas that provided
future scholars with a starting point. As a result of the work done by
both Lee and Ravenstein it can be seen 1in reviewing the literature.
"that most migration research has generally focused on the descriptions
of ‘streams of population re-distribution, isolation of variables which
differentiate migrants from non- migrants and the social and

| psychological adjustment of migrants in their areas of destination"
(Rogers,1969:13). »
~ Porter(1956:317) points out that “the first step in any scientific
tnquiry is to reduce a mass of observational material to a level which
the mind can comprehend " Fairchild made the first attempt at
kﬂrorganizing this large body of material. This very simplistic typology
classified migratory movements on the basis of two criteria the level
of culture and- the type of movement. Employing these two criteria, '
Fairchild(1925 l3) was able to identify four types of movements,
namely .
1. Invasion-involved a war-lihe movement from a low culture to a
high cul ture | )
2. Conquest-involved a war-1ike movement from a high culture to a
Tow cul ture |
3. Colonization-involved a peaceful movement from a high culture to
| a Tow culture ' ,
4, Immigration-involved a peaceful movement between cul tures on an
equal level. .
Petersen(l958°257 258) made two criticisms of the Fairchiild

typology: the first, was that an attempt to distinguish between _high- -and

low cultures is an invitation to ethnocentrism; and the second is that
"the distinction between peaceful and war-like is not always an

unambiguous one.



" In developing his own more comprehen51Ve typoIng,uPetersen was
ah}e to 1dent1fy ten conceptua]'tvpes of migration. Thjs'identification
was done using'two criterfa, namely: class of migration and level of

2aspiration. . | o

_ The criterion, 1eve1 of aspiratfon emp1oyed by Petersen appears to

point out : weakness in Ravenstein s ninth 1aw. That is, not all
1nd1v1dua1s ‘move’ to better themse]ves some move to maintain their

;present Tevel. Petersen(l958 258) in d1fferent1at1ng between
-—/’Eonservative and 1nnovat1ve moves appears to have corrected this

" deficiency. Accordingly s | | '

‘1..’ a conservative move wou1d be a move where the 1nd1v1dua1 “m1grates_

| in response to a change in conditions -in order to retain ‘what

they have had; they move geographica11y in order to retain where
| they are in other respects“ v ‘. , }
2. A‘an 1nnovative move wou1d be a move. where an "1nd1v1dua1 migrates
as a means of ach1ev1ng the new.' '

It is also quite c]ear ‘that had Lee 1ncorporated the concept level
of'aspiratlon, he could have exp1a1ned movements.between‘similar
environments as being conservat1ve in nature. | ‘

The second criterion c]ass of migrat1on, demonstrates Petersen s

general understanding of the importance of 1ook1ng at the 1nteract1ons

between various factors, when attempting to study migration “Petersen

(1958:266) in conjunction with this second criterion has employed five

categories namely: -

1. Primitive-the migratory force being an eco]ogica] push resulting
from the 1nteraction of man and environment

2. Forced- the migratory force being migration po1icy3resu1t1ng”from

the interaction of the state and man
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3. Impelled-the migratory force and interaction are ‘identical: to
| ,those of the preceding category. The difference being that in the
s case of impelled miération, the_migrant ‘retains some power to

decide whether or not to leave; whereas, in forced migration, the

migrant does not have this power

4, Free-the migratory force being ‘nigher aspirations resuiti ng from‘
“the interaction of man and his norms
5." Mass-the migrator_y force being ‘social momentum resulting from
collective behaviour. - "
There are two criticisms one can make of: Petersen s typology. The
first re'lates to what™-Stone(1971:76) believed was and still. is the
fundamental \prob]em in migration theory today. That is, the ~Afailure to |
look at all 'facfo'r's“interac_ting' simultaneously. Petersen's typology,
though making ai.step in the right direction by 1oo_kingp at two factors
"'interacting, did not attemot to classify movetnents where all the factors
are interacting; |
The' second criticism, relates to the first criterion employed by
Petersen, namei,;, Tevel of aspiration. Employing“'.l‘.ee's model and the
push-pull framework, it appears that an innovative move would take place
when a move was ‘from an or‘lgin with a sarplus of negative factors to a
destination_ with a surplus of positive factors. A conservative move on
the other hand, wouid be from an origin with a surplus of positive:
factors to a destination with a surpius of positive factors. The
question is then raised, "What t_ype of move’ is from an origin wi.th vah
' surp1 us of positive factors to a destination with a surplus of negative
factors?" The problem of ciassifying such a move appears to resuit from
the 1nability of both L\g, and Petersen to incorporate Ravenstein's “
(1885 199) first law into their respective works. It is conceivab]e as
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Ravenstein has 'suggested that such a move is sinipiy an intermediate

step in a migration process that may ultimately incTude a number of

steps(Kunz, 1973 126) ,

It is quite apparent in reviewing the Hterature, that despite .,
their Hmitations the previously discussed works have had a profound v
“inﬂuence on the direction taken 1in migration research. Before
proceeding with a review of the Hterature as._ re'lates to migration
differential $» it wou]d ‘be useful to brief'ly 'Iook at some of - the varfous

approaches used in migration research.

2.2 Lines of Inquiry

. Mangalam and.Schwarzwéller(]QGB:iO) point out that "the mode of
abstractiné‘a phe,nomenon:,' affects in various ways tts conceptual ization*
and’consequen"'ciy the approach to inquiry." Given the way in which tee ,
A abstracted the phenomenon, that is, migration takes p1ace within a push-
n pull framework one can clearly see that such an abstraction is easily
adopted. by scholars in various disciplines. The ease, with which this
framework can be adopted by all disciplines has contributed to the 5
present state of migration research in that ‘much “of what has passed for,
migration research has been discipline bound’. | _
It dis noted, for exampie, that the study of th‘i's’ pa;rticuiahr
phenomenon is‘deait with in the following ways: . - _ - )

2.2.1 Motivationai or ii_ehaviourai Approaches o

Quite cleariy the motivational or'behavioural approach to"' the study
of migration has resulted from the realization that migration though
dependent upon the negative conditions at the origin “is even more

dependent upon the positive conditions at the destination; which provide.
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the migrant with the 0pp6rt5§ity.to'satisfy the desire inhérent in most
men to better themselves in materiai respects(Ravenstein 1885:1889)
This aspect, though mentioned by Ravenstein and expanded upen: by ‘both
PeterSen6 and Lee’ has been iargeiy ignored in migration studies.

The study of the behaviourai process has generai]y centered around
the decision- making process at the individual ievel Generaily
*speaking, it dealt simply with the motivationa1 or behavioura] aSpects
of the moving decision.process; the basic premise being that a
dissatisfied indiv1dua1 having surpassed a givenathreshold 1eve1, wou]d
‘move to ‘an alternative 1ocation, if that individual perceived that
;iocation as offering a means of attaining a more satisfying or rewarding
existence than the present Jocation. R '

Al though study of motivationa? process is an area“that is not
substantiaiiy dealt with, it is probab]y the most important step for it
initiates the migration process. Quite clearly this was unintentional
but resulted from the limitations posed by the availability of data,
which dealt specificaily with this aspect of :the migration phenomenon

| Traditiona]ly, the type of anaiysis done has consisted of imputing
motives from objective structura1 determinants and then imputing these
.motives to the individua] migrant(Tayior 1969 99).” The difficulty with
attacking the prob]emfin‘such apyay,is that it ignores Lee's idea of
personal factors and thewfact that similar environments. are perceived
differently by similar individuals. "‘_»~ ¢ | ‘

In order to correct this apparent weakness, "micro- anaiytic .

approaches" which addressed the “behaviourai -factors ‘that heighten or .’

reduce susceptibility to opportunities el sewhere....were. advocated““;

(Morrison,1973:127). The vehicle, for getting a better understanding of

these behavioural aspects, appeared to be best achieved by doing a .
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'comprehhensive 'study‘of one type of move; namely, residential mobility. -

The first attempt at dealing with the motivationa‘l aspect ;_of
migration, on a micro levei was carried out by Rossi(l955) For the
most part, Rossi saw most moves as being conservative in nature, the
decision to move being based upon dissatisfaction with the present
environment The probiem with Rossi's treatment of béhavioural process )
1s that he, failed to: (a) conceptualize the concept of a "threshold of
dissatisfaction" that must be reached, prior to making the decisidn to",
move, and (b) rea’lize that <once the decisioq’to move has been made that
a move may not actuai]y occur as a resuit of a iack of suitabie
alternatives. ¥ ' B

Much: of the work that foliowed dealt primari1y with conceptuale. _
clarifying this "threshold of dissatisfaction" concept and the mobility |
decision ‘framework(Brown and Moores; 1971 Speare,],,974. Bach and Smith, “
1977)°. o

The firSt maJor attempt at c]arification was done by No’lpert_'

(1965;404-408-) who advocated a’ "'lifecycle approach to thresho]d

lformati,on." In essence, Wolpert argued that-each individuai has -a

given aspiration threshoid" or "net utility" which is continuaiiy

changing as a result of the cyc'le of 1ifé" or experience

~ 0n the vmoie the framework proposed by Wolpert is significant in
that: -

1.1. . woipert(1966 67) is able to propose a plausible expianation for
why individuais behave differentiy in similar environments That
is "individua1 vari»ation in abiltiy to controi, eliminate or
‘reduce noxious inﬂuences is a result of not “only bio'logicai
inheritance or genetic endowment" but ai so “early positive and -

&.

'stressfui eiements from his social or non-social environment which
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shapes his personality and which helps to mold his actions and
“attitudes at later times .

'2..1- Ho1pert(1965) proposes ‘that piace utiiity or in Rossi' s terms
.'satisfaction is determined net sfmpiy by complaints etc., but
\~rather by the individuals net utility or aspiration 1eve1 and the

avai]ability of alternative environments that meet one's
aspiration level; and thereby provide an a?ternative environment

. which has a significantiy higher place: utiiity
. ¢3." “the notion of a "mover-stayer continuum” ‘was introduced which
helps to expiain why certain individuais or groups., do not make
the decision to move when the piace utiiity of the present:

} environment is negative The expianation being that time is most-

- important, in that movers are encouraged to move as a resuit of

i ‘perceived greater piace utiiities at some other position in space;'.\.

stayers on the other hand simpiy postpone the decision to migrate .
for periods. of ‘time ex}ending up to an entire 1ifetime.

In generai most of the motivationai or behaviourai research has * -

treated migration as being conservative in nature. - That is,. resuiting
from a push rather than a pull, Such treatments obvious]y make it
difficult to explain the motivation behind an innovative move, where the
move is made in response to future needs ’

There have been numerous other attempts to deal. with the )

-

motivational component Most notable are the works of Beshers and.

Nishiura(1961) and their idea of an orientation to either the present - or
“the futurelo, Lansing and Kish(1957), Leslie and Richardson(1961), Long'
(1972), Miiler(1970) and Speare(1970) ‘to name a few who proposed that
mobil ity took place within the context of a progression through a number
of life cycie 'stages; Butler et et al.(1964), Kennedy(1975), Michelson.

w



(1971:1977) and Sabagh et a1.(1969) who proposed that mobility occurred
in response ‘to 1ifestyle considerations, and Be11(1958) DedJong and
Fawcett(1981) and Sabagh et a1 (1969) who~1ooﬂ%d at sociai mobility and
socfal status as being a product of geographic mobiiity

"The. kinds of- issues rafsed, with respect to these structurai
variabies or attributes are that, these structura] attributes ....
indicate differential constraints on behaviour" and when appiied in’
relationship to the kinds of socia] psychoiogicaT attributes’ (motives
etc ) previous]y discussed, “it is impiicitiy assumed that these social-
psychoiogical attributes are viewed as operating in conjunction with
- structural attributes"(Ritchey 1976: 378) i
) One last contribution made by those concerned with the behaviourai
process and migration has to do with the work of Kennedy(1975), Lingren
(1969) Miche]son(1971 1977) and: Taylor(1969) who dedlt with the
adaptive process that" takes place after the move has been made. These~
researchers tntroduced the notion of "congruence" .and it s effect as a
,motivation for either'a second move or a” second move in the form of a
return migration when the actua1 experience in the destination does not
correspond to the perceived experience in the destination That is, a
lack of convergence between perceived experience and actual experience.

' For the most part, the motivational. aspects of the migration
process have been dealt with primarily on the. conceptuai level. As is
cleariy evident from the preceding discussion, - the main reason for this
1ies with (a) “the compiex nature of ‘the process and the" difficulties
created by attempting to 0perationa1ize these abstract -concepts; and (b)
the cost and problems created by attempting a longitudinal type “of
analysis which would be the on]y way of adequateiy gathering information

. on migration.
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In conciusion, the . behavioura\ aspects of migration as briefly
) discussed, raise serious doubts as to the 1egitimacy of much of what has
been done in the past. Perhaps the major contribution of those
involved in studying this aSpect of migration, has been to point out the
complex nature of the process, thereby providing a possibie expianation

for the iack of consistent findings found in the iiterature

2.2.2 Economic Approaches

. While those concerned with studying the behavioural process have

not actually dealt with the motivation or factors which induce/impede o

’migration ; the discovery of these motivating factors, “that. is, the
~push(origin) factors and pull(destination) factors, has been one aspect
of migration that has been dealt with most frequently by economistsl3
The economists interest in migration stems from the beljef that
. popuiation re-distribution(migration) is important in terms of economic
development(cowgili 1961; Eiizaga 1970; Greenwood and Sweetland, 1972
Isaac, 1947 Kirshenbaum,1971; Malthus,1807;. Ritchey,1976;- Spengler, 1970;.
Thomas 1954 Ni]iis ,1974). That is, not only has it been important in
. the past but it will perhaps begin to be even more important,- what with
the trend towards zero population growth and the need for efficient'
tutiiization of the existing 1abour force(Grant and Vanderkamp,’
1976 26) . Migration is seen as a force or means of "re- distributing )
'1abour geographica]iy, in accordance hdth changes in demand for specific
types of ski]is"(Wi]]is,1974.11). As a result of this belief, the’
concern of economists has cedtered around' (a)*discovering the.
structurai("market") conditions such as wage differentiais and
unemployment rates, and (b) "the role of a1ternatives to market

conditions“, such "presence of relatives and friends, amenities and ,
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services, public assistance and socfal fnequality" 13 that tend to
induce/impede migration and thereby promote/hinder economic development
(Ritchey,1976:364-365).

The operation of the classifical competitive model is perhaps best
summarized by the fdnowing statement. '

Migration takes place according to the ability of the market to
adjust both the relative factor prices and the relative prices
of labour, housing environment and sg on, so as to clear
markets... According to the classical competitive model,
migration(of labour) from area {1 and J will occur as. long as
the average wage in j is greater than in 1 with the volume of
migration increasing as the wage differentfal increases
assuming that persons desire to maximiie earned income,
knowledge is perfect, there are many workers wi th homogeneous
skills and tastes, and there are no barriers to mobility,
social or economic(Wil11s,1974:11),

The importance of looking at economic considerations in migratian,
not only at the aggregate level but al so at the individual level, is
c'léa.r'ly demonstrated by the 1iterature. Lansing and Mueller(1976:60)
show that among those in the labour force, 71316 cited both economic and
- non-economic réasons, for moving as opposed to onlyw 18% citﬁing non-
. 'gContgmic ‘reasons only.

: Most -pf_ten;- ,,these...econqmjc_studies have -relied upon secondary daté
rs(our‘cesywhvic‘:h:__fo‘r the mq_st pa~rthr'e aggregate -in nature. The analysis .-
;has._‘ t(a‘dit'{o‘na'i'fy'."fo'c':u.sedr upon 1dent1fyihg “objective strug:tur’a'l ‘

_ deter"m'in'a"nt:s'f from:mac‘rvo-'a'h}a»}yﬂs‘ and"th¢n~ imputing ﬁnf,lyences,-tan_d
- ‘mottves to ‘the individual(Shaw,1974:59), |

- There !ar‘e;a‘ number ‘of prob"l'”emrs“fo'qnud'in_—mq;st"éco;nomic,"stud;ieé,
. that tend to we.éken“,' or at least cqnfu?se the '1ssde, - For the most part,
the weaknesses Which'éo_nt‘rib'ut'e' ‘to .th‘é ‘breakdown of classical-

- . competitive theory, can be attHB’qtéd' to the type of 'aha'lyl,§15 "'tha,t has.
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been .employed and the levei«'of medsuremerit availablel?,

In order to better appreciate son;e of the weaknesses {n the various
economic approaches it would be:beneficial to briefly deal with some of
" the problems. Most economic ana1yses employ a dependent varfable which
measures migration streams, that 1s, net migration18 is most often
utilized to §xpress the magnitude of the stneam(Fa]ar'ls.'|979; Greenwood
and Sweetland,1972; King,1978; Marr et 21.,1977; 0kun,1968). The
problem with using ;uch a dependent variable is that, "a net increase in
an area due to migration can be achieved in an infinitely varied number
of ways." As a resiﬂt, two areas may have the same net migration rate,
but’this may have resulte& from different forces acting; greater in-
m'lgration on the one hand and lower out-migration on the ~other hand, or
vice versa(Galle and Will{ams,1972:655-657). »

Very few studies have adopted a measure of\_"‘mfgration efficiency"”
as proposed by Galle and Williams'? . I.t's value rests in the fact that
1{: is a ratio of "stream to counterstream" somethi\ng that cannot be
m'easur_e'd‘“_" or indicated by using net migration. i o

A second major problem area relates to the independent ‘var‘ia\'Mes
~ that are traditionally employed: : \
(1) the first problem relates to the lack of 1nd~epeﬁden¢e ’between the
independent and dependent variable. " For example, -the wage rate or
unemp1dy_ment rate utilized s generally ‘an average(for a 5 or 10 ~ye'ar
‘period) for some large area(provfrice or state). In effect this rate at "
t'lme2 is a function of migration between timel dnd time2 and the
. structura] features existing at the origin and destir\mtion at timel or
between timel and time2(Shaw,1975:65); \ |
(11) the second problem relates to using an aggregate measure of
unqm;ﬁoyment" or mge rate for a province or siate which cannot account
for Iarge variations in the rate within the area, for which the rate is
calculated(DaVanzo,1981:99).
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The third major problem area in most migration studies relates to
the type of analysis that is done, and the failure to dissaggregate; a
problem, which in many instances cannot.b‘e avoided due to the
limitations presented by the data. Specifically: _
(1) the fatlure to disﬂngui s“h between the various types of migrants
(return, primary, seco‘ngIary eltc.). ] ponsequenﬂy, there 1s no way of
determining the various.mo.tives influencing these movers. That is, a
‘move’ 1srconsidered to be a 'move', but the motives may be (di fferent
‘depending upon whether the move is a primary, secondary or return move
(DavVanzo,1981:98). ‘Part of this problem can be.attributed to the time
span traditionally used in gathering census information(the major source
of information used by economists)20
(11) these aggregate data "often do not distinguish military
personne®l ... from civilian." As well, they fail to dix:stinguish
"civilian moves that are due to such things as retir‘ement, studies and
- Job transfers(“autonomous") from other types of move where the
motivation s c'léarly in response to economic conqition;(structura1
conditions)(DaVanzo, 1981:99)22 , |
(i1i) most of these economic studies, do not strjati‘fiy 1ndiv%dua1s
accordinhg to socio-demographic characteristiés(eg. age, education,
occupatfon). The_y treat these movers .as a homogeneous group, yet they
are by no means homogéneous_ and may in fact be responding to different
motivating influences. This may surely be one of the réasons for the
lack of consistent ﬁ‘nd’ings found throughout the economic literature
(DaVanzo,1981; Willis,1974). |

Al‘fhough plagued by these problems, these stu‘dies are in themselves
quite useful fo;' they do offer a medns of ;xp1a1n1ng many of the
findings in not only the'pre;ent study, but also the studies that have
been done to date’3.
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The most often cited structural variable used by economists, in
studying this phenomenon 1s income(Courchene,1970;1974; Grant and
Yanderkamp,1976; Labor and Chase,1971; Lycan,1969; Vanderkamp,1968;
1971). For example, Lansing and Mueller(1967:67) found that 29% of
those that moved for economic reasons, moved to a better Job, paying
higher wages |

The expected assoctiation between income and migration is:(Ritchey,
1976:365)

1. that there is a negative association between out-migration and
area earnings

2. that there is a positive assqciation between in-migration and area

' earnings

3. "that as levels of earnings increase across areas, out-migration ,
should decrease and in-migration should increase; therefore, net
migration should be positively related to earning Tevels™(Willis,

1974:17).

These general realtionships between volume of migration and income
(which. should appear according to classical competitive theory), do not
in actuality appear to be that strong. The work done by economists,
which has been most informative, in terms of explaining the breakdown of
classical theory, originates from those studying the Canadian setting
(Courchene,1970;1974; Grant and Vanderkamp,1976; Vanderkamp,1968;\1971).

The major contribution of these Canadfan studies are that:

(1) migration ﬂows’are not homogeneous, that is, a large proportion of
1nter-pr<;v1nc1a'l moves are return or "autonomous" moves 24 and income
differentials, in a1l likelihood have 1ittle influence in these cases
(Vanderkamp,1968;1971)

(11) the affect of wages at both destination and origin have differing
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~effects in terms of promoting or hindering movement That is, a low
wage rate in the sender region may stimulate movenent on the one hand;
.but will also make it difficult for individuals to bear the costs of -
/moving or relocation, on the other hand(Courchene ,1970:553)
(111) since migration is not homogeneous, with respect to "occupationa]
or industriai attachment", income opportunities in receiving areas may
not provide the kinds of incentives needed to induce mig;ation for
certain groups. Tnat is, though migration may be‘stimuiated towards
areas with higher inEome 1evels.(accordin§ to theory), the income -
'opportunities 5s such, may>not apply to ailfgroups but oniy to a
specific group(Vanderkamp'1971:4616) |
(iv) those regions with high income levels are bound to have high in-
migration(a more’ mobi]e population). “Thus, ceteris paribus, a high -
income region w111 have a higher rate of out-migration because it's
~ population is more mobi]e than a low-income region"(Vanderkamp,
1971:1026). h | |

On the whoie the work done_ using wages as\a economic motive, has
been found to be inconc]usive. In part this is most definitely due teo
the complexity of the phenomenon, the'variOUS types of moves and the
selective nature of migration. As well, this is due, not only to the
prob]ems outlined re, but can also be attributed to the kind of
static approch that is utiiized and the inability to control for the
feedback or, changing equiiibrium that is both cause and effect of the
redistribution process(Greenwood and Gormer]y,197lf5

Vanderkamp(1971 1016) points out that “"income prospects vary with
employment opportunities This leads then to a discussion of the
second most often employed structurailvariabie used by economists,

néme]y, employment opportunities. Traditiona]iy,‘empioyment;

~
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opportunities have been measured“in terms of unemployment rate;, but in
some cases, as well as using the‘rates‘in.both or{gin and destination,
there is an attempt to include a variable which measures the type of
economy(service, primary, etc.)(B]anco,1963; Bogue et al.,1953; Bogue
and Harris, 1954; Greenwood,1968; Greenwood and SWeeiland,1972; Okun,
1968; Tarver,1961;1967). o

The classic work relating employment opportunities tb migration was
vcafriéd out by Lowry(1966). It was proposed that migration or movement

of labour was a function of : one, the size of the labour force at both

origin (i) and destination (j); two, the percentage of the labour force .

qnemp1oyed\at both 1 and j; three, the hourly wage rate at both i and j;
and four, the distance between i and JZQ
In short, Lowry attempted to test the "claim that the labour market
allocates wﬁrkers more or less where they belong in térms of their
produ;tive ability and that/comparitivéVeconomic opportunity(and
econbmic motivation) is thé driving force in.inter-regional patterns of
migration"(Shaw,1975:63) 27
The inclusion of economic opportunity in most eéonomists work is
usually an attempt to focus on employment and unemployment, as being the
"major motive behind migration. Lansing and Mueller(1967:66) show that
15% of those that moved and gave economic reasons for moving, moved in
response to unemployment. The expected relationship between migration
and unempioyment, according to classical theory, is that where
the number of new industrial jobs added annually was 1ess~than
the natural addition to the population of working age,
unemployment rose, and outward migration increased to other

areas where job opportunities matched the labour supply more
closely(Blanco,1963:79).
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Even though this relationship has been shown to exist(Blanco,1963;
Okun,1968; Canada Manpower and Immigration,1975); Greenwood(1968:193)
has demonstrated that such was not the case in the U.S. for the 1955-
1960 period. It was demonstrated that migration actually went froﬁ'
areas of high employment to areas of high unemployment. The explanation
offered was thas much of this migration was of the rural-urban variety,
and that much of the unemployment in the rural areas is hidden.

Simmie(1972:15) states, that for the most part, economic theories
are "no more statisfactory than descriptive ones28. 1In response to
this percefved fa11ure.of economic theories to deal adequately with

™ migration, Sjaastad(1962) proposed a cost-benefit framework. This

\lrframework attempted to deal with the decision-making process, with the
basfc premise being that the individual is rational, and treats
migration as "an investment from which one expects to receive returns
sufficient to offset the cost of moving"(Speare,1971:11).

The original ‘model as forhmulated by Sjaastad'identified two major
interacting forces which compete or at least serve as 1nputs in the-
decision-making process. They are: ) -

1. Costs(both monetary and non-monetary) - the former refers to
such things as lost wages, cost of moving, and cost of living
differentials between the origin and destination;‘the 1attef

refers to earnings lost while travelling, searchiﬁg fof a job etc.

As well Sjaastad has pointed out that there ére "psychis costs"”
involved, a form of non-monetary cost that refers to the emotional
costs of leaving friends, relatives and Fihi]iar surroundings.

2. Returns(both monetary and non-monetary): - basically, Sjaastad
(1962:85) states that money returns consist of a “bositive or
negative increment to his real earnings‘stfeams...this 1hérement
arising from a change in nominal earnings, a éhqngesin costs of

employment, a change in prices, or a combination of all three".
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The non-monetary returns on_the other hand, refer primariiy to
the psychic cost and amenities or “alternative conditions" offered
by the destination; as well as to the “"socio-eéconomic factors thatx
operate to _condition the va]ues taken ,on by the individual"(Shaw,

1975 87-88). A )

This cost benefit approach though proposed by Sjaastad has been
used most_notably by Courchene(1970), Greenwood.and Gormeriy(1971),
Greenwood and Sweetland(1972) andoSpeare(197i;i975). It has proven to
be most nsefui especially as it relates to the decision—making process.

- It is quite apparent that much of the abstract thinking introduced in
the previous section(behavioura1 approaches) ciear]y makes usevof—this=
type of framework ' ‘ _ —

The work of Speare(197i) is especial]y important in that he was
able to argue that the non-monetary factors are very 1mportant 1n the

decision- making process; whereas the monetary factors are most,in;-rtant

:in the actual decison of where to move process.
Perhaps the most important contribution made by thdse using the*

cost-benefit framework was- ‘that they helped to. focus atention on many of

‘ the issues raised in the previous section. Specificaiiy

‘ 1. the importance of information is c1ear1y demonstrated in that
information on job opportunities is a component that is built into
the framework as outlined by(Speare 1971); as s the probability
of obtaining employment at the destination ~which clearly can on]y
be determined with information about: the destination .

2.°  this framework provides-a mechanism, which. acknowledges the

~ existence of a threshold of satisfaction, which is determined by

"socio-econonic factors, which a1so‘operate\to conditipn-vaiues

taken on by the\ihdividua]"(Shaw,1975:88)
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3. the importance of social cOnsiderations, "pyschfc costs” and
amenities offered by the destination, have been shown to be
1mportant in terms of the moving decision(Greenwood,1968?9'_ N .

4. 1t demonstrates .the need to consider the moving decision at the
individual level, in the sense that values as well as thresho]ds;‘
may be common for 1ndiv1duals of similar backgrounds. Perhaps
the most important contributTon has been that testing of thisY
mode13°,has shown that individual characteristics are 1mportant,ﬁ

" 'tn that the satisfaction with the present environmnet is a

. “function of these'indiv1d0a1 attributes and intervenes between

‘these individual charactertstics and the actua1 _decision to move

.and moving’ process(Ritchey 1976; Speare 1974) . i

Though this particu1ar framework appears to be quite useful in
terms ‘of understanding the migration process;‘it'does have two
limitations.. One, 1t.1s very dﬁfficu1t -to operationalize in a
meaningfu1 way many of “the components(for examp1e the psychic costs

nd non-monetary costs as well as the qua11ty-of 1nformat30n); Two', 1t
assumes that all moves are voluntary and that all migrants go through

‘this cost-benefit type of accounting, which is riot the case, and even if

it were one would have -to question how accurate the 1nformation used to -

evaluate the destination is; the end result being;a poor‘Qecision31,;

On the whole, the economic approaches and their empirical
treatments, have yielded results that are inconclusive. Returning to
-the earlier discussed assumptions of. the "classioal oompetitfve theory“,v
it is fa1r1y ‘obvious ‘that the assumptions as stated are very rare]y met,:
.thereby accounting for the bréeakdown in the c1ass1ca1 model "Even
'though the classical model does not seem to hold, these economit

approaches are quite valuable, especially the analysis of the Canadian
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sftuatidn, for they do clear up,J and offer plaus'1‘:b1e explanations for
the types of re]atiolgships observed in studies deaTing’:'thh migration
differentials. : |
2.2.3 Spatial Approac(-hes

© shaw(1975:41) states that .
in mdst cases...attempts have been made to introduce spatia1
aspects into descriptions and exp'lanations of migration as
functions of structural parameters, such as distance,
direction of migration flow, stze and interconnectiveness of

.places of origin and destination, and information fields and -

1nterven1ng opportunities between alternative destimations. ‘

"It is quite apparent then that much of that which concerns those
1nvo1ved:1n looking at the spatial aspects of migration, has resu’l}ted
from/or Ted to much of that which has al redy been discussed.

Clearly, one of the most often cited v."struc;tural%parameters" used
in tpe study'ovf"migraﬂtion is distance(Greenwood and G.ormer1y,1971;
Lowry,1964; Sjaastad,1961; Stouffer,1940;1964; Zipf,1940)2. Tradition-
ally; the re'i'ationship between vbi ume of(mﬂigration and 'distance, his
been?shown to be 1nversei in nature_,. That is, as di_stance' ilncreases,
y01 ume tends to decrease % { | , '

There are two classical works that have treated distance as a most |
‘ 1mportant- variab]e-’ln the migration process. Specificg]]y, the_y are the
works of Zipf(1946) and Stouffer(1940;1964). Zipf argued that "movement
is-explained .by. the principle of least effort; the number of‘peop]e
ugoing from one ci;t,y to_another should be-a function of the distance
.separati,n‘g them, sjnce ‘the effort required to cover greater distances
would presumably increase as did the distance"(Jansen,'1969:6{0).

BasicaHy, Zipf proposed that migration between two places 1s directly
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prOportionai to the "product of their sizes and inversely reiated to
the distance separating the piaces(Lowry 1966 8) It §s fairly obvious
that many of the economic studies, have attempted to treat the distance
factor within a cost—benefit type of situation by looking at distance
eiasticities(Greenwood and Gonmeiy,197i Greenwood .and Sweetland,1972;
Greenwood,1968). That is, the increase in wage or income that would
have to be forthcoming in order to justify a move of “X“ miies

whereas the model put forth by Zipf considered oniy totai movement
patterns, the second classic work considers "uni- directionai flows"
(Rogers 1965:4). Stouffer' s(1940) modei the basis for the work done by
Lowry(1964),_specifies directional flows of migrants’, something Zipf
ignored; and introduced the "concept of "intervening opportunities."
Stouffer felt that‘distance as such wds not as important a factor‘as the _
number of opportunities avaitable and suggested that..." the humber of ~
persons going a given distance. is;directly proportiona1 to the number of
opportunities at that distance and inversely proportionai to the number
of intervening opportunities"(Jansen, 1969 9).

Stouffer(1964) in reformuiating his original model suggested the. -

_need to include a term representing competing migrants. That - is,.

migration between 1 and j is equal to:

(i) direct function of, the opportunities at place j plus an.

(ii) inverse function of opportunities intervening between places i and

J plus an ' o

- (111) inverse,function&of other migrants?competing for opportunities at

place j. ° " ) ’

"On the whole, empirical tests of these two models have shown that \

the results of the Stouffer model are a better predictor of migration

- -streams than the Zipf modei(Gaiie and Taeuber,1966; Tarver and MCLeod
'1973) It should, be-pointed out that there is one major drawback to'the |
- Stouffer model. That is, the independent variabies utilized by Stouffer
are components of the dependent variable which is being predicted.

4
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As well, the Stouffer model is a better prediction modéi of:mig-r’ation

streams but only after the fact; whereas, the Zipf model can be- used to o

predict future migration streams(Tarver and McLeod 1973:259- 260)

‘ Returning to the origina'lly stated re]atibnship between distance S

“and migration that is the inverse reiationship between distance and

"vo'l ume- of migration, Ter Heide(1963 59) points out that the nature of"‘
_ _‘this reiationship can be iargeiy attributed to- the foiiowing

1.  "the expense and- difficui ty of traveiiing over 1ong distances _

’ 2. ' M“the. wish to ‘maintain contacts, either of a personai or-a business» o

| nature, with the regfon one leaves behind" o N |

-3‘.‘. "the fact that information concerning opportunities is" easier to

' 'Tbe had for regions’ at shorter distances ' 4 _

~ Ter Heide(1963 59). in offering this exp'lanation of the . inverse.'

reiationship, has shifted “the emphasis away from the structura'l.‘ -

parameters used by Zipf and Stouffer, towards the individual and the' -

transmissmn of information about possibie al ternative 'locatiohs It is

quite apparent that without the transfer of information migration wou]d

not. occur.' In making this shift, he argues that one can 1ook at -

distance in the "technica1 "'and "sociai " sense _ '
~C1eariy, di‘stance in the technicai sense is ‘dee‘m’e'd to be’

. ;important in that voiume of migration will be 1imited not only- by the' ’

existing means “of locomotion ‘that is, the avaiiability of cheap and_'_",s.,

efficient transportation, but a1 so by the existence of a communication '

network" ;-which faci]i_y-tates the transportation of information about
possible alternative destinations. h

| * More important thatr"technicial distance” is the concept of "sociai |

~ distance" and it's limiting effects on the volume of migration. The
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concept of ' soc1a1 distance" accounts for the fact that, generaHy,
"the volume of 1nterna1 migration greatly exceeds that of international
migration, even if geographica1 distancé 1s kept constant... The.
cultural and Hnguistic dffferences which usua]ly exist between
different countries are sufficient exp]anation for this phenomenon”(Ter a
" Heide,1963:67 -637%. A
- Ter He‘lde apt]y points out that 1nformat'lon sources p1ay a very

" important part in migratmn not only in terms of- the distance function ‘

'but also in terms of the d1rection of migration flow, As a resu1t of

" this concern with directional flows, that is, migration between po1es of -~

repuls1on(or191n) and po'les of attraction(destinati'on), a line of
A reason‘lng evo]ved which attempted to explain a breakdown or at 'least
" variation in the 1nverse nature of the re1ationsh1p between distance and
~ volume of migration i

Shaw(1975 44) po1nts out that "d1reetiona1 bias" in migration is -
important for 1t he] ps to "overcome the . 1imiting assumption in ctentral
place theory . where 1nteraction intensity is v1ewed as decreasing over
distance systematically in all dip‘ections. ' In genera] the way in
‘which d1rect10na‘l biases have been studied and by whom -1s to a 1arge
degree determined by the type “of data available and ‘the level at which'
'the process 1s ‘discussed. In the first case the" stud1es deaHng w1 th
»aggregate level data, have simp]y concerned themse]ves with the
description of popu!ation transfer, movements such as rural- urban .
‘shifts, 1nt rna] and 1nternationa1 movements This traditiona]ly, ha
been dealt w‘lth by the demographers, “who treat migratwn as. an element
in popu]at1on dynamics"(EHzaga 1972: 127)35. Classic. works of - this type
1nc1ude the - work of Ravenstein(1885 1889) who described migration in the -
: ,British Is]es 1n the late n1neteenth century, George(1969) and
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Stone(1969) who both examined Canadian migrat'lon Bogue et a'l (1953) who
examined U. S. ‘regional migratton 1935 1940; Shr_yock(1964) who a'l $0
examined U S. migration 1940-1950; and Roseman(1977) who examined the
changing migration pattern in the U.S. frem 1955 to 197036 =

In the second’ instance, the emphasis has once again been shifted
towards the individual and most of the discussion is at the abstract
‘level The emphas1s here .is usuaHy placed upon- determing what
-information sources were utﬂized in locating an- a]ternative
environment. Traditionaﬂy, this has’ focused on one specific type of
) movement, name]y residentia'l mobﬂity and the determ1nation of the
- sources’ used ‘the amount of time spent in searching out a1ternat1’ves,:"
and the number of alternat'lves examined(Lansing and Mueller,1967;
Michel son,1977; Rossi,1955). k

One th1ng that becomes quite’ c]ear n examining the Hterature in
this area is that Just as the- migration decis'ion -making process 1s .
quite complex, the search process!, 1is a1 SO quite complex and has great
1mp’Hcat‘ions in terms-of the decision- mak'lng process. Much of the work
done which deals specifica]ly with the "search process", has been done
on the conceptual level(Adams,1969; Brown and Holmes,1971; Brown and
Holmes,1971a; Brown et et al.,1970; Gould, 1972 Horton and Reynolds,1971;
Mabogunje 1970 ~Moore ‘and Brown,1970: Sonnefe1d ,1972).

"The pr_evious]y cited literature, culminated in the formulation of
antabstract model, dea'l ing specificaﬁy with the "search process v)hich
dis perhaps best ﬂlustrated by the work of Brown ‘and Moore(1970) who
.formu'lated a two stage model dealing with the residential mobility "
process. , .

- According to the Brown and Moore(1970 6) model, the search
d.behaviour of an individual who has made the decision to seek an

3
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,_a]ternative location, is dependent upon the avaflabilty and use of that
available information. As well, Brown and Moore(1970) and Brown et al.
"(1970) in.troduced the concepts of "awaren'ess space", "activity space"
" and ”Vindirect contact space" which are important in defining the
. boundaries of the "search space" as weH as being the primary means of
.gathering information about various alternative 1ocations.

Overall, the model of Brown and Moore(1970)37 represents a model,
that originally was jntended to conceptualize the residential mobility
process. Quite clearly, it couid al s'o be applied to the. migration
process at the general level for it incorporates many of the concepts
and processes alluded to in the preceding sections.

The brief review presented in this chapter was meant to serve as a
means- of outlining notm the' complex nature of the migration process,
but al so the directions that have been taken in migration research. The'
point that emerges from the preceding is that the individual ismost
impo‘vrtant in the process Even though such concepts as satisfaction
(Speare,1974) or stress/strain(wo’l pert,1965; Brown and Moore,1970) are

.. seen as the cause of migration, it is the ind.iv.idual idnd his/her-

attributes that are most important in terms of differential wreponses 'to .

the environment; resuiting in stress/strain or satisfaction, which
ultimately accounts for ‘the movement i |

This brief review ai SO appeared to indicate that migration
behaviour or movement varied systematica’l'ly with individua1 attributes
Put in another vay, behaviour(type of move as weH as propensity to

move) was differentia'liy constrained by structura] variabJ es or

" individual. characteristics(Ritchey,'|976 378) whereas, economic and.

spatiai approaches, for the most part have dealt with the structurai '

conditions of the environment(wage rates empi_oyment rates,n
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bpportunities etc.), the lfterature to be reviewed in the next chapter
iapproaches the problem from a-different direction. That is, “given a
sedentary population and 1nducements to leave a place of residence;
;ypf¢a11y spme persons migrate to new places of residence thle others
Feﬁa1h~beh1hd In short inducements which may be expressed as push and
(\pu11 factors do not apear to exert their force equally”(Shaw,1975:17).

" The emphasis, is therefore on ‘these 1ndividua1 attributes or

a ycharacteristics which account for differential responses to these so-

ca]led "1nducements"38
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FOOTNOTES

Shaw(1975).

‘It should be noted that it is beyond the scope of this study to

deal with stochastic and other mathematical approaches to the study
of migration.

This pattern is usually found only when examining short-distance
moves; whereas the reverse is true in long-distance moves.

Where efficiency is operationalized as “"the ratio of stream to
counterstream or the neét re-distribution of population affected by
the opposite flow"(Lee,1966:55). :

It should be emphasized that though these approaches or lines of
inquiry are discipline bound, they are by no means mutually
exclusive. This lack of exclusivity does create a problem in
reviewing the literature in that, it makes it difficult to deal with
these various approaches without referring to ane if not all of the
other approaches.

Classifying moves -as being conservative or innovative in nature.

Introducing the comrcept of selettivity, as well as, noting that
selection is either positive or negative, depending upon the

- motivation. :

10

n

Primarily, at the conceptual level.- Perhaps the most frequent way
of studying this motivational or behavioural process has been to
consider it within the context of assimilation and acculturation.

"That is, how the mover adapts to the new environment. There have

been numerous theoretical efforts at dealing with this aspect of
migration, most notable are the works of Gordon(1964), Eisenstadt
(1953) and Germani(1970). Although this is a very important aspect
of migration, it is beyond the scope of this particular study to
deal with this aspect of migration. - , T

As a result of the lack of mutual exclusivity in much of these
discipline bound approaches, the work of Brown and Moore will be
dealt with more thoroughly in the section dealing with spatial
approaches; as well, the work by Speare will be discussed in the
economic section. .

Present being "short-run hedonisticﬁ; future being "purposive-
rational."

This last point once again alludes to the studies that have been
done on acculturation and assimilation.
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Except for those studies dealing with satisfaction and mob1lity such
as the studies of Speare(1975), Rossi(1955) and Newman(1974).

Such {s definitely the case in Canadian migration research, which
except for the identification of streams and counterstreams. as well
as differentials, has been primarily economic in nature.

Obviously on the one hand, migration is the cause of economic
development, while on the other hand it may be the result of
economic development.

These "alernatives to market conditions" will be discussed more
thoroughly in the following section, where the emphasis is on the
spatial aspects of the migration process.

61% cited economic reasons only and 16% cited both economic and non-
economic reasons.

We do not mean to imply that these problems are only endemic to
ecofomic analyses, for such is not the?

bd,1968), in-migration
1963; Nielsen,1974) are
L gmigration rate or some

This notion of "efficiency" was first proposed by Shryock(1964) and
later was incorporated into the model proposed by Lee(1966).
"Efficiency ratio” was operationalized as "the net migration of an

In some cases: gross migration(Green
(Nielsen,1974), and out-m gration(B14me
also used, but most often it is thp#
facsimilie that is employed.

" area divided by the total number of moves whose origin or

destination is that area, times 100 (Shryock(1964) cited in Galle and
Williams,1972:656). '

Other sources, which have been used by economist include family-
allowance transfer payments(Vanderkamp,1971; Courchene,1970) and
information from the Unemployment Insurance Commission (Canada) as
well as tax records(Grant and Vanderkamp,1976).

Blanco(1963) and Stone (1976), as well as our study have taken note
of the importance of distinguishing between military and civilian
moves. In our study and the study by Stone, an effort has been made
to exclude military personnel from the sample selected.

Lansing and Mueller(1967:65) found that 20% of those citing economic
reasons for moving, gave job transfers as the reason for relocating.
It is quite apparent that the motivation for these individuals, as
well as for students and retirees will be quite different from the
motivation for other movers.

It should be pointed out that many of the above problems in
disaggregation, have been dealt with to a certain degree, quite
adequately by those individuals concerned with studying the Canadian
situation. '
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‘712& 24 Autonomous moves refer to job transfers or military transfers.

/" 25 The most classic case of this breakdown in classical theory being
: the ability to possibly explain the stream, but not the: resul ting
counterstream. An attempt to deal with this: problem by using a
simul taneous equation approach was undertaken by Okun(1968), but.
this type of analysis {s the exception rather than the rule.

26 The importance of distance will be dealt with more adequately in the
following section on spatial approaches. ' Vo

27 The Lowry model is an outgrowth of the work done by Zipf{(1946) and .
Stouffer(1940;1964); two models which will al so. be discussed “in the
next section. : e ‘ -

28 Descriptive theories are those that look at the magnitude and volume
of migration as well as characteristics of migrants. These
theories, have yet to be examined and this will be done in both the
following section and next chapter. R '

29 Greenwood found that migrant stock, as an information source, was
more important than wages or opportunities in predicting migration.

30 Speare et al.(1975)

31 Eis indicates the importance of the conéep.t'of“cong_rue'nce (before/.
"~ ~-after) between perception and experience. This particular problem
was first alluded to by Lee(1966;50-51). o ‘

32 The inclusion of distance, as a fastor, has not been ‘discussed in .
the previous section, even though\it has been considered as an
important factor in those economic studdies using wages,
opportunities and cost-benefit analysis. We felt that this would be
better dealt with in this section, as much of the work relating to

) b

distance preceded the work on the ecopomic models. D

33 One of the major c,ritic'i's.ms of the Zipf model is ‘that it tends to
over-estimate the magnitude of short-distance migrations due to the
‘mathematical function underlying the mod_eHTer 'He'lde,1953\:'58).' ,

34 Clearly, this concept of "social distance" #s one factor that is

- operating within the concept of the Canadian setting, especially as
it relates to migration into and out of Quebec; as well as movement
around Quebec and movement from the far eastern regions towards the

~ centre and western reaches of the country(Lycan,1969; Stone,1969;
George,1969). For the most part, the inverse nature of this rela-

‘tionship 1s fairly well demonstrated, -though we find that for..
certain age and occupational groups as well as others(1ife .gycle"
etc.), the relationship tends to be less significant and tends to
vary from that which is predicted. These varifations will be more
fully explored in the following chapter. : : .
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That is, the identification of streams and counterstreams, migration

efficiency, in-migration, out-migration and so forth.

36
career and 1ife cycle patterns of movement within the context of .the

Roseman also looked at streams and .counterstreams, as well as,
dec'lsion—making process..

The actual working of the two stage model has not been quy
elaborated on here, for in part it has already been dealt with in
the first section (behavioumﬂw approaches), with respect to the
works of Wol pert(1965 1966) Speare et al.(1975) and Kennedy(1975).

Keeping in mind that the migration process is very complex and that

.any systematic differences that have been found, among groups or

individuals that are making migration decisions, are taking place
within the context of the previously discussed framework



CHAPTER THREE |
MIGRATION DIFFERENTIALS: A REVIEW OF THE MAJOR DETERMINANTS .

In the preceding chapter the focus was on a review of c'lassica]
migration theory and the major 'lines of inquiry traditiona]ly used to
study this very complex process. The purpose of this chapte_r, on the
,ot'hervhand, is to review the literature dealing with migration -
differentials(generally); as we'l]‘ as briefly reviewing the Hteratdre as
it relates to the Cahadian experience. On the bases of this review, and.
the’\types' of relationships which have been sho'wn to exist'between”
individual attributes and mig—ration,. hypotheses and specification of the
models to be _testeo(in, «subsequent chépters), will be presented.

o

. - * ]\ -
3.1 Migration Differentials

The ide’aﬂ‘o'f’/a‘nd impertance of ‘migration differentials (differenlti'a”l :
re"sponse.s-.) to i:hese‘induce'nen'i:s1 ‘ Jh?is been an idea that was in‘itiany
_recognized by. Ravenstein(1885),‘ who observed that females, were more:
migratory than males. Lee(1966) further re- affirmed this idea of
differential reSponses when he argued that persona] factors were most -
) important in terms of eval uating and responding to these inducements or
structurai‘features. As a result of these works the search began, and
is continuing, to detenuvi“rte mich individua1 characteristics could best
differentia&e the non-mobiie from  the mobi]e p0pu1ation

Apparent'iy, the concern with looking for migration differentials

stems from the beiief that migration has important consequences for both

Fagaas!
“y
A
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origin(sending area) and destination(receiving area)(Canada Manpower
and Imnigration 1975 Bogue et et al. ,1953:1957; Cowgi11,1961; Elizaga,
1970, George,1969; Ka]bach,1970; Ka'lbach.and McVey' 1979- Simmons, 1968'
Sto'ne21969)2 The need  to study migration differentia‘ls is important
not so much as an end in itself “but rather as Bogue et.al1.(1953:1-2)
points out:

it will be-difficult to understand or predict the effects
~that any migration-will have ,j"qh a giventommunity untii;
-the selective aspect of mige®t¥on 4s better understood...
This can be achieved only By ¢fscbvering...the various
migration differentials or the qualities that differentiate
migrants from members of the communities from which they
depart or from members of the communities to which they

,‘go 3.

The,{preceding‘ statement by‘ Bogue et'ai. about selectivity, origin-
differentials and destination differentiais addresses two similar, yet

1 1,difi’erent questions. That is: one, the idea of seiectivity, .

at Jeast according to Lee s(1966) interpretation, involves a

vationai component in that, seiectivity is based upon whether the

:@vement is in response to positive or negative factors.associated _with
either/or both the origin and destination, and two, the question of
whether the ‘mobile group varies, substantiai’ly(in composition), in terms ’
of certain attributes, from the non- mobiie popu]ation Traditiona’liy,‘
comparisons between migrants and non- migrants at the origin are .made, "in
reference to the study of se)ectivity, comparisons with the popuiation
at destination are made in reference to the ‘search for differentia'l s
(Eiizaga 1970; 140)

Before proceeding with the 1iterature reveiw, it should be noted

that Long(1973:243 argued ‘that. there are- "no universal migration

differentia]s, with the exception of age" for at least three - reasons
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the first being, that the mode of defining migration varies from country

to country, the second being, that the “character of migration changes .
over time i.e. a generation. or two ago a 'large part of migration in the

u.s. was best characterized as rural to urban ..while to- day mOst

r?

‘internai migration fs inter-urban in character", and the third being, B

that the meaning of variabies used as differentiais has changed over
,times T

: Eyen though it is beiieved that no universa]vdifferentiais exist,
it-is auite c]ear,.given the.amount of-materia]-being generated, that
the search tor migration differentials is felt to be both a worthwhiie
and necessary undertaking, if one h0pes to better understand the
changing character of societiesr Proceeding now with the iiterature
review, as. relates to migration differentials, the major focus - wi]i be
\upon two types of differentials. Nameiy, demographic differentia]s such‘
as sex, age,'maritai status,\famiiy sizeﬁ,vmother tongue and native-
born.status,,and socio-economc differentiais such as education,

™

occupation, emp]oyment'status and ~income.

3.1.1 Demographic Differentials - o . \< :'
f. Sex - ” |

. The- research devoted to the search for the existence of a sex
differentiai is perhaps in quantity, second only to that of age.
Traditionaiiy, it has been argued that femaTes are more mobile than
males(George, 1969 Ravenstein 1885; Stone;1968;1979); but that the
existence of such a reiationship is dependent upon the type of mobility
being examined. That is, such a reiationship exists when examining '
,short—distance moves; whereas, the réVerse‘isdtrue if ‘one is examining”~
‘iong-distance moves(George,IQGQ; Shrydck,1968;~Stone,1969; Thomas.1938;
Zachariah,1968). | |
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Al though the eXistence of a sex differentia1 is not assumed to be
universal, it has been proposed that the existence of/and type of
areiationship observed between sex and mobﬂity is contingent upon:

(a) where the migratory flow originates, (b) where it is -
directed; (c) ‘what distance is_involved in: the migration,‘

and (d) at what. ages the ‘migrants move(Simmons, et al.

1977 86).

As well, other resear"rchers have proposed that the sex com‘positio‘n of .
. migration streams change as the area being studled goes from a
deveioping type of economy to a more developed type of
economy(Bogue,‘1969, Ca'ldwell,iv968;<Simmons et-al.,1977). For the most
part the significance of this differentiai appears to be related to~,hlor
!at ieast heavii_y 1nf1 uenced by cu’ltu'rai economic and ethnic =

variables

Focusing now primari'ly on the operation of this differentiai in

- North America ‘those same factors as cited above are a'l so assumed to

‘ -A,infiuence the type of sex distribution found “in migration streams  As
has al refady been noted, it is generally maintained that " malesf are.more
migratory than’”fema‘les8 This finding 1s usuaHy accounted for by the
fact that "males are thought to be more exp'loratory and less confined by
traditions(Shaw,1975:20)"; as well as "having higher- rates of 1abourv
force participation and a‘greater tendency to attend coHege(Shryock, |
' 1964:349-350). SR SR
” The - operation of the sex differential(in Canada) is indicated in
Tab]es 1 through 3. The major findings ‘are that ‘
1. ~al thougha sex differentia] does exist it"s 0peration is not
- constant when examined in reiation to origin community size. |t

appears that the largest differential exists within the rura'l
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f TABLE 2: MALES PER 100 FEMALES BY TYPE OF MIGRATION, 1956 - 19§1."

Type of Migration - . - - Males 5er_]00.Fema1e§
LT """"""'"
Total Movers within Canada R 9.6
i: Intfa-Municipajiv | ] | | AlOO.lir
Intra-érovjhcié] T - | . 98.1
* Inter-Provincial (Confinguous Province) , ]01L§_xn |
| Inter-Provincial (Non-Continguous Province) r102;7

. Source: George f19§9:152)
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group, with the di fference _fa,\iouring"»the fema'le sex(Table 1) B

2. - generally speaking, as fhe. distance moved' 1ncreases, sex
differential is more in favour of the male sex(Tables 2 and 3)

3, - males are more migratory than fema1es at alil ages, with the
exception of tHe first three age categories(S 19) and - the last
four age categories(50- 65+)9 (Table 3)..- B o

One point should be emphas‘lzed and 'that is tha”t al though
Table 3 il1lustrates the operation of the sex differentiﬂ there is
‘reason to believe that comparisons made between males and females (of
~similar ages) obscures a very important point. NameTy, that if mobﬂ,ity
takes place within the context of life cycle VStages perhaps a sex -
'different1a1 does not really exist, especially if one compares males of
‘one age group to females of a younger age grouou.“ '

Although it has been argued and is demonstrated to var'ying*degrees
in Tab]_es 1 through 3, that males are more mi'gratory’ than fema‘Ies‘12 it
has also been proposed that the existence of this 'diffe'rential is
decreasing over time. The explanation for this convergence(at least in
Canada)l3, is that fema]e labour force participation is much greater
to-day than it was in the past(Canada Manpower and Immigration,
1975:43). Obviously, as female _Iabour force partioipation becomes more
acceptable, 1t seems only reasonaole to assume thaf female mobility will
be influenced by the same sorts of factors that influence male mobﬂity,' .
T.e. the search for meaningful employment. ) g S

As‘_};mps brief discussion of the sex differential has indicated,
such a differential does appear to exist, but it's importance appears to
be dwindling. Perhaps the most important conclusion to be drawn is that
if one wants to demonstrate the existence .of this diffe'ren_tk1‘a1 it is
‘necessary to study it's operation within the context of the. type of
movement, the origin of the movement, the stage of development of the-'
economy and finallj the, cultural system within which the movement is

taking place.
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11. Age |
Perhaps the most exténsjve]y.studied, as well as universally .
excapted migration differential, is the age‘diffefential(Bogue,1959;
1969; Bogue et a].,1953;1957° George, 196§° Ladinsky,1967; McInnis,1971;

McVey,1978; Rogers, 1969 Shryock,1964; Simmons et et al.,1977; Stone, 1969

1978; Thomas, 1938 Zachariah, 1968) Shaw(1975.18) points out that

"regardless of the line of 1nqu1ry, research on migrat{on generally

corroborates the'proposition that persons in their late téens, twenties

and early thi;fies are more migratory than their counterparts.”
There are a nuﬁaer of interpretations éaven for this‘particular

relationship. Namely: | y

(a) the young are able to(adaps to new situations more easily tha- the.
old -who are more fixed %nvthcir ways(Shaw,1975:18)

(b) given the higher educational status of the young, the young are
mbre aware of the opportunities available elsewhere and are more
easily disposed towards spatial mobility as a means of taking
advantage of these 0pportun1t1es

(c) the desire to acquire more specia1ized educational:traininglmay
necessitate mobility, i.e. student mobility(Grant and Vanderkamp,

11976:17) X _

(d) the young are more likely to be unemployed, consequently, mobil{ty

‘ among the young is in response to the push of unemp1oyment and the
f;pu11 of employment 0pportunt1es(R1tchey 1976: 379)

(E) sipce the young have longer working ]1fé spans ahedd of them, the
monetary costs.associated with mob111ty can be discounted over a
much longer period of time(Carvaja] and Geithman 1974; Graﬁt and
Vanderkamp,1976; Sjaastad,1961; Speare,1971).
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The relationship between age and mobil{ity, though apparently
straightforward, is in fact not a 11ne§r relationship. It 1s noted.jn
Table 3 that: |
1. there appears to be a tfme lag,” in terms of mobil1ity by sex. That
is, females tend to have higher mobil{ty rates at the age groups
which are younger than the age groups found fo} malesl®

2. the young(5-19) have high mobility r#tes which gradually decrease
up to age 15-24‘15after which they increase and peak at ages 20-
2916, at which point they once again start to decline?. |

Sioqe(1969:78) SUMm§r1ze§ the existence of an age differential in
the following way: -

A definite p;ttern of age selectivity characterizes Canadian
internal migration, and this pattern has persisted for
several decades. It is marked by a strong concentration of -
migrants in the peak ages for labour force entry, for family
formation and child-bearing and in the early years of
working life.

The relationship, between age and type of move, is quite clearly
demonstrated in Table It is sufficient to point out, that;a§
distance inckeases(witﬁ{zj;ategories of type of mové), the young afe“
more mobile that the old. In conclusion, what has emerged fromithe
explanations offered for the existence of this differential hasvbeeé a
re—structur;ng of the line of inquiry, towards explaining the propenQStxi’

i :},
to move within the context of "life cycle", which is to be discusse¢ it

the next section.

fii. Life Cycle

T
5,

The existence of an age differential is deemed to beﬁﬁpgf;(

£

important. Perhaps even more important is the realization
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that changes may be associated less with the biological
process of aging than with the influence,of age upon the
individual's family membership(Lansing and Kish,61957:512).

There have been a number of classic works which have addressed the
relationship between what has become to be known as 1ife cycle
indicators, and mobility(Leslie and Richardson,1961; Lansing and Kish,
1957)18, Lansing and Kish(1957) examined the relationship between

stages of 11fe cycle and the variation in six economic characteristics.
("\

Their conclusion was that these 11er cycle stages were better predictors
of these economic characteristics than were age.

Leslie and Richardson(1961) expanded upon the work of Lansing and
Kish and examined the relationship between life cycle, career patterns
and mqbﬂity. They found that career patterns are most important in
terms of explaining mobility, but that these career patterns operated
within the,context of 1ife cycle stagel.

The importance of life cycle as a determinant of mobility has also
been shown to be important in the work of Ros§;1,~‘(1%§)5), who Tooked at
rgze'sid‘entia] mobility arising from the 1nter;::tion of housing
?vsati {fagtion and household characteristics; Michel son(1977) who believed
“that resyidential mobility took place withih the context of a "Family

0; and Morrison(1973)

Mobﬂ.'ity Cycle" which consisted of three stages?
who argued that the "threshold of variability in the decision to move"
is a function of life cycle. =

For the most part, the 1ife cycle concept has been very rarely
considered in migration literature in the detail advocafed by the
aforementioned researchers. In part thfs- has not been possible due to

the extensive use of census data which cannot, or at least does not, tap
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~ the kinds of dimensions that are being advocated as mesures of 1ife
'/p§c1e or career pattern. As a result, the life cycIe concept has
‘focused primarily upon the effects of mar{ tal status and family size on
mobility. ‘ _ '

One of the most often cited variables relating to 1ife cyc1e is
the marital status differential(Chevan,1971; George,1969; Long,1972;
Speare,1970; Stone,1969;1978). The general finding is that the
proportion of marriediindividuals among movers is higher than the

. proportion among single and other marital status groups(Table 4). Shaw
(1975:30) rightly points out“that this difference can be attr1butedé%o
the fact that most of the "adu1t population...can be expected to be
married" and therefore such a result should be expected21 The
conclusion being drawn by Shaw is that "the 1mportance of marita1 status
may Tie primarily in marriage itself."

Stone(1969 80) points out, that 1n part this greater propensity
among married ‘individuals to move may be due to the fact that marita]
status among those groups which are very mob11e may have changed during
the censal period. As a result, those individuals that may have been
single at that time of the move, may‘be shown to be married at the time

- that the censos information was gathered. The implication of -the

| previous statemeht is that marriage duratton most be controlled for if
one is to be’comp1ete1y; or at least clearly understand the marital

status: d1fferent1a1 : ' .. R ¢ ,

Chevan(1971:453- 454)22 has demonstrated that marrxage duratwon is.
1hportant.’ This research revealed that the highest mobility rates are
found among those individuals that have been married for less than six

years. This ~ ng clearly lends credibility to the concern raised by

Stone and supports Shaw's contention that the importance of marital
statuS'mayllie primarily in "marriage ftself."

As our ooncern.a1so Ties. with discovering those factors that
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differenttate movers by -type of move, it is noted that there 1s very
Httle variation in the mar1ta1 status distribut’non by type of move
' '(Tab]e 4), ¢ In conc]usion it appears that the arguments for the
* existence of a mar1ta1 status differential are- inconc’lusive This in ’
part, is due to the effects of age, duration of bnarriage and changing
marftal status during the - censal period. R
. The second most often cited var_iab]e which is.used as a life cycle
-measure is famﬂy'size(Chevan 1971 Long,1972; McVey,1978; Miller, 1973;
Speare,1970%. It 1s genera'l]y believed that on the one hand, a large
| famﬂy size may deter or restrict mobility, especially 10ng d'lstance
mobility due to the monetary and non- monetary costs associated w1th
’ mobﬂity. On the: other hand it is also’ argued that family size may
promote mobﬂity(short-distance moves) 1n that as size 1ncreases, space
demands 1ncreasev Consequently, mobthy is prompted by the need to
" meet the changing space requirements of the famﬂy(Long 1972 37)23
CheVan(1971 454) arguyes that family size does 1n part account for
the re]ationship between marriage duration and mobﬂ‘lty Not only is
' the formation of a famﬂy, in terms of marriage 1m‘portant but perhaps
even more important is the effects.of "bfrths and pres@ﬁ& of chﬂdren."
‘Chevan notes that the effect of the birth of a.child in "one .period does
not have the same effect as 1f. it had occured in a previous pertod"' The
1mp'Hcation being that it is the first child "who puts the greatest
: stra'ln on available space because this ‘child ushers in househo]d
furniture and appHances unnecessary 1n the chﬂd]ess home . "
The study by.Chevan. apparently addresses the question re]ating to
the re]ationship between numbers of. chf]dren and mobility. -On the other -
‘ hand Long(1972) attempts to deal with. the second aspeot that is how

famﬂy size tends to restrict mobility as a. resu1t of the ties?% that

~
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have, been built up through having a family. It is pr0posed that
mobiiity is dependent upon the ages of the chi]dren in question.
..Tabie 5 reveals that controlling for the age of head, the mobility -
. rates are consistently higher for those families with children on]y
under school ages than it is for those with some or aiT chi]dren of
sch001 age. It was also noted that where under school age, as wei] as
school age children are present the rates are higher than for those of |
“a]l" schooP age chi]dren famiiies but the rates are closer to the
rates of "all" school age chiidren than "al1" under school age
‘chiidren _

Returning to one of the originai concerns,. that is the relationship
between family status and type of move, Table 5 indicates that (1).
distance moved is inverse]y related to fami]y size, and (ii) distance-
moved ’ ‘Is inversely re]ated to fami]y size with the effect of age of
children acting in the same nanner as described above,vi.ei propehsity
to move long-distances is inversely. related to both the number and
number. of children of school ages. i o

Apparently, famiiy status does have a differential effect”on
propensity to movevand distance moved. It should also be pointed out
that there has been a suggestion made that "1ife cyc]e shouid be used as
an aiternative control to age"(Speare 1970'449) ‘Both Speare and Long
(1972) have demonstrated that Tife cycie and age do have 1ndependent
effects-on propensity to move. It is argued by both that “if 11ife cycle
were the prime determinant of mobiiity, then there should be 1itt1e

+

variation according to age of family head. " Suth was obviousiy not the -

case, for these researchers noted that a’ great deal of variation stil
existed among family heads of different ages but ‘at the same fami]y life .
1‘cyc1e stage(Long, 1972:374).. ' o

In this section our objective has been to eXamine the Titerature on



TABLE 5: MARRIED MEN HITH WIFE PRESENT - PERCENT GEOGRAPHICALLY MOBILE,
~ DURING PRECEDING TWELVE MONTHS, ACCORDING TO AGE AND NUMBER OF
AGES OF OWN CHILDREN UNDER 18, FOR 1968, ]969 and 1970

-

‘Percent Percent Percent Percent -

Age and number and . Number Residen- - Moving mov ing moving

ages of own. children tially " within between between
. . - _mobile a  counties counties states

. 25~to‘34-yé§?§ old .
No own children 4,616  43.3 27.7 . 15.6

[e o} .

.6

under 18 .......... . ~ .

One own child ...,.. 5,944 35.1 22.0 13.1 6.8
Under 6 ...i...... 4,901 37.1 22.9 14.2 7.4
6-17 ...... S 982 ° 25,3 - 17,5 7.8 3.8

Two own children ... 8,775  26.0 16.3 9.7 | 5.2
Both under 6 ..... 4,534 29.4 17.8 11.8 6.0

- One under 6°..... . 2,664 23.0 16.0 7.0 3.8 |
Both 6-17 ........ 1,577 21.2. - 12.4 8.8 5.2 -

Three own children . 5,120 23.6 13.9 9.7 4.4
A1l under 6 ... .. 1,087 31.9 20,2 11.5 . 5.4
Two under 6 ...... 1,509 22.6; 12.9 9.7 4.6

~ One under 6 ,..... 1,722 - 22.5 12.4 10.1 4.4
None under 6 ..... 803 - 16.4 10.5° 6.0 2.6 -

Four or more ....... 3,683 23.5 15.4 8.1 ‘ 3.8
Three more more 1,099 26.2 171 9.4 4.2
under 6 .......... )

Two under 6 ...... 1,150 23.7 15.6 8.1 3.9 .
One under 6 ...... 1,043 20.9 14.4 6.5 3.0
None under 6 ..... 3% - 21.8 13.3 8.7 -
35 - 44 years old . . . . .

No -own children- . 3,258 . 20.3 41305 6.7 3.5

under 18 .......... . Ve ;

One own child ...... 4,595 14.8 “10.1 4.7 2.5.

“Under 6 .......... 984. 23.6 16.2 7.3 4.4
6-17 ..... eveeseas - 3,611 12.5 8.5 4, 2.0

Two own children ... 7,550 . 13.] 7.8 5.3 2.9
Both under 6 ...... ., 656 25.2 . 14,2 - 10.8 6.7
One under 6 ...... 1,591 15.2 9.7 5.3 - 2.7,
Both 6-17 ..... oo 5,303 110 6.4 4.6 2.5.



" TABLE 5: ' CONTINUED . .
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_ T o, , Percent . Percent Perceént Percent
"~ Age and number and Number Residen- _Moving ‘moving mov ing
" ages of own children tially . within between - between
s ; . mopilg 3 - counties countifes states
Three own children . 6,366 13.9- . . 7.9 - :6.0 - 3.5 .
A1l under 6 ...... 150 25.3  172.3 - C-
Two under 6 ...... « 516 . 16,9 - 9 1.8 T

One under:6 ...... 2,029 “14.9- - - 7.0 7.0 4.0
None under6 ..... 3,671: 12,4 7.4 - 5.1 3.7
Four or more ........ 7,404 139.  8.8: - 5.2 2.9
Three or more 519 20.2 15.6 . 5.0 ‘-
~under 6 .........., B , -
Two under 6 ...... 1,415 . 14,1 9.1 - 5.0 3.0
One under 6 ...... 2,830 - 13.6 8.2 . 5,4 " 2.6
None under 6 ..... 2,643 - 12.9 1.9 - 5.0, 3.2
.~ 45 to 54 years old ‘ : K . o
. No own children 11,628 9.5 . . .6.6 2.9 . 1.4
under 18 ,.......... ) : T
~ One own child ...... 7,158 8.5 5.5, 3.0 1.6
“Under 6 .......... 332 18.1 12.3 6.0 -
6-17 .iveieienie.. 6,827 - 8.0 5.2 1 2.8 1.5
Two own children ... 4,860 8.3 5.4 2.9 1.3
* Both under.6 ..... 74 - - - -
One under 6 ...... 4N 12.3 . 7.6 4.5 - -
Both 6-17 ceeveee. 4,316 7.6 4.5 2.6 1.4 .
"Three own children . 2,332 . 9.2 - 6.1 3.1 1.8. .
A1l under 6 ...... : 14 - - .-
Two under 6 ..,... 85" 10.9 - -
One under 6 ....:. 422 8.3 7.8 -
None under 6 ..... 1,810 8.3 - .5.4 2.9 1.3
Four or more .,..... 2,228 11.4 7.5 4.0 2.4
Three or more 95 22.1 - - - -
under 6 .......... .
Two under 6 ....., - 233 15.9 11.2 - -
One under 6 ...... 763 10.9 7.5 3.5 -
None under 6 ..... 1,137 10.1 6.2 3.9 1.3

... Fewer than 20 observations.
a - Excludes movers from abroad.

Source: Long (1972:377-338) .




Pas

p

- o 62

the reiationships betweep the traditional]y used demographic variab1es

and mobiiity behaviour.” Quite cleariy, there exists evidence to support

_.the contention that migrh@don behaviour (both propensity to move and

-=type of move), s related to these various individual characteristics,

and it is these individual attributes which account. for the differential
responses to the structural conditions or opportunity structures at both
origin and destination. '

Before proceeding with a review of the Canadia% migration
1iterature, it.ianecessary to brieffy review the literature that deals
with those variables, ‘that have traditionally been used to represent the

socio economic characteristics of the ind1vidua125

3.1.2 Socio-Economic Differentials
1. Education \ ‘
-The study of education as'a significant factor in differentiating

the non- mobi]e from mobile popuiation, has been the focus of a large

number of studies(Beshers and Nishiura, 1961 Bogue'et al.,1953;1957;

Bogue,1959; Hamilton,1959; Lansing and Mue]]er,1967; Marr et al1.,1978:
Shryock and Nam,1965; Simmons etAal.,1977' Thomas,1338). These
ciassics to varying degrees, have demonstrated that there: is a direct
re1ationship between education and mobility,”i.e. the higher the
educational -level, the greater the probabi]ity of moving. Stated in

" another way which is more in keeping with the traditional definition of

selectivity and differentiais; "migrating peoples include
proportionately more of the better edumgted persons than non-migrants
regardless of age, sex, colour or direction of movements ..(Shaw,

1975:23)." .
&Y

“Examination of Table 6 demonstrates the existence of this education ,

differentiai as well as the effect of education ‘on distance moved »Two‘

ol .

v % 7
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things, though not apparent from Table 6 should be kept in mind.
Namely: (a) the flows represented in Table 6 are gross ﬂ'ows and one of
the reasons for the observed patterns is ‘the effect of age sel ect1v1ty.

-The younger more mobile age groups have higher educationa] 1eve1s than .

the older groups(Canada Manpower and Immigration 1975 35); and (b) the '

education differentia] is particularly strong in urban areas because the
o urban areas are where the higher education fac111t1es are 1ocated As a

-v result part of this differentia] can be_ attributed to the. "search for
_‘ h1_gher education.. rather “than a mamfestation of d1fferences in
mobility rates for groups which’ have completed the1r education"(Stone
1969: 8426, | ‘

" As has already been stated part of thfs pattern can be exp1a1ned
.by the age composition " Long(1973) has exp1ored the operation of the
education di fferent1a1 not on1y 1ts effects within age groups, but alsa
the effects by age and occupationa] group for males 25 years old and
over in non-farm occupattons He noted that the effect of education
appears to be operating in the expected d1rection even within.age
catergories o - '

~ As well, Long(1973:244-246) noted that in terms of "the number of
years with moves a person‘can'expect in his"lifetirne, the relationship,
bet“'ween/ education and mobilfty from this point vo—f view no longer .
.appeared to be direct, but is U-shaped.. This ues_ attributed to the “fact ‘
that "men at educational extremes\ can expect more changes of residence’
over the course of a 1ife-time" as a result of a greater frequency of;
job changes"27 -
Pperhaps the most notable f'lnd'lng made by Long(]973 248-249) was'

that he was able to demonstrate that ™education and occupation predict\

migration about equally wel]“, but that education does so more
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efficient]y.'i.e. he noted that "within each of the occupational groups,
increasing education is genera]ly strongly associated with higher
migration rates." ' The conc]usion being drawn was that education
infiuences ‘the choice of occupation but once an occupation is- entered,
education<continues to exercise a strong infiuence in terms of pre-
| disposing individuais toward migration
| Genera]iy speaking the direct relationship between educationai
status and mobi]ity has been attributed to two. factors(StOne 1978: 35)
" (a) "educationa] attainment is directiy reiated to the aspiration for
improvement in one's perCeived social status, and- the stronger this
'aspiration becomes ‘the greater will be the search for new
»opportunities", and (b) educationai level influences "the tastes for and
“adaptabiiity to a variety of social and cu1tura1 miiieux"29 ;
Most of the recent work done on education differentia]s has focused
-on the first factor. cited above, Aithough the second factor is a]souﬂ
important further discu551on of this factor will be 1eft for the time
!being } i ‘ (
It.is generaily accepted that education expands an indiViduais
awareness to economic 0pportunities(Carvajai and Geithman;1974: Ritchey,
1976 Simmons et al.,1977) and as education increases, responses to
‘these economic Jnducements vary directly(McInnis, 1971:202). For
example, Lansing and Mueller(1967:61) found .that among movers, the
percent of heads of families citing: economic motivations for moving
ranges from a 1ow of 59% for those with grade eight or less to 80% for
those with a college’ education ’
It is also important to note, that in addition to increasing
awareness to opportunities eisewhere, education also results in'the

- acquisition of more special ized skilis(DeJong and Harbison,1981:283).
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"Hence, acqtﬂ'sition of specialized sk‘l]l.s may induce mobility or at least
partially account for higher mobility among the better educated, because
‘mobility 1s.'seen as a means, when used in éonjunction with information -
on opportunities, of getting a better returﬁ on investment(the cos® of
acquiring the sk.ﬂls)('Courchene,,1970; Greenwood and Sweetland,1972).
Coupled with the increasing of awareness about opportunities,
"education also increases the 1nd1v1dua1§ capability to obtain and

analyze information and to use more sophisticated information sources”

(Schwartz,1973:356). Perhaps the most comprehensive analysis done in

" this regard is the work of Lansing and Mueller(1967). They noted that:

(a) there was a direct relationship between ‘the number of sources of
information used and alternatives considered, and education; and (b)
that .the lhore" eduf:éied groups were more “1ikely to have a job pre-
arranged before moving. |

Considering the§é findings, it appears ‘that education not only
serves to increase awareness to oppc_;rtunities el sewhere, but also serves
to increase the ability to evaluate that information. Placed within the
context of a cost-benefit framework, "education increases the benefits
(in terms of information and earnings); while at the same time
decreasing the costs of moving" by reducing the "uncertainty" of
unemployment at the destination(Carvajal and Geitham,1974;
Courchene,1970: 556 )30, |

The preceding discussion on increased awareness of opportunities
(information) and efficient and effective use of this information hel pS
to. eXﬁ1a1n one of the points previously alluded to but not dis&ussed,
j.e., the assoc,i_ation between education and type of move(distance). It
is clearly evident from Table 6, that as educational status increases,
distance moved increases. In par't, this direct relationship can be

attributed to the following:
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1. education and income are highly correlated. Consequently, those
individuals with higher edq;ationel status weu]d'be better able to
afford not only the cost of relocation; but also relocation at
greater distances(Courchene,1970; Lohg,19z3; Vanderkamp,1968)

é.? the awareness space is obviously 1ncreased‘ae .a function of fhe
more extensive and varied sources of 1nformation utilized by the

~ more educated(Lansing and Mue]ler ,1967) ’

3. the more education one has, the greater.the‘emp1oyme?t opportun-
ities, not only at home but also far away{Greenwood,1968:192).
Another possible exp]aﬁation for this relationship between

edueation and propensity‘to_move, as well as-distance moved f{s clearly

related to the adaptability factor alluded to earlier. Specifically,
that education influences "tastes for and-adaptability to a variety of
socifal and cul tural milieux"(Stene,1978&35). That is, citing of
economic as opposed to family reasons for moving,lfncreases with
educational stafus(Lansing and Mueller,1967:61). Given this
relationship and the finding that generally "respondents with high
education are much more Tikely than those will less education to reside
in areas in which they have no re1afives"(Lansing and Mueller,1967:134);
and given the sources of information yti]ized byymovers, it would -em
to indicate as Ritchey (1976:392) has proposed, "that migrant's
relatives and friends are subject to the same constraints that influence

'fhe“migrants choice of destination." The conclusion being drawn 1is

that, on the one hand, friends and relatives promote mobility if absent

and hinder mobility if present. For example, Greenwood and

' Gormer]y(1971:148) have argued that friends and relafives serve as a

better income substitute for the lower income groups than for the better

educated and higher income groups.
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Once again the inference being that better educated individuals a.re ‘
better equipped, or at least more able, to ad‘a‘pt to different or
unfamilar surroundings. N |

As can be seen from the discussion just concluded, understanding
the operation of the educatfonm differential, 1s very difficult due to
the effect of education on the other perso;aal characteristics that have
traditionally been used to study migration. *One of the conclusions
drawn by Long(1973:257) is that over time the ability to predict
mobility on the basis of educational attainment may be diminished as a
result of the changing meaning of the variable education, i.e., as "the
proportion of per‘sons going to college increases and they become a less
select group."
i1. Occupation

The search for/and study of the operation of the occupation
differential has drawn considerable attention(Beshers and Nishiura,1961;
Grant and Vanderkamp,1976; Ladinsky,1967;1967a; Lansing and Mueller,
1967; Marr et 21.,1978; Simmons,1968; Simmons et al.,1977; Stone;
1969;1978;1979), perhaps as much attention as the previously discussed
education differential. The traditional relationship between occupation
and mobility is very similar tob the relationship found between education
and.mobﬂity. Intuitively, this makes sense for as Stone(1969:88)
points out, "education influences occupation... 0cf:upat10ns involving
technical and profes;;iona'l skills require higher 1e.ve15 of educational
attainment.” _ 7

It s noted in Table 7 thai the relationship is such that those in
the more highly skilled occupational groups are more mobile than those.
in the less skilled occupations. Before proceeding, it is important to

~deal with some probtems or at least exceptions, to what appears to be a

-
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TABLE 7: PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION AMONCﬁMOVEMENT-STATUvaROUPS FOR
e SELECTED OCCUPATION GROUPS, MALES IN THE EXPERIENCED LABOUR
N FORCE BY AGE GROUP, CANADA 1956 - 1961.

<

&
MOVERS WITHIN CANADA
Occupation and age Population Non- Intra- Intra- Inter-
groups reporting movers municipal provincial provin-
cial
‘White Collar'’ - a
15 and over ........ 100.0 48.2 29.3 17.4 5.1
20 - 34 ............ 100.0 29.0 38.3 25.2 7.6
35 - 44 . ........... _ 100.0 47.2 29.5 17.8 5.4
45 - 64 ... . ..., 100.0 65.1 21.7 10.5 2.8
Managerial - . o
15 and over ....... ¢ " 100.0 53.1 26.7 15.6 4.7
20 - 34 __..... teees - 100.0 26.0 39.8 26.5 7.8
35 -44 _,...... eees ¢ 100.0 49.4 27.9 17.1 5.6
45 - 64 ........... . . 109.0 66.3 20.5 10.3 2.9
Professional and Technical -
15 and over ..... . 100.0 41.8 28.6 22.4 7.2
20 - 34 .....:..... o - 100.0 34.7 39.3 21.1 10.0
35-44 . ........... 100.0 42.3 29.3 21.1 7.3
45 - 64 ............ 100.0 63.4 20.0 12.9 3.6
Clerical - . . .
15 and over .. .... .. 100.0 49,2 32.2 14.8 3.8
20 - 34 ........ see 0 100.0 34.7  39.3 20.3 5.7
35 - 44 ,.... veebess 100.0 51.0 32.4 13.6 3.0
45 - 64 ....... Seeen 100,0 - 66.2 24.2 8.1 1.6
Sales - ‘ S '
15 and over ..,..... 100.0 46.0 31.4 17.8 4.8
20 - 34 ............ 100.0 29.9 39.8 23.5 6.8
36 - 44 . ...... «ees - 100.0 45.0 30.6 19.3 5.1
45 - 64 ....... ceees 100.0 61.8 24.4 11.2 2.7
'Blue Collar' - : ) S ,
15 and over ........ 100.0 55.5  27.5 13v5/////i‘;j:
20 - 34 ........... . 100.0 36.4 37.9 19.9 5.8
35-44 ....... wres 100.0 55.4 27.8 13.2 3.6
45 - 64 ......... ves 100.0 . 70.8 19.7 8.1 1.4
Service and Recreation -
15 and over ........ 100.0 41.8 31.4 15.4 11.4
20 - 34 ............ 100.0 21.6 37.7 211 19.5
I5-4 ..., ..... 100.0 37.2 30.5 16.9 15.4
45 - 64 ....iiiin.n. 100.0 56.8 28.4 10.8 3.9,
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TABLE 7: CONTINUED

B
'MOVERS WITHIN CANADA
_ Occupatidn and age \ Population : Non- Intra- Intra- Inter-
.groups . ‘ report1ng movers municipal provincial provin-

- cial
'Blue Collar' - (ébncTuded) |

Transport and Communication

15 and over ........ - 100.0, . 46.8 34.2 15.8 3.2
20 - 34 ............ 100.0 - 29.7 43.5 21.9 4.9
35 - 44 ... ......... 100.0 50.8 32.6 14.0 2.6
45 S 64 ,.......... . 100.0 . - 67.5 22.8 8.5 12.
Farmers and other primary - = ‘ g
15 and over ........ 100.0 '75.8 © 13.8 8.7 1.7
20-34 ........ cees 100.0 - 59.9 22.4 14.3 3.4
35~44 ............ . 100.0  75.0 146 8.7 1.7
45 - 64 ... .u.. ..., -100-0 84.6 - 9.2 5.4 0.8
Craftsmen, production process
: and related workers - . o :
15 and over ........ 100.0 .50.4° "31.7 " 151 2.7
20 - 34 .......... .o . 100.0 - 31.6 2.3  21.7 4.3
35.-44 ...l 100.0 . 52.7 . 30.6 14.3 2.4
45 - 64 ......... cees o 100;% 67.5 22.4 8.9 1.3
.. Labourers, not e1sewhere
classified - _ g
« 15<and over ........ 100.0. 52.0 31.3 13.6 3.1:
20 - 34 ............ ©100.0 - 38.8 38.5 17.8 4.9
35 -4 ............ 100.0 - 49.2  35.3 13.0 2.6
64.6 8.6 1.3

T 85 - 68 ..iiuia.en.. 100.0 7255

"a The pergentages may not &dd to the tota] due to rounding . error.

b Farmers, farm 1abourers f1shermen hunters. and trappers and* 1oggers

N

\
- Source: Stone (]969:98-99)

¢
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fairly straight forward direct relationship. |
Ladinsky(1967:1967a) 1n his study of mobility among professional
workers has pointed out that occupation may in facc act as la deterrent
to mobility’l . 1In fact, Ladinsky found that among professionals, the
more mobfle professions are clergymen, lecturers and engineers; while
the least mobﬂe prdfessienals are self-employed workers such as

dentists and 1ewy‘ers, whose mobility is constrained by the need to

clientele.” - | e

‘A study by Grant and Vanderkamp(197_6ﬁ),‘ as well as the review by

'
4

ot

Wil1is(1974) adds ﬁurther support to- the contention that occupation can

act as a constraint. They noted that among production workers and

craftsmen, mobility rates were low. This was‘ attributed to the °

"geographical- concentration of manufacturing industries, the relative

ﬁmobﬂity»,ofe union> members and the low unemployment rates for this

group."

)
it

Grant and Vanderkamp also noted that mobthy rates were higher for

those in primary ‘i‘ndustr%s(except fishing) and construetion This

contradfctory finding is exp]ained in part by the “h'lgh rate of labour
turnover caused by seasona1 f’luctuations in emp1oymen‘t:32

- Stone(1969:89) makes an important point when he argues that in
Canada, since the 1950' S there has been a great increase 1n demand for
labour in the service and recreation'l f1e1ds. As a resu]t of this

1ncreasing demand and the ease with which 1nd1v1duals can move into

”--these occupational groups, it has been argued that occupational mobility

ma_y have operated jointly with geographica] mobility; thus the

conc]usion that geographica1 mobility may serve as a means, or at 1east

,h;/as the veh1c1e for occupationa] mobﬂﬁ:y"3

In part the conf11ct1ng evidence supporting the existence of an

occupation differentia?“ is attributed to the way in which the search

" purchase costly equipment and the dependence upon a "cultivation of A
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has been carried out Returning to education for one moment Thomas'
- (1938) found confiicting evidence for the support of an education :
differential, e;, the effect of education varied with the type of
Gmovem@ht or stream being studied. Given the relationship between
edUcatien and occupation, the conflicting evidence supporting the
relationship between occupation and mobi]ity, is easy to understand

Beshers and Nishiura(1961:218) were’ abie ‘to demonstrate that the
occpuationa1 differentia1 did vary depending upon the stream or type of :
~ movement that was being studied. As a result, the study of , occupationa]
‘differentiais took on a different plan of attack(@ogue 1959;
lKirchenbaum 1971 Marr' et al.,1977; Stone 197151979; - Tarver,1964). That
is occupationai differentidis were studied Wwithin the context of various
streams. | s

The importance of looking at occupation differentials within this
- context is based upon the premise” 35 that individuais differentially-‘
.respond to the existence of job opportunities. Kirchenbaum(1971 321)
for exaisie, found that such processes as "decentraiization and
industrial relocation” had "minimal effects upon the volume of
migratfon", but that the “changes in the employment strutture of...areas
are an influential factor” gfven the characteristics of the mobile
population 36 : ‘ L / '

Just as these studies offered evidence which- supported the
‘ contention that occupationa1 differentiais are important, if studied
within the context of certain streams, Stone's work in 1971 and his
subsequent work37 served to further emphasize this point. The pertinent
findings of Stone(1979 17-22)38 are that: (1) the job opportunities

termined by "the industrial

which are present in a region, are lar eiy_

composition and technology of prodyction" 'that{region;e It is
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therefore argued‘that as growth rates in these various industries grow,
remain the same or decline; the occwationai composition in terms of
opportynities varies, thereby, infl uencing the compostion of the migrant-
‘group responding to “the opportunity structure, and (ii) Just as the
destination effect(puﬂ) is important it is also pr0posed that the age,
education and occupationai composition among the non- migrant popuiation
(at both orig.in and destination) -is important The inference “being that
in- and out— f]ows wi'li be dependent upon the number of individuals
"competing for these opportunties. M

Shaw(1975 27) succinctiy summarizes these findings in the fo’l]owing

statement: "al though occupationaif 3

in accounting for who migrates in scific socio-economic contexts the

importance of this factor depend/J eavily upon contrasts between the
‘sending and receiv1n,g areas within “these contexts

Up to this point the ﬁo/cus has been primarily upon occupation
.differentials and the prOp{nsity to move, and not upon occupationa'l B
status and type of move. ({n addition to i1lustrating the existence of
the occupation different\ai,, Tabie\7 illustrates the relationship
between occupation and type of move.‘ GeneraHvy speaking, it is found
that the higher status occupationai groups, not only tend to be more
mobﬂe but tend to. move 'Ionger distances._ In fact this pattern and |
the reasons for this pattern are somewhat simi]ar to the expianations
offered in the preceding section(education differential s). Name'ly
) higher status occupation groups ‘are more 1ikely to be in demand at
both the national and 1oca1 Tevel s(Miller,1977; Richmond,i969)'

| (11) "occupationa'l attachment tends‘\to be higher where there is a

ctivity appears to be significant B
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| relatively Tong period of training and where the cost of changing

- .occupation group is high"(Willis, 1974 23)

' (iii)the higher status occupational groups are better able to afford the
costs of moving and are also more likély to purchase information, which
consequently reduces the risks and uncertainty of acquiring
employment(Greenwood and\ Gormerly,1971:148)

-#1v) “the psychic costs are less important for these high status groups

(Marr et al.,1977: 78)39

(v) higher tus individuals, 1t was argued, were more likely to base
- L * L

their deci +to move on "orthodox economic factors"*O(Marr et al
1978:78). | L

In conclusion, there does appear"' to be an occupation differential,
not only in terms of propensity to move but al so by type of move.
Perhaps even more important than the démonstration of the existence of
such a differential, is the belief that, occupational composition (at
" both origin and destination) and the stage of development of the area
have important ramifications in terms of determining the composition of
the migration stream.

i'i'i .Empl oyment Status

One of the most difficult differentials to study is the employment
status differential . The effect of unemployment as a push factor, as
‘well as a constraint(inability to finance the move) has to a certain
degree been discussed in the previous chapter under the section dealing'
'with economic approaches. Consequently; further discussion will not be
undertaken except to once again ‘state that these economic models have _
attempted to explain in- and out- flows from regions, on the basis of[

the probability of their being a job in the destination region i e.,
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explaining nef’migration rates usingnunemployment rates at Both the |
origin and destination. as indicators of the 1ikelihood of becoming'
employed at the destiﬂation(Courchene 1970; Greenwood et et al.,1981; :
Greenwood,1968; Lowry,1964 Miller,1977; Vanderkamp 1968).

The information on the other hand which examines the emp\oymenf
status d1fferentia1 in the more traditional demographic sense is both
1im1ted and sketchy(Grant and Vanderkamp,1976 Lansing .and Af?- ‘ﬂ'“ ;
Neilsen,1974; Vanderkamp,1973). |

"1nterpreted to mean that mobil1ty wiT‘?ﬁgee with an 1ncrease in -the-
| iemploymerit level” and offers as evidence the fact that, though
unemp16&ment was very low in 1966, the number of “inter-provincial

migrants reached a peak in 1966-1967."

Grant and Vanderkamp(1976:21-22) provide fﬁrther evidence to
support the relationship between unemployment and mobi]ity, but .also
~ make the point that “duratipn of unemp]oymenﬁ' is most critical for the
following reasons. Specifically:

1. those with shé¥t periods of unemployment haie’high mobi]ity rates
and are "usually seasona1 workers and as such are highly mobile"
2. as duration of unemployment increases, the mobility rates fa1142
This finding is attributed-to the fact that: (a) ability to
'finance the move_wi] -deCrease uﬂth'duration of unemp1oyment (b) v
'aspiration wage o;%? worker 1s likely to decline during long

periods of unemp]oyment"43 (c) a selection factor is acting in
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TABLE 8: MOBILITY RATES FOR EMPLOYED AND UNEMPLOYED, 1966-67

Moves 1nyoiv1ng . Employment Siatus

Employed Unemployed -

Occupation ' b ' 4«2@‘ 3.4
Industry o 9.9 . 20.3
Province . ‘ 1.0 ° 1.5
Occupation and industry 1.0 336
, Occupationvaﬁy prbVince ; T .2 ! .‘%H .2
induSEfy-;nay;rOGincg o .5 e
ATl three - 9 3.0
No change - | 72.3 37.3

%

~ Mgl
- . PRV . %&

Source: Vanderkamp (1973:24)
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that the "unemployed group loses it's most mobile and perhaps
most'employab1e members because of the migration process itsel f"
3. mobility rates have a s1ight tendency to 1ncrease for extremely
long periods of unemp1oyment44 due to the ‘strong "inducement to
move" as a result of the feeling that employment in the present
environment 1is hope]ess and 1nsurance benefits are to shortly run
’out or expire, - |
In genera1 the existence of an employment status differential is
rather vague. Perhaps the best way to summarize its action is given by
Lansing ‘and Mueller(1967: 77) who state, “that unemployment const1tutes a
push which leads people to move if they are young, well educated and
trained or Tive in a small town. :'In the absence of such
characteristics, unemployment is highly un]iker to over- come the
reluctance to move, unless the unemployment 1is pro]onged the -income
loss substantial and the fami]y has no alternative local source of
support."” ‘
iv. Income
Traditiona]]y, the 0perat10n of the incor - Jifferential has been of
%ﬁgmost 1nterest to those that have concerned themselve§ with economic
1nterpretat10ns of mobility. The focus has been primarily on the
determination of income elasticities?> and the effect of relative wage
rates at’bothﬁorigin and destination which act as push and pull factors
(Courchene,197b;1974; Greenwood 53_31.,1981; Greenwood,1968; Greenwood
and Gormerly,1971; Greenwood and Sweet1and 1972; Labor and Chase »1969;
Lansing and Mueller,1967; Lycan, 1969 McInnis 1969; Vanderkamp,1968).
The assumption in these studies is that the-. structUral conditions of the
environment(both origin and destination), as measured by wage rates

provides the motivation for making a decision to move.
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Lansihg and Mueller(1967:77-78) point out that "apart from the
desiré to escape unemployment or find stead1gr work, one would assume
that mobility w11i result from the search for Jobs which are more
rénhmenative." In féct, they found that when given reasons for mdving
"income fhcentives were mentioned almost twice as frequently as
empioyment incentives." A; well they point out a difficulty with
attempting to explain this motivation. That is, At 1s‘d1ff1cu1t, if not

'1mpossib1e to say def1n1t1ve]y’that (i) persons of low income move to
secure better paying. Jobs or (1i) that individuals with "satisfactory
1ncomes prior to the move" see the possibility of raising sincome levels
even further through mebility. ,

~ Shaw(1975:70-71) noints to a number of reasons for the problems
with this type of economic analysis. Namely that:

1. earnings are assumed to be constant, which if the time period is

large, 1s a fallacious assumption

2. these models fail to account for, or at least imply that migration

does not take place from high income places to 1pw income places.
Shaw argues that in fact some individuals .from "high income places
can find more favourable income oﬁpértunities in low income
states” g , | |

3. these models do not and cannot take into account ?occupatiop‘énd

training re1at1ve‘to income that migrants are likely to earn at
alternative destinations” ' ,

4, migrants don‘t always stay in the same occupational grqﬁp Sftér
the move, that they were in prior to the move. Consequently, the

cost-benefit analysis done using occupatfgnal classification prior
to the move, does not "parallel the migc&ﬂ%s own utility calculus*

after the move
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5. not all individuals, as was previously mentioned make this cost-
benefit calculation.

If we turn now to the more conventional demographic examination of
the income differenttal; perhaps the re]afionship is best stated by
Stone(1969?§90) who found a "marked difference in income between movers
and non-movers and between intra- and inter-provincial migrants." The
directioniof\this relationship was that as income increased, propensity
to move and distance moved increased. There need be no explanation fo;
"this relationship, given that it is generally accepted that education,
occupation and income are correlated with one another.

Before proceeding, it should be pointed out that there does appear
to be evidénce which does notpsupporf the linear nature of this
relationship. For example, Bogue(196§) argues that the highest
migration rate§ tend to occur among intermediate-income categories
followed by high- and then low-income categories(contro111ng for age).
Grant and Vanderkamp(1976:20), as well as Canada Manpower .and
Immigration(1975) argue that in fact it is a U- shaped reYationship, with
1ow- and high-income groups having the highest rates of mobility. The
explanation being offered is that low income groups move to increase
earnings; while high income grouﬁs move because it is a requirement of
employment. .

' "vPerhaps the‘most important finding to come out of the search for an
1ncome"d1fferent1a1, has to do with the returns(income) to be gained
from making a move(Ritchey,1976:383). There is evidence to supbort the
notion that individuals that are mobile make greater income. gains than
those that did not move; as well, as the distance moveq increases, the
tmcome gains 1ncreased(CarvaJa1 and Geitham 1974; Courchene,1974).

_ Table 9 1in addition to illustrating this point shows that income gains

are greater as the length of time in the destination increases.

A o~
\ l

)
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TABLE 9: MIGRATION STATUS AND INCOME PATTERNS BY AGE GROUP®

Income Year($) Stayers " *Intra- - Inter-
) : Provincial Provincial
MoversP Migrantsb
in out
5-29 age group
1965 average income 3443 3883 3291 329
1966 average income 4283 4297 4161 416
1968 average income 5415 5581 5685 5685
1966 /65 ratio 1.24 - 1.27 1.26 1.26
1968/66 ratio 1.26 1.30 1.37 1.37
1966-65 difference + 840 914 870 870
1968-66 difference 1132 1284 1524 1524
30-44 age group - D
1965 average income 5969 5723 6700 | 6700
1966 average income 6622 6412 7298 7298
1968 average income 7698 7274 8691 869N
1966/65 ratio 1.1 1.12 1.0 9
1968/66 ratio 1.16 1.13 1.“?9
1966-65 difference 653 689 598 98
1968-66 difference 1076 862 iy 1393 1393
45-64 age group
1965 average income 5947 5355. 6671 6671
1966 average income 6378 6004 7268 7268
- 1968 average income 6907 6014 7546 7546
1966/65 ratio 1.07 1.08 1.09 1.09
1968/66 ratio 1.08 1.00 1.04 1.04
1966-6% difference 431 449 597 597
1968-66 difference 529 10 278 278
all ages
1965 average income 5237 4437 4865 4865
1966 average income 5868 5208 5610 5610
1968 average income 6772 6158 6902 6902
1966/65 ratio 1.12 1.17 1.15 1.15
1968/66 ratio 1.15 1.18 1.23 1.23
1966-65 difference 631 mn 745 745
1968-66 difference 904 960 1292 1292

a. Total income consists of wagés and salaries, rent, interest and
- dividends, and profit.

b. These are persons who moved between spring 1967 and spring 1968.

Source: Courchene(1974:53)

1966 incomes are used to establish income classes. -



In conclusion, one can therefore say that the study of income
differentials has perhaps been most useful in terms of explaining the
rationality of migration (in terms of net migration) at the aggregate
level. Giv‘en‘the complex action of 1ncome as a motivating factor, and
its relationship to the previously discussed socio-economic attributes,
it 1s perhaps best to simply state that the: income differential 0perates
in much the same manner as do those’ variables with which it is
correlated. 7

In this section our objective has been to review the literature, as
1t relates to the operation of the socio-economic differentials that are
traditionally used to study migration. It seems apparent, that al though
the conclusions being drawn are somewhat contradictory, it is generaﬂy
fe]t that the propensity to move, as well as distance moved is direcqu
re]ated to socio-economic status. Th‘ls is most often attributed to the
fact that: geographic mob1th is seen.as a means of promoting socia1
mobility; the opportunity structure and awareness of that structure is
directly related to status; and the ability to make greater gains
through mobility is increased with social status. ¥ ’

At the outset, it was stated that no universal differentials, with
the exception of age appeared to exist. Al thouéh the just concluded |
review, tends to support that statement to varying degr'ees, it is also
fairly evident that such may not actually be the case. In part, the
truth of that statement lies in the way in which these differentials.
have been studied. It is quite possible, that‘were it possible td"
examine the operation of these differentiWM#-&hén the context of‘
different societies comparitive pos'ition on a deve10pment continuum,
that there would in fact be reason to bel feve that universa! migration

differentials 46 do exist. .



3.2 Canadian Migration Studies

One notes in examining the /Canadian‘ literature on migration that
there have been two major lines of inquiry which ha\}e been utilized in
the study of this complex demogrnphic process. Namely:

\ First, much of the work done in this area has been carried out
within the context of an economic framework, with the major emphasis
being"plqced npon labour migration and the economic causes and effects
of'migration(Courchene,1970;1974; Grant and Vanderkamp,1976; Labor and
Chase,1971; Lycan,1969§ Marr __e_t_:___ai..,197?;1978; McInnis,1971; Niel sen,
1974; Vanderkamp,1968;1971). | |

These economic studies migration have traditi‘onaﬂy incorporated
vari;b‘les that tend to describe the arens of the origin and the
destination, 1.e., the plusses and minusses found at both the origin and
the destination®’. It is quite apparent in looking at material that it
is clearly an outgrowth or an appHcatinn of the work done by: Zipf
(1946) who proposed that "migration between two places is directly
proportionate to the product Of;f\th“eir sizes" and 1nverse1y related to
the dista/nces separating the places; Stouffer(1940;1964) who proposed
that migration is a direct function of the opportunities at the
destination plus an inverse function of the opportunities between the
destination and the origin and an inverse function of the number of
other migrants competing for Opportunities at the destination; Lowry
(1966) who proposed that migration or movement of the labor force was a
tfunction of the size of the labour force(at both origin and

iriat*ion),s percentage of the labour force unemployed at both the -

ar iigm and the destinatfon, hourly wage rate at both origin and
"destination and distance between orig1n and destination; and Sjaastad

(1962) who treated migration as an investment from which one expects to
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receive sufficient returns to offset the costs 'to the 1nd1v1dual of
~moving. , ,

Tt 1s quite appyrent that MOst of the Canadian l{terature has
‘a-dopted a framework »Zich appears to be a combination of the Lowry and
SJaastad framework, with the most comprehens1ve work being done. by
Courchene(1970;1974), Yanderkamp,(1968) and Grant and Vanderkamp
(197618, |

gecond, most of the work done prior to the 196) Census, has béen‘
primafi]y descriptive in nature, i.e., the reporting of migration rates
(net migration) for various provinces, regions and areal units(urban-‘
rural). The major objective being the identification of migration
bstreams for the various inter-censal periods. Perhaps the most
comprehensive and most representative example of this type of analysis
was done by Anderson(1966) who attemped to describe internal population
shifts in Canada during the 1921-1961 period. ‘

Since the 1961 Census, the amount of work done in the migration
area has greatly 1ncﬁecsed relative to the work‘done prior'to)1961, but
as we see in examining the 1{terature, the amount of work done in a
strictly demographic sense, has not been significant in nunber(Canada
Manpower éndslmmigration 1975-'Geckge;1970;_Ka1béch,1970;;Ka1bach ang
McVey,1971;1979; Krishnan,1980;1981; McVey,1978; Stone,1969;1971;1978;
1979). /

With the administration of the 1961 census and the posing of the
"five year migration question“(Stone 1978:17*9 two very comprehensive
monographs on 1nternQ1 migration were completed(George 1969; Stone ‘°
1969). For the first time, it appears that in addition to 1dent1fy1ng
the patterns of internal migrations(streams etc.), there was also work
- done wnich‘related to the determination of dffferentin]s in Canada

{movers versus stayers; movers by type of move).
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Prior to summarizing these findings. it vouid be useful to briefly
review some of the findings as reiate tb the populatfon re-distribution
that occurred in Canada. A]though our concern is not with this
.particular aspect -of migration, 1t is important fﬁr\as was noted in the
preceding section, migration and the-seTective nature of migration
' changes or at 1east mirrors the changes that have occured in society |
| Over the past forty years (1931- 1971) the pattern of internal re- .
distribution in Canada has undergone in some cases substantial- changes.
Specificaiiy , |
(1) the Maritimes have been ‘net losers df p0pu1ation5° ,
(ii) Quebec until the peak of 1951-1967 had been a net gainer For‘the
~ period 1961 -1971 Quebec vas a net ioser, apparentiy resu]ting from a
drop in in-migration and an increase in out—migrationSl :
(iii)Ontario, which at one time had made large. gains from internal
imigration Q\s seen an ever-increasing net migration rate peak\during :
1951-1961 period52 with a declining trend presentiy being noted
(iv) the Prairie provinces, especially Manitoba and Saskatchewa;;havev
been consistent losers during thi's time period’ In the case of
Manitoba, the 1oss has been fairiy constant; whereas there have been
more pronou ced f1uctuations in the case of Saskatchewan53 ATberta on
the other hand has shown a positive net migration position throughout
this pertod | ' o
(v) Briti§;7Coiumbia during this period has shown the highest net
migration ate of all the provinces, a]though the rate is deciining
This particular aspect of migration is very important for it

represents the changing opportunty structure as well as individual
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response to that changing structure, however, it is perhaps easiest to

\exp'lain the character of . this re-distribution in Canada in, ‘the fo]lovdng

“way: o L N~ |
provinces of- gestination were more industriaiized and more
urbanized, and were characterized by a higher stage of

_ ecénomic deveiopment than the provinces ‘from which the ,
; migrants came(George 1969:;

) . «

Before proceeding with a suwmary of the findings as relates to the
- usual d‘!mographic and socio-eco mic d ferentials, it shou'ld also be
-noted that the stream of. migration rurai-urban movement55 has changed
over time. B o~
It 1s? sufficient to note that as ﬁanada became ‘more ‘urbanized and
industria'lized the pattern Bf rura‘l urban movement found\‘i:n.,(
traditiona1 agrarian socities changed That is movement from ru'ra1 to.
urban areas was replaced by the dominant stream of an inter urban
movement(George 1967 137) The second dominant stream’ wa's the rural
. farm to ruraﬂ non-farm. and urban to rurai\nonfarm type of stream
_ Ka’lbach and McVey(1971 107) point out that this type of circulati on was
| uin part largely. responsib'le for the great growth demonstrated by the
suburbs. | A ‘
Centra1 cities grew as a result of natural increase 56 ithe suburbs
' grew as a result of this urban to rura'l non -farm movement which

“represented "the outward expansion ‘of the 'large urban centres." In

. summary, this aSpect of the migration phenomenon has had "Httie effect

.7 ‘on the regiona] distribution of the Canadian population but has been a

'_'significant factor for the interna'l structuring of urban populations

4

(Kalbach and McVey,1979: 139)
| Turning now to the findings that dea1 with the operation of the
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.traditionai demographic and socio-economic differentials, within the
Canadian context>7; but on‘ly those differentials that were not examined

in the preceding section of this chapter. with the completion of the_ _

1961 Census, two comprehensive ‘monographs were compieted which dealt
primarily with migration in Canada. Of these two monographs, the one by
Stone(1969) was by far the most extensive, especia'lly as relates to that
aspéct of migration wi th which our major concern “Iies. In addition to
examining the Operation of those differentiais al ready discussed, Stone
focused on the Operation of Ethnic Origin Language and Reiigion, whiie
George(1969) examined the Native-Born Status differential The findings
as relate to t_hese—differential(s can best be ,sumnarized in the ‘fonowing
manner:s ! | ] ~ |
i Ethnicity o , o
' Stone(1969:81) reported that -for the 1956-1961 period, those
individua]s reporting British 1s1 es ethnic origins were. g)ost .migratory;
followed by those that were of Other and French origin. ’;with respect to
type of move(intra- and inter-provincia'l) the same pattern was once
‘again noted al though the differences between . these three ‘groups were
~ less. pronounced with respect to intra- provincia'l moves than they were in
relation to inter-provincial moves>®8. ;
i1 Language ' ' o
Among the various language groups>?, Stone{1969: 82- 83) found that

the English’ speaking and those speaking.both English and French had the

\highest mobﬂity rates. Of the remaining two ‘language groups, the

'French -had higher mobﬂity rates than did those speaking neither French
nor English. . )

Looking at language and type of move(intra- and inter-provincia'l) o

Stone noted ‘that much the same sort of pattern appeared among fntra- -

provinciaie,.movers; but the pattern changedi somewhat when looking at-
inter-provincial moves. ~That '1s“, ‘once again those speaking Engl ish and
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-those that were bilingual were most mobile y ‘v‘mi’le thése speaking neither

of the officia'l 'Ianguages were more mobile that ‘were ‘those that spoke

French on]y60 ‘. | - R

'iii Re'ligion . - PR

’ with respect to mobiiity in- general and type of mobi‘lity(intra- and

whﬂ'e the ‘Jews had t'he Towest .rates of mobi'lity "As wen he noted that
',in cross- ciassifying language and religion, the mobi'lity rates "varied
markediy...suggesting that if religion infiuences migration. this
infiuence interacts with aianguage(that is, -the infl vence tends to change

Among the re'iigious groups studied, Stone(1969: 83)61 found that

from one Tanguage group to another) "

. "preceding differentiais as working within the context of the geographic

distribution of various subcu'ltures(as represented by Ethnicty, Language ‘
""and Religion) within Canada. )
: operation of and way in which these differentiais should be studied in

“ Generally speaking, one can explain the operzation of the three

r

the foiiowing statement: - ’ ﬂ .

»

born status differential.

It is not all that unreasonabie to suppose that a very
. sfgnificant proportion of Canadians would not reside in-a
local community where the cultura) heritage and the folkways

«diverge sharply from those with which they are familiar and -

which are congenfal.to them, and that this tendency is not
significant‘ly coun‘teracted by existing economic 'pulls' and
'pushes' . Give the.highly varied ethnic, linguistic and
religious compositiop of the .Canadfan population, it 1is
conceivable that a fully adequate explanation of Canadian

migration patterns should require that a prominent p'lace be ..
.~given to these socio-cuitural -patterns.-

Before proceeding wi th . the presentation of hypotheses and modeis to

‘inter-provinciai),, Protestants and Others had rthe highest mobility rates

lé'tﬂie tested, one 1ast diffé’rentﬂiai -need be ,examined,,r if.e., the native-

d

Stone(1969 83) succinct'ly summarizes "the

2



iv Na,tive-Born Status
o George(1969 173 175) examined the operation of this ‘differential
and 1t was, noted that the anticipated finding that native-born
individuals were more mobile(at least inter-provinciai mobility) was not
demonstrated by: the data representing ‘the 1956- 1961 Canadian experience.
What was noted was that although the pattern(by sex) was si i1ar for
these two groups the non-natives appeared to have a peak mobil ity rate
at an o'lder age(30-34) than did the native-born popuiation(zs 29). This
: finding was attributed to the fact that mobiiity for the non-natives

represented at Teast a second move, while it may have been a primary or

secondary move for the native-born popuiation.
At this point it wouid be redundant to deal with th 0peration of .
those differentials that were examined in the. preceding
-chapter. For the most part the amount of work done uti izing the 1971
’ Censusé2 has been minimal. Most of the work appears to focus upon
‘ ‘specific types of mobility or mobility within particular sub- groups
B - g. McVey(1978) a study of migration to small communities in Aiberta.
only; Stone and Fletcher(1977) a census profile study of migration 1966-
1971; and Stone(1979) a study ‘of the occupational composition of
migration). To the best of the ‘authors knowiedge ‘there'fjas been no work
done which is similar to that being pr0posed and stated in terms of ‘the
hypo'tﬂheses and mode'ls, which are to be pi'esented in the foilowing
'section. ’

-

3.3 Hypotheses and Models to be Tested' ‘

As was stated at the outset, the purpose of thi s study is twofold :
First, to determine what socio-economic characteristics are

re'lated not only to mobility status, ‘bu also various types of moves

s



o variabl es)

- used demogr phic and sbcio-economic characteristics(independent
d’ the two- dependent variables(mobﬂity status and type of

*lmove) - . Y .

,simu'lta eous action of an the 1ndependent variab]es. : fs

economic cha cteristics(within the context of the push-puH
rk), ﬂf terms f differentiating not only movers from stayers,
but _lso stayers frokmovers of a particular type(eg. stayers from
‘"Ja municipal movers\) and movers of one type from movers. of\a
.di ferent type(eg !ntv\a municipa'l movers from all: other types of
movers) ’
For the most part, the framework to - be adopted 1s basicaHy “the
push-pull framework of Lee(1966); a]though it does not exp'licitly fall
within the bounds of the push puH fram“euork due to the Hmitations
‘presented by the data which are to be used to accomp11sh the
aformentioned purposes. There are two major assumptions made in
_ conjunction with" the adoption of this framework Given that migrat'lon
7 takes p1ace when an individual decides that it 1s preferab]e to move
rather than stay and where the d'lff1¢:u1 ties of moving seem to be more
than offset by the expected rewards(KosinsH and Prothero 1975 4), it is
assumed first, tha:t/most moves are rational 1n the sense that they are
made 1in order to maintain one S present position(conservative) or to
enhance one's present _position(innoy‘ative). and second, that the pull’

had

-,

r

Al
1
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_ factors associated with a given destination are somewhat similar for all
, migrants at’,’-ﬁt particu'lar destinatiog,, oo ¥

e *+

)n Figure 1 amd Figure 2.
OBov1A) which will be used

to determine which factors bﬁﬁf W e movers from non-movers.
Having examined ‘this ‘model, Model B will then be tested to assess which
factors differentiate movers of -one type from movers of another  type.
Specifica'lly, the predictors are the same, but the dependent variable
.will be type of move rather than mobility status. o

", Since our conceptua'l framework assumes that the pull‘factors

associated with a given destination are somewhat similar for all -

individuais at that particu'lar piace, aiso inciuded in these two modei s,

are variables which wiH enab'ie us to examine the workings of both

modeis within the context of the opportunity structure present -at both

the regional and local- level. If is anti‘cipated that depending upon the

ty'pe of movement being'“considered these variables will have both

positive and’ negative effects on propensity to\move as well as distancef

o/ / ; -

a

moved .
. " For the most part our -concern’ in testing these mode1s, ‘will centre
around. testing the following" hypotheses63 Specjficaliy A\

1. it 1s, anticipated that. there istan inverse relationship between

" both propens ty to move, type of move and wge

_‘marital status, duration of marriage and famiiy size; it fs

anticipated that ,propensity and type of move is inversely related |

-to both marita1 status and famiiy size but this relationship is
| dependent upon the type nf move being made : w

3. it is anticipated that the: English mother tongue group will be

s
ke - : : ».
‘

/“'

2. examining the relationship between such life cycle indicators as
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" FIGURE 1: MODEL A: EFFECTS OF OPPORTUNITY STRUCTURE, DEMOGRAPHIC
AND SOCIO-ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS ON DIFFERENTIATING
MOVERS FROM STAYERS. * |

Independent : Dependent”
Variablest: , Variables*

Region (1971) v
Community Size (1966)

. Mother Tongue
‘Age

Marital Status and Duration Mobility a.‘
_ , Status
Family Size

.Education¥
' Occupation

Incomg,

‘ *See Appendix A for~ex51anation of operatigna1ization of variables.

a. Movers versus stayers.

NS
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FIGURE 2: MODEL B: EFFECTS OF OPPORTUNITY STRUCTURE, DEMOGRAPHIC
- AND SOCIO~ECONOHIC¢€HARACTE ISTICS ON PROBABILITY OF MAKING
A GIVEN TYPE OF moVE, .
‘

~»

a‘ b‘

Independent’ : o Dependent
Variabled* : | Variables*

Region (1971) - ' N !
Community Stze (1966)
Mother Tongue '
Age

o _ a.
Marital Status and Duration Type of move.
Family Size | x
Education

Occupatibn

Income .

- *See Apbendix A for explanation of pperationa1izqtion of variables.

~a. 1) stayers versus certain types of movers.
2) certain type&.of movers versus other movers.
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more mobile than those of other mother tongues and that they are
likely‘tp move longer distances'( ) ‘

it 1s anticipated that education is directly related to both
propensity‘and distance moved; although 1t is suspected that the
re]atienship may not be perfectly 1inear relationship, but rather
fs an inverted "u" type of relationship

it is anticipated that being unemployed promotes mobility,

although it ’is a1so suspected that the relationship may not be

significant or meaningful due to the way in which employment
status is operationalized '

mqgh the same sort of relationship between our dependent.
9an1ab1es,'occupat1on end income(as was noted for educatqon) is
anticfpated given the corre]ation between these three socio-

economic characteristfcs.

"~ The comprehensive rev1ew presented in both this and the preceding

chapter set out the theoretica1 fremework adopte& in this study. Before

proceeding with the presentation of the tindfngs a brief discussion of

the methodology to be used to test these hypotheses and mode]s 1s in

order.
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FOOTNOTES

‘The inducements, given classical theory, obviously must refer to

features at both the origin and destination.

This whole question, of the effects of migration, is perhaps best
11lustrated within the context of migration and economic development,
an area alluded to earlier, but also an area that fis beyond the scope
of this study. , - o

Obviously, the importance of this statement fs well illustrated -«ithin
the context of government policy and it's desire to control(be it to
hinder or promote) migration{Courchene,1970; Marr et al.,1977).

Bogue(1959) first argued these points.

For example, "a college education meant something duite different a
generation ago" then it does today. ‘ :

Marital status and family size will be discussed under the heading of
1ife cycle. )

The lack of universality of .a sex differential and the differential
influence of the above mentioned factors 1s perhaps best f1ludtrated
by the work of Simmons et al.(1977) who put. together a fairly
comprehensive review of internal migration in Asia, Africa and Latin
America. o

The differences becoming more pronounced as the distance increases.

Although the differences for these two groups of age categories are
not very large.

And Table 1 to a lesser degree.

Assuming that married females are younger than thefr husbands. This
question will be addressed in more detail very shortly.

The differences appear to be dependent upon the stream or type of move
. “being made. ‘ ‘
See George(1969:150) who presents data for the 1911-1961 period which

13

14

shows that over time the patterns have converged.

George(1969:155) attributes.this to "the migration of young
families...in which the wife tends to be younger than the husband and -
the wife tends to move to the husband's place of residence and not

. vice versa." «

15

Depending upon sex,. i.e. males 15-19, females 20-24.
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16 Once agatin depending upon the sex, i.e. ages 25-29 for males and 20-
24 for females. .

17 Although not indfcated by Table 3 George(1969) has shown that among
the mobile population, there s what appears to be an increase in
mobility after age 65, which Grant and Vanderkamp(1976:18) attribute
to withdrawl from the labour force and “retirement relocation.®

18 Many of these stz;_dus have, discussed the cdncovt of 11fe cycle and
mobility with respect to one type of move, mﬂ{ restdential mobility
{gl;;;ﬂ‘ et al.,1964; Sabagh et al.,1969; Speare,1974; Speare et al.,

19 In part the findings of Lansing and Mueller(1967) add further credence
to this notion of career pattern and mobility.

20 The three stages are. the baseline, incrementxl and approxi'{tion of

" the 1deal stages. This framework of Michelson's f{s clearly an
outgrowth of the work done by Sabagh et al.(1969) who argued that
resfdential mobi1ity s determined by family life cycle, socfal
mobility and socfal aspirations, which depending upon the evironments
ability to meet these aspirations and the exfistence of suitable
alternative environments, will promote or restrict mobility.

‘21 Although when controlling for age one might expect these d‘iffe‘rences
to be negligible. .

22 Speare(1970) as well as Stone(1978) have also incorporated marriage
duration into their life cycle measures. . E ‘

23 In most empirical studies of residential mobi1ity some form of densi ty
component is always included in the study of residential satisfaction
and ;‘esidential mobil{ity(Newman,1974; Speare,1974; Speare et al .,

- 1975). ' - 4 .

24 Non-monetary or psychic costs.

25 Other individual attributes such as mother ‘tongue and native-born
status, though not discussed here, will be refered to briefly in the
section which deals primarily with Canadian migration studies.

26 Simmons et al(1977:24) argded that this desire to attain education fis
a strong motive for rural%urban migration.

27 Stoné(1979) adds support to this notion in his comprehensive study of
~the factors affecting the frequency of mobi1fty in Canada 1966-1971.

28 A finding which is consistent with the wbrk of Ladinsky(1967:1967a).
29 Simmons et a1(1977:55) proposed that educatfon may also "reduce the

importance of tradtion and family ties as the student becomes more
aware of other values in other places. :
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30 As an aside, oM ma‘ljdmmn%gr that this uncertatinty 1s reduced
considerably as the Tewal of ski11s acquired becomes more spacia)ized
sinply as a result pf those employers reguiring "Mghly skifled
ersonnel”® advertising on both mationsl and international bDases
Canada Manpower and Immigration,1978:48). ‘.

31 Quite clearly this finding lends credence to Morrison's(1973:27)
goncept of the "threshold of varfadility in the deciston to move®
which results from “occupationally induced constraints on mobility.

32 1t may also partly be'a function of the one year time frame(1968-1969)
used in. thetr study. : T

- 33 This point 11Tustrates one of the problems.with util{zing census data

. fn the search for differentials. That fs, the question is raised, "Is

‘t::tﬁu:nt occupational status the cause of mobility or the result of
[ ty?" ,

34 This issue {s further complicated by the fact that census data
traditionally has been unable to deal with military personnel moves
and the high degree of mobility among white collar workers which is
directly attributable to "autonomous moves” or job transfers.

35 This premise is derived from the economist's interpretation.that
migration serves as a means of efficiently re-distributing labour.

36 Simmons et al1(1977) review of internal migration, on the other hand,
e that skill levels and migration were related to the level of
eCOnomic activity in the country. '

}
37 A comprehensive look at the occupational composition of Canadian
migratfon(1966-1971). .

38 Similar findings using a somewhat different approach were found by
Marr et al.(1977). ‘ :

39 In fact the sources used by tﬁse‘various occupational groups are
somewhat similar to the sources used by varfious occupation groups
(requiring a certain level of education)(Lansing and Mueller,
1967:259), 1.e., friends and relatives as sources of information are
less fimportant.

40 As well, they were more likely to make effective use of the available
{nformation.

4] Due to the type of datasets that are usually used to study migration,
{.e., these sets usually deal with at least a five or ten year time-
. frame. . R

42 A finding that does not make. sense since the costs of being unemployed
increases with duration.
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This re-adjustment of aspiraqions may then résult. in acquiring employ-

ment in the home area which {s more keeping with this(usually
downward) re-adjusted aspiration level.

More than 40 weeks. .

That 1is how much- further an individuai will move given a unit change
in income as measured by the regional differences in wage rate. -

This conc'lusion ts based primarily on the study done by Simmons et at.

(1977) .who stressed very strongly the cultural differences that.
existed in the areas of Asfa, Latin America and Africa, which in large
part accounted for the variations in the operation of the examined
migration differentials. :

For the most part the analysis. has been ‘done using aggregate 1eveT

- data. The method has been to relate migration flows, expressed in

48

terms of some rate, to structural parameters representing the origin
and destination; and then on the basis of these findings motives are
imputed to the individua1 leve'l

It should be pointed out that the work of Courchene and Grant and
Vanderkamp, as well as being more comprehensive than most economic
studies made use of non-traditional data sources(tax returns and

" unemployment insurance records).

52
53

54

A question relating to the respondent 3 p’lace of residence on 1 June
1956. -

Foot(1982 33) has ‘demonstrated that this pattern has reversed during
the 1971-1979 period. In fact, all the Maritime provinces, with the
exception of Newfoundiand have been net gainers.

Foot(1982 33) has shown that this net loss position is continuing in
Quebec and that the net loss figures for 1971-1979 are comparable to
those for 1961-1971.

Foot(1982: 33) shows that this decline is continuing in 1971-1979, and
1s ‘a result of both in-and out-migration. '
In fact, Foot{1982:33) has shown that for the 1971- 1979 period
Saskatchewan showed a positive net migration position.

One has to remember that net=in minus out. Consequently, given the
belfef of an East-West migration stream, as opposed to the not only
East-West but also North-South pattern in the U S.; this high net

“migration rate is probably a function of B.C.'s position as the

N

furthermost western province. This in part expla¥ns the high

efficiency ratio noted for the province, in comparison to the other

provinces of the country.
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‘Stone's(1969) monograph based on the 1961 census"&ealot ‘specifically

and in detafl with this aspect of the Canadian experience. It should
also be ‘emphasized that this particular aspect of the Canadfan
experience 1s beyond the scope of this study. » :

And a Yoss through migration. ° ”

We will not deal with those differentials that were examined in. the
preceding section, for where possible, an attempt was made to.make use ‘

' . of the Canadian 'I'Iter_'ature.

Krivshnan(1980) al so -examined the opération of this differential for
Canada(1951-1971) noting that the ethnic composition in the various
provinces has changed during this period. Perhaps the most important

-point being made by Krishnan(1980:9) is that the power structure in

the varfous provinces should be affected, primarily in those regions
where the non-British groups are losing their position of ‘dominance
(Ontario, B.C. and A1beru§’. , - ‘ :

Wy, - i -

English only, French oniy. both Engﬁsh and French. and,:neithér English
nor French. ) " o

-

h

Krishnan(1981) examined the operation of the mother tongue
differential in Canada(1951-1976) and emphasized that the propensity
of-certain groups to move is having an effect on the composition of
the receiving and sending provinces, The implication, once again’

. being that the "socio-economic and political 1ife" in these areas will

61

62

63

eventually have to change in response to this shift in the mo ther
tongue composition. o - o

Roman and Greek ba'thb]ics, Greek Orthodox, ANl Protestarits, Jewish
and Others. - ° i

The 1971 Census, for the firsé‘time, had a question re]at'lhg to the
number of moves(changes of municipality) a respondent had made
between June 1, 1966 and June 1, 1971. The information generated in
response to this question served 'as the basis for a study by Stone
(1978) -on the fregquency of inter-municipal migration in Canada.

In addition to- testing thosé.hybotheses that relate to the opportunity
structure variables noted above. - = ‘ ‘ :
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Before proceeding with a discussion of the mode of analysis, ‘it
wouid perhaps be useful to first deai with some of the fnnovative
- aspects of this sﬂxdy. For the most part, these innovations are largeiy_
derived from the sample .data source which has been utilized and the mode
of anaiysis being proposed to test the hypotheses and mode'ls specified
in the preceding chapter. That is migration is an "individua] act®
(Manga'lam and Schwarzweiier 1970:8) and” as Lee(1966: 56-57) has pointed
“out, it {s these personal factors which account for the differences in..
how individuais respond to the factors associated with the origin -and
destination.” Given the availabi'lity ‘of indivfdual Tevel census data1
the type of ana'lysis being proposed wou'ld be better sﬁited for .
identifying those characteristics that differentiate movers from non-
_ movers, and movers by type of move. In short the objective is to
’ predict individua‘l behaviour, so it seems oniy apprOpriate that with -the
aVaiTabiiity of individua'l level data, the ana'lysis will 'prove to be.
.more meaningfui than the type of anaiysis that has been in the past when
,individua] level ‘data were unavailable. ) , |
' Traditionai]y ‘the dependent variable has been measured in terms of
in-, and outmigration rates(Bogue et al., 1957 Shryock 1964;Stone,
1969; Tarver, 1961 1964; Thomas 1938). For our purposes the dependent:
- variabie will be in the first instance, a mover non-mover dichotomy, in
'the second instance our dependent variable wi]'l be a-mover versus other
-mover dichotom_y . Operationaiizing the dependent variable in such a
way, an approach not traditionaiiy taken, a]iows us to c'larify an area

.of migration that has been"*sorely overiooked(Stone 197%a:17).

- 99 -
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The multivariate technioues to be used in thé analysis though
recently coming more into vogue are still ﬂconsiderably different from
techniques “traditionally used in this type of analysis. |

Having pointed out some of the innovative aspects, ‘the -remainder of
this ‘chapter wi]'l centre around a discusston of the sampi’e and methods
of anaiysis as well as, elaborating on the methodologicﬂ problems
associated with the analysis to be carried out.

-

4.1 The sample

>

.. The purpose of this study 1s to examine internal migration
differentia'ls In Canada during’ the 1966-1971 period. “With this in mind
investigations will be carried out using data‘ from the individuai fi]e
of the Public Use Sampie Tape provided by Statistics Canada from
information gathered during the 1971 census. )

"The Public Use Sample Tape is a representative samp'le of
individual records from the 1971 Census Master File. The primary sample
size is one-in-one hundred Data ‘from the long- form census
Yuestionnaire, or one~third sample, were used to create the Pubiic Use
Samp'le Tapes"(Statistics Canada,1975). R

For study purposes .the sub sample was se1 ected in the fol]owing
1.  since we are concerned only with “internal migration and not

,internationai migration those individua'ls not residing dn- Canada

in 1966 were excluded ' L
2 since the househoid head trad-itional'ly*‘makes.the deéision to
migrate and the rest of the household fo'l'lows(Rossi 1955 .Beshers
and Nishura ,1959), a further refinement in sampie seiection was

doné, i.e. onix those individuais that were either heads of a

-
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census fam11y3(not heads of an’ economio famﬂy) or sing'le

1nd1v1dua1s were seIected. . I the' first 1nstance w*ldowed

divorced or separated individuals with chﬂdren‘(never married) 5
. were_#considered to be heads of a censu family; whereas, widowed,
divorced or separated individuals without chitdren were’ considered .,

to be single individuals. , .

since occupation ahd labour force 1nformation were only repor’ted‘

_for these individuals aged fifteen and up, and since mobi'lity

1nformation for individuals under fifteen years of age was
”1mputed on the basis of information reported for the pérents, if
present"(Statistics Canada,1975:4. 2 33),° on'ly those 1nd1v1dua’l s

- aged fifteen and over were 1nc'luded in the sample ,

just as Stone(1970: 103) 1nc1uded in his samp‘le on1y those
~”"1nd1v1duals “not attending school in ‘the 1970 1977 sch001 year and
who had worked in 1970 we also feit 1‘t wou]d be 1mportant to

exclude those individuals attending sc,hoonu]T or part-time) .

\

during the 1970-1971 academic year but decided to 1nc1 ude_° those

T
'1nd1v1duals that were unemp1oyed or did not work 1n 1970.. It was._

felt that labour ¥orce participation status might play an

important part in any mob{1ity decision v

v

&

it was noted in the preceding” chapters that a large Jumber of

?

moves could be ,de'scribed as being' military and "autonomous" moves

(job Ltrahsfers)(B]aneo,196'3"; Dé-Vahzo,,]QB]; Lansing and_Mue'I]er;
1967). Consequently, we excluded persdns ,ehployed by the mil{tary
for it was felt that mobility. degisions made by these”indiv‘iduq] 3

would not be made within the content of the framework which we

R

the final step in generating the sub-sample was accomp]‘lshed',_by
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taking and drawing a one—in-fiv‘e hundred sample from those cases
- that met the above stated cr‘l‘ erfa., This was accompHshed by.‘
using a ‘Hnear system‘atic procedure, {f.e., se1ect1ng a rendou;v
starting point and then se1ect1ng every fifth case. ' ,_-

As a result of us'lng the above criteria. 2 sub- samp'le of 'I'I ,918

.1nd1vidua1s ws eventual’l.;y optrlned Th1s sub-s&mp]e was then used as

the dataset for the- anal,ysis carr1ed out in the fouovﬁng two chapters.
Given that the use.of mu1t1var1ate techniques does rot require one to
have as 1&rge a number of cases as do traditional bivakiate t§pes of

analysis, a much smaller sample size was ysed in the testing of ﬁode1s A

.....

and B. That fis, using the random sampfing ‘feature found 1in S.P.S.S.,
variousgsamp'les were drawn. A ten percent sample ,?f the: 1, 918 cases
was drawn &nd used in the testing of Mode]fA‘ and the first three

varfations of Model B. A fiftj percent random sample was used to test _

the last three; variations. of Model B; while a 100% samp'le of aH native-

“born 1nter-prov1nc}g1 movers vés used in that part of the ana1_ysis that

L

add”resses “the return migratiogjpestion.

4

4 2 Data-Limitations |
l

At the beginning of this chapter brief‘mention was made of a number

’}\,

of advantages presented by both ithe dataset and mode of ana'ly‘sis to be
utilized 1n this study. Beforé proceeding any “further, it would be
worth-whﬂe to brief'ly point out some of the 1imitations presented b_y’~~

the use of this particuIar dataset. Given that this study makes use of

) census data which represents a ten year period5, a number of problems

ar'lse when attempting to study d'lfferentia,l s using this type of .

1nformation. Spec1f1ca'l]y, census ‘{nformation neger attempts to explore

~ why migrants left a particular origin or Selected a- partdcu‘lgr

L

O B - .
3 . o -
L



Census 1nformat1'o,n a‘l s0_ faﬂs to glean in ormation about the

characteristics of the i d1v1dua1 prior to the move.n As a result,
'f-":'v‘lachariah(1977 :128) argues that only migration differentia'ls at the
destination may’ be examin d. It 1s therefore hnpossm'le to determine if
present individual charac r'lstics for examp'le, occupation. education
and 1ncome, Changed as a esqu of the movement. Because of the cause
and effect nature of mi ration, and this 1nab1'th to "deal with_
character'lstics before the move, comparisons between mobile and non-
mobile populations(at des_ination) can only answer two questfons, 1 e.,
"How well did the migrants fare in comparison with ‘the receiving
pOpulation?" or "Did in-m grants have d1fferent character'lstics than
those of the receiv'lng poplulation? (Bogue et al.,1953 12).
Census fnformation becuase of 1ts periodicity(conducted every 5 or

Py

have occured during the time period in ouestion8 o

s

10 years) 1s unable to dea1 Specificaﬁy w1th mul ti p]e Toves which may

As a result of the long interva'l betv:e_en censuses, there i s also an

’ "attr'ltion factor” 0pera't1ng, in that som'e m'lgrants ma"y have’ died A

d'lsproportionate number of migrants may have died between censuses,

thereby dﬂuting ‘the effect or at Ieast the 51 gnificance of certain

differentia1s as a result of losing 1nd1vfdua1s that c‘ouLd be compared.
to the base popu‘latioﬁ(Sinmons 1968: 1&7).. C “

v As a consequence of. the 1oﬂg census 1nterva1, and the failure to

inquire about multiple movers, it 1s conceivable that many migrants

(return migrants) are missed thereby mis—representing the magnitude of

.»w migratory activity, as well as making it difficult ‘to ascertain the

characteristics of these 1ndividua15. »

s
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It has been stated that migration does have conseotfgzes for the
A distributions of - popuia.tions at, both the origin and destination. _As a
’resuit of the 'Iong intercensai time period the characteristics at these
‘*two points could vary considerab'\y thereb_y changing the sei ective nature
of migration depending upon vhether the m‘igration took piace early in |
the interva'l or later in the inerva'ldSimnons 1968 174 175) ‘
: Finaily, Bogue et a'l (1953 1’2 125) points out that though migration .
differentfals at origin and destination appear to ‘be - simi{ar, they are
“far from identicai“, thereby indicating that, migration se'lectivity
shouid be...explained in terms of the combination of conditions and. the
popu'lation residing at the piace of origin and “the piace of].l

-

destination_.‘ Given the najure of census data, ‘this s a very

% S

mdifficuit -1f not‘ impossipl to acconpiish
Al though the probiems note above appear to be, quite numerous, tne '
fadvantages presented by the mode of analysis and the _dataset, appear to
add Support for compl eting the proposed study. The 'remainder of the
chapter wii'l focus upon tﬁe mode Qf anlaysis, both the advantages and
'limitations, in order that the reader can better appreciate the
significance of the findings to be reported in subsequent chapters.,

T

" 4.3 Méthods of Data AnaLysis

~

The statistical procedures to ‘be utilized inciude basic descripti ve |
and cross- tabulation procedui;es9 as made av.ai'lab‘le in the -S,tatistical

_: Package for the, Social Sciences(S.P:S.S.),.f Through the use of cross-

F—

tabulation procedures one s able.to study -

) « +
4 .
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. the behaviour of one variable while eliminating the
- -influence of related varfables... If the particular varfable
..,under consideration retains its characteristics of’
"association even 1f not to the same degree, under all these

‘cond¥tions, then that .association may be said to reflect a

- relationship that cannot be explained in terms of other

Do variabies(Bogue et a1.,l953 4).

: A number of problems arise when one utiiizes cross-tabulation
procedures. Pirst, a iarge sampie size(when employing simuitaneous
-"controis) 1s required It is quite conceivabie that in introducing a
‘ﬁnUmber of simultaneous controls, probiems,in sample size could be
created. That is, the qssumption that all cells have a given number of
cases could be violated if the. number of cells(as would be. the case with
A iarge number of simultaneous controls) is great.

Second interpretation of’ the resu]ts would be extremely difficu]t
and unmanageable given ‘the way in which the sub routine crosstabs
(S P S S.) operates and generates output.

e Third and a more practical consideration is that the amount of
computer time-and associated costs wouid have been prohibitive had we
ensured that a sufficient number of cases wouid be avai]able to fiil a]l

P - .
the po$sib1e cei]s that would be genenated by the addition of more»”

_control variab’les10 e A |
In part, our-use of multivariate techniques is in response to the“
' probiems noted above. As' well, 1t was fe'lt that these. techniques were

most appropriate for studying this phenomenon, for _the foilowingf

-
-~ ~

. rea sons:

1. migration;being a socia1 -phenomenon" is best understood by taking’
' into account the inter-play among a number of factors considered

simultaneousiy(Mangaiam and Schwarzue]ier 1968 ¢) Given this

\
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complex type of inter-play, it was felt that mul tivarfate

~techniques, such as “Dummy Dependent-Varfable Regression”, offer

.the most fruigful and appropriate way of dealing with and
explaining such a complex process(Newman 1974)

2. the app]ica_tion and use of multfvariate techniques also allows for

| determining, not only the effect of each factor ac'ting

simultaneously, but also the effect of each factor acting

/t_he others(Bogue et al.,1953:64).

independent .of

Five methods of anlystis were considered for adoption in this study,
f.e., Ordinary Multiple Regression, Multiple Classification Analysis
Discriminant Anaiysis Log-Linear Ana]ysis and Dumy Dependent- -Variable
Regresston. Rejection of the first four methods was basedw not so much
'on the stati_stica'i merits of the method chosen, but rather ‘upon .the
abﬂity,ot the chosen method to‘ provide_ meangingful a"nd interpretable
resul ts As well, as wé shall demonstrate the method selected violates
'certain statisticai assumptions and is perhaps: 1ess parsimonious . than

" some of the other methods considered, but rejected but from a practica]

:epoint of view the adopted method seems to more than adequately- ‘

', faci]itate meeting the objectives as stated

The multivariate techni que chosen - has been commoniy referred to as

: ,'=""Dunmy Dependent Variable Regression"(GiHespie 1977; Knocke 1975;

'Mil'Ier and Erickson 1974) Generaﬂy Speaking, this type of regression
procedure is simiiar to ordinary. regression exce’pt that the dependent o
"as well as independent variables, are categoricai or dummy variab‘les. »

In ordinary mul tiple regression with dummies the regression
eqation 1s?! '

Y' = A + b1D] +{1?_ZDZ + b3D3 + e

-
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In "dummy dependent-variable regression” the regressfon equation

would bel2?

PT = A + b1D1 + b2D2 + b3D3 + b4E} + bBSE2 + bSX + e

~ where:

P1 = “expected proportion of cases in the category coded 1
;orsa‘gigen combfnation of independent variables(Knocke,
975:417 :

A = the y intercept or constant which represents the
proportion of cases whose members have 0's assigned
throughout. That is, the proportion of cases{assigned O's
throughout) fn the reference categories of the two _
categorical variables represented by D1, D2, D3, El, E2 ¢
(Kerlinger,1973:108) I ' '

b1 through b5 = regression coefficients(unstandardized) for.
each of the categories of the categorical variables Sp], D2,
D3, E}, E2) and the interval scale variable (X)13, 1In.

- effect the b's represent "the difference between the - °
proportion of cases of a given group assigned 1's and the
group assisgned. 0's throughout”(Kerlinger,1973:108). As
well, these are adjusted proportions, rather than raw
proportions, after adjusting for the effect of all
prﬁdictors in the regression equation(Andrews et al., 1971:

27.0 . o ‘7 . . s ) ’
Basically, the asSuﬁptions for using this techniqué are s1h11qr to
the'assumptionﬁ used in ordinary regression.analysis. Specifically:

(Knocke,1975: 422-423) o

(1)'the<dependent'Variab1e'haé'én unrestrigted range

11(11)'there is ”homoscedésticity in the error varfanpe_of}therependent

~

measure" -
(441) theré is "ho}ma11ty of the dis£r1bu£10n of'obsefvatfons around the
regression line... for appﬁOpriate yée’of the Fftést:“

‘As well, xhergvare the ys&d1 assumpfibﬁs of "1inearity between the
1ndependenf»varjép1e§(and other independents) and'depeddent_§aﬁiig1e;

X A ) . /
and the additivity assumption which assumes that "the differences in
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effects between two categories of a variable in the analysis ane
constant“' over all combinations of that variable with all’ other
variables(Mi1ler and Erickson,1974:425115,

Quite clearly, the ﬂrjst tnree assumptions, are not met in “dummy
dependent—var'lab'le regression."‘ Gﬂlespie(1977 105- 107)16 makes a
number of points, which given the violation of certain assumptions.
stil wou'ld allow one to use this technique. Specifically, it 1s
argued: |
1. that the wrestricted range assumption "'ls violated in the case

| of -most dependent\ variab’les, even those heasured at the 1nterva1

level." Consequently, using a restricted range (0,1) on the

‘depend‘ent variable violates this assumption ‘but this is

“inconsequential when the dependent variable for the samp1e has a

75%-25% split" ' '

2. that the "homoscedasticity assumption(equal conditional variances ,

for all Joint values of the 1nvdepende_nt_\vari;_b‘les."'l?) is violated
- "by definict'*lon"' in this case. The consequences of violating. this
rassumption are ‘that "the‘ s'lopes will be unbiased but
1neff1c1ent“18 : ' .4

“Given the statistical as‘sumption's necessary to use this yrnetnod,‘ it

would seem that adoption of the . "dummy dependent-varﬁble regression"’

technique 1s somewhat questionable 1in this case. Though assumptions one

through three, and to a certain degree the additivity and Hnearity‘}

assumptions may al so be violated; given our objectives it was felt this
“method of ana]ysis wou]d be appropriate for the fo'llomng reasons. In
our analys1s we have attempted to minimize the violation of the first
:assumption by doing the analysis 1n such awy as to ensure a split on

the dependent variable that will fall within the accepted ‘range.

Since our primary concern is with deterkminfng which factors

L
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differentiate movers from stayers' and hovers of one type. from movers of
another- type, and not prediction of the conditional probabtittiesld;
al though the coefficients are ineffecient, they are unbiased and still
allow us to make statements about those factors which are fmportant in
differentiati ng movers from stayers and lnovers from other novers. '

Ei'ficienty of the predictors can be enhanced through tne use of

this technique because "dummy dependent-variabla regression” 1s a method
' which can effectively deal with the non-linear nature of . relationships.
Since “the dumy variables are treated as nominal scales, non-Tinearity
- -presents no difficulty when the troublesome variables are converted to
dummy variables "(Mil1er and Erickson.ll974:425)2°,
' Before proceedi'ng with the discussfon of findings, a few words
should be devoted to discussing the way in’ which S.P.S5.S. handles "dummy
'dependent-variable regression and the output that is generated In
’ addition to-using both categorical and interval scale predictors. this
method “fnvolves ufing a dichotomized dependent variable. In order to
utilize ‘this method it is therefore necessary to first create the
appropriate dmlny variables ) ,

The data manipul\ation necessary to create -the dummy variables f{s
“that k-1 dmmy-variables lnust be created. That is, for the dichotomous
dependent variable one dummy varfable is created and reprasented by 1
for those movdng whereas all others(stayers) are then represented by
0's 2L, / R l .

N The creation of 'the independent dummy variables is done in the same
.manner thereby yielding k-1 duuny variables which represents(in number)
one dumy variable less than the number of categories in the original\
categorical variable 22, For example -the categorical variable marital
status, with four categories single married, divorcéd and other would
‘necessitate the creation of three dummy variables; where Dl=single(1),
D2=married(1) and‘D3-divorced‘(‘_l). Exclusion of the one dummy variable
' re‘pres‘entin‘g ‘other' is necessary‘-for i‘t is determined by the

S
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first three dummy varfables created(D1,02,03). “In fact the excluded
category becomes a sort of reference point by which the effects of the
other dumfes are judged and interpreted(s.P.s.s.,1975:374 23 .

Once this data manipulation has been Gompleted, one can proceed ,
with the analysis in the standard vay as handled by the sub-routine in
$.P.S.S. ldeally, one would have prefefred using the step-wise multiple
regression procu;nn. but due to the violation of the statistical
assumptions, such a procedure would have been inappropriate gien the way
in which the vﬂriables are entered into the regression mtioﬂu .

Since the stepwwise procedure s inappropriate, {1t necessitated
using the hierarchical method where the varfables are entered into the
regression equation in a pre-determined order. The ratfonale used for
.selecting the order was that precedence was given to one variable over
énother on the bases of intuition and the belfef that one variable
preceded the other in time(Kerlinger,1973:193) 25,

The output generated by S.P.S.S. using the hierarchicagl method 1s
the standard regression output. In mkirfg use of this output, we will
report: _ 4
(1) the constant term(A) and the unstandardized regression coeeficients
(b's) whose interpretatfon was dfscussed'earlier
(11) the zero order correlations ,

(111) the standard error of the b's and the overall F-ratio's26

(1v) the multiple R Squared which répresents the total varfance
explained in the dependent variable by all variables in the regression
equation. )

Quite clearly, there are serious limitations being presented by not
only the method of analysis adopted, but also by the availability and
meaning of variables in the dataset.y In presenting this reviev; of the
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methods of analysis, our objective has been to sensitize the reader to
. the Timitations. found in the data analysis which 'ls forth-coming Even
though these problems appear to be substantial, 1t is the author's
be\ief that the way in which the analysis 1s carried out, 1n spite of
‘. vio1atioo of some assumptions, ach1eves the objectives of the study as
stated. To further empha-si‘ze this belfef, it should once again be
stated that our primary ob:jective is to determine wh‘lch factors
differentiate movers from stayers and movers by type of move, an
objective which 1is possible if one is caut1ous in 1nterpreting the |
‘f1nd1ngs to be present zd in the fo]1ow1ng chapters.
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FOOTNOTES

Individual level census data were first available in the U.S. in the '
1960 Census(Ladinsky,1967). Individual level data dealing with the -
1971 Canadian Census first appeared in 1975 in the form of,Pub'Iic Use
Sample Tapes. . . o . :

See Appendix A for the way in which we have operationaiized aH the “
variables to be. used in the data analysis. . -
Census Family is defined as husband and wi fe and unmarried children, "
regardless of age or a lone parent  regardiess of .marital status with
one or more children who have never married regardless of age and
1iving in the same. dwelling.’ v v , _ =

We are assuming that such moves are not voluntary and as a result,
mobility behaviour on the part of these individuals does not-occur “in
rEsponse to differential responses to both the origin.environment and
a possible destination environment. It should also be pointed out,
‘that idéally, exclusion of those individuals making "autonomous moves"
would have been desireable, but due. to the data source 'Iimitations,

’such an exc] usfon was not possib]e.

f‘For that matter most migration research uti'lizes this type of data.

Yet mobility is often - Tooked at for only the 'Iast five years
With respect to this point se‘iectivity has been studied by 1ooking at

‘the_characteristics of both origin and destimation -and imputing

motives to the individua1 Yevel' from these: aggregate characteristics.

More recent’ly, the census(Canada 1971 1976) has gathered information
about the number of moves made between the initial and following
census. ‘This.particular aspect was dealt with in substantial detail

by Stone(1978) who examined freouency of moves-in Canada during the

1966-1977 period '
Only in the study of return migration.

As cross-tabulation procedures will.only be used in that part of the
study that is concerned with looking at return migration; and since
this is basically only exploratory in nature, the problems and the
issues raised herée are realtly not significant as no controls will be
used in that part of the anlysis. - .

For a simple regression with a single interval scale dependent
variable and a categorical independent variable of four categories,
K-1 or 3 dummy variables(Dl D3, D3).

In this case, for illustrative purposes we have added a second

‘categorical ‘varfable with three categories, K-1 or 2 dummy variables

(E1, E2) and an interval scale predictor(X) with a dichotomized
dependent variab‘le(dmnny) v
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Assuming that X has a common siope with the categorica'l variabi es
(S.P.S. S.,1975 Miller and Erickson,1974; Knocke 1975)

That is, there is no interaction.

In this study, interaction effects wi'H be ignored and additivity will

. be assumed because the number of interaction terms "rises rapidly as

16

AR
. {s the proportion of cases that fall in the response category times

18

models.

one successively adds more and more independent varfables"(Tarver,"

.1961;209). Since each category of a categorical variable represents

one independent varaible, the number of interaction terms would have
quite large. . * .

This article deaitwith a comparison of this technique and log-1inear

"when the dependent variable is a dichotom_y, the conditional.varfance

the proportion that fall into the other cate?or_y‘ for a given value of
the findependent variabl e"(Giilespie 1977;106

Ker'linger(1973 47) points out that "there is no need to assume

. anything to calculate-r's, b's and. so on."

19

20

This 1s not possible or legitimate given the vio’lation of assumptions

‘two and three(Gillespie,1977;101).

Categorization of fnterval scale predictors wii] in all 1ike1ihood be
done for it is felt: (i) that using interval scale predictors would
be less efficient than categorizing these interval scale variables
since the slopes of the interval scale predictors/are assumed to be
common throughout categories of the categorical variables, and such
an assumption is likely to be false(Miller and Erikson,1974; Knocke,

- 1975); and (41) there is reason to believe that the reiationships

21
22

23.

24

are not 1l{near thereby"’reducing efficiency. which as stated above,. is

not a problem when using dummy variabies. i
For examp'le in the regression of movers versus stayers.

Interval scale predictors. that are converted to dummies will ins?oive
first categorizing the variable and then creating K-1 dummy variables.
The way in which the categorization is done is more fully exp'lained
in Appendix A.

Kerlinger(1973: 107) demonstrates that mathematican_y it makes no
difference which category is designated as the reference category.
Miller.and Erickson(1974: 415) state that the decision can be simply
based upon the criterion of ' ease of interpretation.”

Order of entry is based upon which variab]e has the largest squared
partial correlation with the dependent variable -and the significance
of the corresponding F-ratio(S.P.S.S. 1975 345-346).
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25 This implfes some sort of 'causal stkucture among the independent

26

variables, but it is beyond the scope of this study to deal with. the
casual nature of the relationships between the -fndependent varfiables.
As well, {t should be pointed out that the "total amount of variance
explained in. the dependent varfable(R squared), s the same regardless
of the order... It is only the proportions of vartance attributed to .
each factor that are affected by the variable order"(Kerlinger,

Y

]

For reasons already stated, these statistics should be cautfously
interpreted, if interpreted at all. . . .



CHAPTER FIVE :
MULTIVARIATE MODELS OF MIGRATORY BEHAVIOWR

. E '
Following the extensive literature review in Chapter Three, a

* number of hypotheses and models were'proposed for testing,'-‘ the objectiv'e“
being to determine if the kinds of relationships noted in the past, are
still meaningfu1 within the context of the Canadian experience. '
Emp'loying the data source and methodo'logy which were discussed in the
previous chapter, those earlier stated hypotheses and models are  to be
examined. Consequent]y, the major focusof this chapter- is centered

. around the reporting of/and discussion of the findings, as pertains to
the testing of these hypotheses within the context of Models A and B.

Before proceeding with the discussion, & brief description of the
nature and magnitude of mobility during the period in question(1966- v

.1971) is in ‘,order. - During thi_smperiod Just under one-half(48.2%) of the r

) individuals in the sample made at Teast one move(Table 10). Of these ()

- mobile individual's aimost'sixty'percent_(157.8%) made an 1ntra-municpa'l
7mové' a move within the ’same‘city, town, vjnage, etc. Assuming th.‘at
distance becomes progressiveiy greater as one moves from intra- municipal
to inter-provinci_al there appears to be a inverse relationship between
propensity to.move“and distancel . The linear nature of this relation-,.
ship, which is not perfect, as indicated by:the prp‘po‘rtion of i’ntra-
provincial movers _2,_is‘not totally unanticipated for Stone and: Fletcher" .
(1977:10-11) have pointed out that | i

s -,
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" TABLE 10:° PEJCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION .OF MOBILITY STATUS,
CANADA 1966 - 1971 -

: . o _ _
Mobi11ty : Percent (N).
Status L L -

. Stayers . L  51.8 (6,175)
A1l Movers | . 88.2 (5,743)
Intra-Municipal 21,9 (3,324)
~ Inter-Municipal e 5.4 (640)
, Intna~Prov1nc1a1 . ’ . 10.5 (1.256")
Inter-Provincial I 4.4 (523) -, =

TOTAL - 100 (11,918)
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...short-distance moves(are) prompted by changes in the

fndividual and family life cycle.:. In additon, long-

distance moves tend to be relatively costly and entail sharp

breaks with $ocial ties in the community of origin. Finally .

as distance increases, the information from the areas of '
_ destination tends to degrease. i -

Ao -
-4

5.1 Multivariate Analysis of Modes A and -_B_w

= The Models outlined in Figures 1 and 23 were used to determine ~

17

which variables were best able to Uifferentiate movers from stayers and

movers by type of move.- Before proceeding wiith; th‘i_s ﬂﬁsc‘u‘séion, i:he

reader is reminded that odur""objective is to examine the significance of

. each of the aforementioned differ‘eg_t‘fal's" and not to maximize the fit of

_of_ the model. As well; it shoulvd._ _be’notedh that al though‘ Ehere
npvﬂiu,s_‘ly are causal linkages ,b\et'\kéenl many of these vari'lab‘]es,' as
eﬁdenced by the zerd-ordﬁe'r é‘bkrjre”l;atfbnsﬂand: ;.'unrep‘ort'ed". standardized
regression'coefficients, the «a:‘nﬂysis ;'ovf‘the 'cg‘usal "stru;:"ture"isv not the

pffji‘,mary objective of the study; although a,dégree of causality was

assumed as a result ofiadopting the hiearchical® proycedijre..,,; Causal order

was ‘based on fntuition, that fis, var‘iab'l'és were entered into the

e,quation5 on the bases of th; belief ";that théy'precedeq Jother variables
in time. -Spécifigal‘ly;t'the opportdnity“gtruclture vari?b}es(region_jand
origin community size) were- entgréd first(primarily as controls); ‘th;
‘_demographic variab1e;'were éntereq second(nfother- toriygue, ‘age, marital
status and duration, fam'l-ly‘siz‘e,:); and ’-f1na1-1&- the 30cF10-ec’onom1c
’var1ab'les were gﬁtered 'Iasf(edueation, emp]oyme&nt stgtus ocqupation,

incdme).



. 118

E 5.1.1 Mode] A-Movers Versus Stayers

The testing of “Mode) A51nd1cates that approx‘lmate1y one quarter
, (25 3%) of the varfance ) the probabﬂity of being.a mover, as opposed
| to being" a stayer s accounted, for’ by the simu1taneous action of all
the- var1ab1es.~ Generally, such a resu]t would be considered to be quite

disappointing, but given that” these results are based on micro-data the

“resul ts are quite acceptable.

Exam‘ination of Tab1e 11 reyeals that most of . the var'lance in the

".probabﬂity of being a ‘mover is accounted for by origin community size“'
_and age. . The more detailed examfnation of the effect of all the""
varjabl es 1s presented in Table 12 ‘Before proceeding with the detaﬂed”

examinatton of the operation of each of the varfables it should bé noted
that for this particular samp'le there was an a'lmost 50- 50 sth on the
v dependent variab1e 'indicating that without knowing anything about an

- 1nd1~1dua1 ‘one ould guess correct]y almost fifty-percent of the time(by

assuming everybody is a mover), whether an 1ndiv1dua1 was a mover or

'_ stayer. On. the 3ther hand it s noteworthy that ‘the probability of‘
' be1ng a mover is substantially below that level for individuals found 1n_,

the reference category. Spec1f1ca11y, the probabﬂi y 1s approximate'ly
.19, assuming ‘of course an additive que'l7 The detaﬂed
.examination(Table 12) reveéals: R . ’
c v .
Opportu;ﬁty étructure Differentials PR .

The regional variab‘;le appears to be of 1ittle value in
differentiating moy‘ers ‘fromista’yers In fact, it 'is observed that. the
probabﬂity of being a mover 1in retTation to the reference categorv
Quebec 1s marginany 1ncreased in-all regions with the exception of
Maritimes. Al though it appears that the probability is 1ncreased 1

Ontar'Io B.C. and the Prairies; 1t wou]d be 1ncorrct to say- that such is

o ~
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_TABLE 11: TOTAL 'AND.PARTIAL R% OPPORTUNITY STRUCTURE , ‘DEMOGRAPHIC °
© AND socio ~ECONOMIC YARIABLES ON DIFFERENTIATING MOVERS FROM .
STAYERS (N=1,150) ° . .

£

-
°

Variables?' - : Total R2 ' .~ Partial R2 -

" Opportunity Structuie

- +

Region: * * ‘ 00194 ST Lootos
" Origin Community Size - .02308 .. . T.02118
Demograghic - -
- A B \‘ > t . .
Mother Tongue .02396 - o -+ .00090
Age v .23078 " : .21190
Marital Status ‘. A .24259 - LT - 01535
Family Size . _.24800 - .00714"
Socio-Economic- ~ o _ _ ’ )
Education S 25033 T o 00310
Occupation _ ) .25259 ‘ ’ .00288
. Income -l .25348 o .00132

ﬁf' Dependent Variable = Movers’ = 1
Stayers = 0

2. See Appendix‘A.



, . - Co R ~Houdd 4
(8120°- , 25€S0 o 9vLeor - : : 49430 -
—c soter . vL9%0 ©ooueots | usyibuz
: H H ; anBUOL JOUION
. s . . ~ " Djydeibowaq
< - e o waey. ,
£v050° - 6€vL0° »HG98L" . UMRJ-UON [eany
0si20° 6L£L0° Y411 0000¢>
¥68.0° 080L0° xbl6ge” - +ooocm uequpn
C . : ﬂ_ . wN_m xu_czssou =_m_gc
. 9¥600° 62850° 19910° . R
. . ¥9900° 9/550° 62L€0° .- S Sajutedd
- 90800° ; £09¢0° 86.00° i o opdRqug
. i - - - . - - . - 29gany
6/E%0°- ‘ 65090° . 0bSe0°~ o Saupdpaen
: ) ~ , ) . uobay.
. uoLIe|adu0) . R q 40443 .m_n.vuwpmpmezmamzp . wu:uu:pum »wwcapgano
CJ3pU0-0497 - - . :

,

p4epuels

[}

N

ﬂm¢u><pm WoY4 mzu>o= ONILVIINIYIA4Ia NO
mw4m<ux<> umzozouu ouuom aNy uﬁza<xwo:uo mx:ﬁo:gpm »hmz=p¢oa¢o EY NOISS349Y

N A 3 N

zI eVl -



121

69250°

99950°

$0590°

500£0° L25%0° - 85010°-
9£$90° LLYE0" " 99000 -
¥0£90° 7/ 60050° 6£L10°~
9LLL0°- 226%0° . 86240°-

- 95860° " OLEYO™ " 16850° ‘
L6L00°- 020%0° 16650°~.
£0b20° - 10250° " 08£20°-.
y9¥22°- (8L%0° %982€L" -
0¥652° 18650" . 92640°
82862°- EL5H0° 19120°
¥9610° SL¥90° *b8512"
85091 ° 8L190° *0606€" .
9€.8¢" £€850° : *20405°

U0} [9440) PRTVVER 5.q vaPv;mvcuum::,
. ¥3p4(Q-0437 : s ’

pdepueys

!

e

3
v y

.- Raysaaaun auwos

€l-¢L 49
Li-6 49
Aaewipad >

- uoyjednp

\upsocouunqvuow

+¥

Y |

.u, ‘=osva=o 30 Lwnazz .

43430
< -
.mv patadey _

31bugs

- Smes (Qfaen -

+59.
$9-0¥
© 6E-§E
$E-0F -
62-5l -

i

~GINNILNOD :2l 318VL

B



122

70 = mru»q»m
L = mgm>oz

%gommpuu‘wuzmuu$mx -

‘3Lqejae, a:mv:oaoa

L

*13A3| §0° uwmwp e v:uuvw*:mvm ¥

. , 8l = 4

| o ostfL= N

| , B¥ESe" = ¥

(0§° = S43Ae3s uojjsodoud gg° = SsaA0W uo3juodoud) _pmmp.,n Jue3suo)
50000° 52050° . EE0¥O0" +L¥98
G69%0° 6£L¥0° .0EL50° . 0v98<1296 .
hmpuo 6G140° . 2lego’ . - 0295-1842
= _ - 082>
i . 3WOdU]
$0420° - 0£650° L1290~ 43430
- 21020° £L450° (8L20°~ mc_g=uu~u==az
6EV50° - €52L0° LELLO’ Adewyag.
685%0° ¢mpmc. £selo°- 391 A4S
LEEOL® 8L190° 20240° 1euo}ssajod g
89L10°- mmpmo 850€0° - tejsabeuey
.- - pako|dusufi
, :a*ummsuuo.

:owucpuuuowu‘ q 40443 m.m_kuvvsnvcnuwcn
- ABPULD=-043 p4epuls

e

| :Q3NNILNGD 21 318Vl

N



o i
i
" g R

123

the case given that the unstandhridi;cd b's are smaller thyﬁ the
standard errors8; consequently, the direction indicated by the sign may
not be correct but 1s just a function of the particular sample that has
been g!ravm. |

As uat earlier indicated, orfgin community size was felt to be a
muchkbetter ifndicator of bppqrtunity structure than was region. It
,apﬂears that tpe probability of being a mover {is significantly increased
" as the size of'community increases. In fact, the probability appears to ‘
be raised by almost .25 for thdse originating in both urban areas and by
(_onlj .]8lfor those origintting in rural non-farms areas? . This finding
is not unexpecteQ«jiven_that over twenty-five percent of the individuals
in the samp]e;hade intra-municipal moves, moves within the same
:mun1ctpa11ty..'COnsequentﬂy, one would expect the observed result simply
'becausebthe opportunities for movement in the larger centers are far
greater than they are in the smaller areal units.

Although community size appeafs.td be quit; significant in terms of
increasing the probability of being a mover rather than a stayer, it is
anticipated that }t's true effect will be better il1lustrated when intra-
,;;municipa1 movers are omitted. This question will be addressed shortly,
| when Model:B is.tested and the focusvis centered upon differentiating

movers by type_bf move.\

Dembgraphic Differentials

' bf the demogfaﬁhfc variables,'dnly the age and marital status
(duration) variables had statistica11y ‘significant effects on the
probability. of moving. As anticipated, age is by far the best predictor
of mobility status, in that all.age categories combined explain almost

84310 of the explained variation in the probability of being a mover.
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It is also worth noting that fn relation to the reference category, the
probability of being a mover decreases with age. Specifically, the
probability of being a mover is increased by almost .51 for those 15-29
while 1t 1s only increased by .22 for those aged 35-39, Mbre
importantly, 1f one examines the zero-order correlation, one finds that
while age appéirs to have a primarily direct effect on the probab{l ity
of moving for those that are young; as age increases the direct effect
decreases, indicating that the effect of age {s medfated by other
variables which have been included in the regression equationll.

0f the remafning demographic variables, only the marital status
(duratioq) variable appeared to account for any substantial increase in
the R sq&ére. In fact it's relative contribution appeared to be similar
to that of the origin community size variable. Of the three states of
marital status, only those married more than five years appeared to have
a mobility pattern that was significantly different from those in the
reference category(single). That {s, it was noted that the probability
of being a mover was decreased by .13 among those‘married more than five
years. l

Al though not statiética]ly significant, generally speaking those
that were married five years or less, as well as those in the "Other"
marital status categor1es, have probabilities of being movers that are
quite similar to those individuals that are'single.‘ It Shou\d be noted
that the correlation coefficient between married less fhan five years
and being mobile is quite large in relation fo the b-value, indicating
perhaps that with the adjustment for other factors, this marital status
category hAS'little effect on the probability of moving. |

Discussion of the mother tongue and family sfize(number of children)

varfables effect on the probability of being a mover, will not be
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elaboratéd upon. as their importance, not only’ from a signifcance point
of view, but also from a substantive point of view, appears to- be quite
minimai It is sufficient to note that the results as indicated by the

" zero-order correlations are consistent with the findings reported by

&

others. : : s |

‘ Further discussion of Tablesiii and 12 would add=very little. uith
respect to understanding in a meaningfui way, those characteristics
‘which differentiate movers from stayers Generaily speaking, it appears

that the probability of’ being a mover is quite substantial if one is

'young, 1iving in a 1arge urban area and has not been married for more

than five years. The -region one 1ives in, as well as one's:
sociB econom c characteristics appear to have no bearing on whether an
individuai wi]i be a mover or a stayer. \
5.1.2 Model B - _Intra-Municipal Movers Versus Stayers

~The just concluded discussion(Model A) indicated that the

_ Opportunity structure and demographic variables were most useful in’

differentiating movers from stayers. The subsequent formulation and
testing of Modei gl is assumed to yield results that are quite similar
to those just observed,:simpiy beCause over fifty'percent of the movers
in the preceding sample were intra- -municipal movers. The resuits‘
presented in Tabies 13 and 14 do in fact have a close resembiance to the
results illustrated in the preceding two tables. ‘ )
The relative contribution of each of the groups of variabies,“uith
respect terxpiaining the variation_in the probabiiity of being an:

intra-munitipai mover, once again indicates that the demographic

variables are most important; the opportunity strdcture'variabies are -

~ second in importance, while the socio-economic variabies provide Tittle
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AND SOCIO-ECONOMIC ¥FRIABLES ON DIFFERENTIATING INTRA MUNIC IPAL

MOVERS FROM STAYERS

N=900

Variablesz, .Total R 2 Partial R
OPPORTUNITY STRUCTURE
" Region .00374 .00374 E
Origin Community Size .04104 03744 jly
DEMOGRAPHIC
Mother Tongue .04159 ,00057
Age .19916 .16441
Marital Status .21697 .02224
Number of Children .22339 .00820
SOCI0-ECONOMIC
‘Education .22384 .00058
Occupation .22821 ——,00564

Income

‘1. Dependent Variable =

2. See Appendix £

Intra-Municipal
Stayers

.22928

n
—

.00139
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help in differentiating this type of mover from stayers. Overall the
fit of the modell3 is not as good as was noted in testing Model A, which
is probably indicative of the greater similarity between stayers and"
short- distance movers than is found among stayers and movers(which
include intermediate and long- distance movers).

_ Before proceeding with the detailed examination of the resui ts, one
point should be made. Aithough the signs for th coefficients in Tabie
14 may not be the same as they were in Tabie 12, this 1s in all
'Iikelihood due to: (i) the large standard errors that were earlier
observed; and (i1) sampling fluctuations. |
Opportunity Sti'ucture Differentials

Of the opportunity stru_cture variables, only the origin varfable
(community size) fs statistically significent; the,__orobabilit_y of making
such a move increasing from .22 to almost .34 as the size increases from‘
‘rural non-farm to urban(30000”+’)‘:: Once again the opervation of this
variable can be attributed to the houSing' market opportuniti‘es
available, where the 'riumbei' of opportunities- is direct'ly proportional to
the size of the community. This 1s perh‘aos more cfl'ear'iy ii]ustr‘ated by
'the zero- order Worrelations which show that those 1iving in sma]]

communities are more likely to be stayers than moversl4.,._ v .

*Demographic Differentials .

As was noted in the testing ‘of Model I_\‘, aQe was the most important
- variable in differentiating movers from stayers. Ai though, only the
15-34 age group appearlto be significan;‘tly different from the 65+ age
'group(ainc'iuding those 35 to 64), the generai trend is that the

i
probability of mak‘in‘“g‘ an intra-municipal move decreases as age
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increases. . The fact that the 35-39'age' grou;, although having a greater |
probability(.12) of making su}:h a move than those-aged 65+, is no longer
statistically significant is probably due to. the fact that long and
1ntermed1ate distance movers are excluded from this part of the
analysisl> ' - .
~ While the maritaﬂ status(duration) variab\eslf’ were’ statisticany
sign1f1cant in the previous model , they are no 1onger signfficant
'1nd1cat1ng that the probability of making an intra- municipal move 1s not
substantfally different for these groups than it is for those that are"
single once we control age’ Even though not significant” , the same
pattern as noted ear]ier is.present; although the probab111ty of moving
appears to have increased for those that have been marrie__d less than
five years. ) o _ | ' | 1 |
In the Hterath"re review;~ ther‘e was evidence presented that
indicated that the number of chi]dren influenced the propensity to move.
The data(TabIe 14) indicate that the number of children does in fact
result in a greater prOpensity to move after adjusting for all other',‘
factors. ‘Nherea,s, the probability of lpaking an intra-municipal move for
those with one, three or four(+) ch'i'ldren is not su‘bstantia’l1‘y'.’d1fferent
from those w1th no chi’ldren the probabﬂity of moving is 1ncreased by

.11 for those with two chﬂdren This finding was “earTiér attributed to

jncreasing space requirements as well as lifestyle cons1derationsl&.

Just as was earlier noted(Model A)‘, the remafning variables proved
to be of no use in differentiating 1ntra-lﬁun1cipa'l thovers‘-from stayers.
Not only are-these res"u1ts fairly consi-ﬁtent with those prer*Ic;usly -
reported; but within the cohtext of aH .the Hterature'deaHn'g
specifically with residential rhobﬂity, ‘the find'ing that the demographic

indicators of life c,_yclle are most important, is consistent with the
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Pliterature, especiaiiy Michelson s(1974) Family Mobiiity Li fe Cycie
interpretation of residential mobi]ity.

B 3.Mode1 B-Other19 Movers Versus Stayers
h Model B was again utilized to determine which factors significantiy
decrease or increase the probability of making an’ intermediate or 1ong-
': distance move. The - demographic variable age appears to be the most
“i important varfable in that this variabie accounts for 86. 7% of the
variance expiained in the probabiiity of making such a move. Three
interesting patterns emerde when examining Table 15.. Specificaliy |
1. - “the fiD of the mo el(R square) is" improved in relation to the -
n .preceding two modeis.‘ These resuits are-not totai]y unanticipated
-for it was expected that the operation of some ‘differentials would
:'become more pronounced as the distance between the. types of move
_ increased : . o A '
2; there. is for the first ‘time an indication that the sacio- economic-
variables are important in differentiating movers from stayers *
3. _.the opportunity structure variabies no ionger appear to be -
important in terms of substantiaiiy increasing the probabiiity of
“making an intermediate or 1ong-distance move.. '

‘ Turning now to th detailed examination of these variabies the

.foilohnng is noted(Tabie 16):
: ¥

Opportunity Structure Differentiais

Aithough neither region nor Community size make a significant{

difference in the probability of making such a move, a brief discussion o

of their operation is in order Generally speaking, it appears that the

probabiiity of making such a move fis decreased by 1iving in Ontario,
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TABLE 15: TOTAL AND PARTIAL R 2'S OF OPPORTUNITY STRUCTURE, DEMOGRAPHVL
e AND SOCIO-ECONOMIC VARIABLES ON DIFFERENTIATING OTHER MOVERS
* FROM'STAYERS'2,  (N=827) . “ \ .

Variables 3 \ . | Total R ? Partial R

OPPORTUNITY STRUCTURE
"Regfon ' o .00847 .00447

. Origin Community Size : LoW0117. .01276
DEMOGRAPHIC ' 'v |
Mother Tongue | 01872 .00158
Age , 31877 -.30577
Marital, Status . -32539 : .00972

Number Gf Children = - 133313 - L0147
SOCIO-ECONOMIC ' | .
. .7 Education . . e | .01937

Occupation " _ oo T 38122 C . .00791

Income S 35263 .00217

1. Other Movers excluding Intra-Municipal

2. ‘Dependent variables = Othér-Mdvers‘W 1 ]
Stayers =0

3. See Appendix-A _ .
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where tine opportunities are likely to be near-by. The probability, on
the othgr hand, appears to decrease for those 1iving in the Maritimes
(1971) 1n part beca‘use of the 1imited number of opportunities both near
and far20 and also because of the barriers(distance) between -the other
part; of the Maritime regfon and the rest of the country2l,

The origin size differential though not significant22 does indicate
that those originating in rural farm areas are less 1ikely to make such
a move than are those originating in the other sized communities. It
«appears that the greatest likelihood of making such a move is found
among those or*lg"nating in the smaller urban areas; while the
probability of making such a move is lowest among those 11v1ng in urban
areas(30000+),'a1though it is still gréater than the probabﬂj'ty‘ for
those coming from rural farm area523.. The most likely explanation for
this 1s that due to the large number of opportunit'les_ present in large
urban areas, there is 1ittle or no need to make such a move; wﬁereas,
the fewer number of opportunities present in the smaller communities,

necessitates or at least encourages this type of mot;iﬁty.

Démographic Differentials

0t‘ the demographic variables only age and number of children have a
statisticaly significant effect on the probability of making such a
‘>move. Among those in what was found to be the ‘most mobﬂe age group/ 3
(15-29), the probability of making such a move is increased by .61 and
decreases, as age tncreases. That is, compar*ing the unstandardized b's,
which indicate that a]though those that are aged 15- 39 are more T1ikely
to make such a. move than are those aged 65+; in relation to those aged
15-29 the probabthy of making such a move is substantially lower for
~ those in the 30-39 age groups. !
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The marital status(duration) vartable al though no longer
:lgnificant still appears to indicate that even when controlling for
all other factors, those just recently married appear to behave . much
11ke those that are single. Those married more than five years and
“Others”(marital status) on the other hand, appear to be less 1ikely to
make such a move, perhaps indicating a stable life cycle stage and the
presence of chidren.

The family sfze variable indicates support for the hypothesis that
children(no matter how many) generally tend to inhibit mob {4ty .
Although these differences a?e not statistically significant, with the
exception of those having one A 1d, this finding is meaningful in that

it tends to refnti the.eer11gf q

3;ed hypothesis; as well as presenting
;‘ made in the earlier chapter which
» " '

dealt specifically with family s ze24, Apparently, family size neither

promotes ngr hinders mobility of th1s;var1ety.

~Socio-Economic Differentials

For the first time one of these variables makes a significant
difference in terms of differentiating movers from stayers. That
variable 1; education and 1t seems that those with at least some
university trafning have a significantly higher probabil{ity of making
such a mové‘than those in the other three education categories.

This finding {s neither Surprisiqg nor unanticipated gfven that
intermediate and long-distance type moves, as opposed fo short-distance
moves, are being considered. It seems fairly app&rent that while short-
distance moves are béfng made primarily in response to housing need?, a
long or intermediate distance move is 11kely being made in reiponse to

career and em;ﬂoyment opportunities. As was earlier noted, the skil1 &

/
e
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acquired, the  desire to make use of theAse skills and the ab'lth fo
- adapt. to different envfronments is apparenﬂy di rect]_y related to the
Tevel of education. It was also noted that- as the skﬂls acquired
increase, not only are the opportunit'les more w1despread(nat10na1 rather .
than simply local), but the awarenss of these _opportgnities is also |
greater. Consequently, the finding that those with. some university are
generally more likely to be movers than stayers is nBt s;errisMg.
Although neither occupation nor income appears to signifiéanﬂy
affect the probability of making such a movek, the direction and
magnitude(although rather weak) are in the expected direction. That is,
those in pfofessiona'l and service occupa‘tﬂiqns-,‘ as well as those in the
- top three income quartﬂés, appear to be more 1ikely to make such a move
than those 1>n.the} 'Ioﬁesﬁ income quartile and the lesser skilled
occupational groups.. " \'

In summary, it appears that making a Tong or{intermed'ia‘te distance
move is ‘a f~unctionv of tu;_o t_hings:' the effect:‘?:of age, where mobﬂity‘ is
~more Tikely to occur among the young; and careézr aspirations, the effect
“of which s indicated by the educational skills acquired.

5.1.4 Model B - Other MoVers Versus Intra-Municipal Movers

Whereas in the preceding test of Model B, the' compari san was made :
between "Other" movers and stayers, the compa\rison in this case is
between movers only, ‘that is, intra-municipal movers versus -all %‘ther
types of movers. ‘Qne would anticipate that {:he findings would be .
somewhat similar to those observed in Tables 15 and 16°°. |

The testing of this var1ation of Model B(Tables: lzﬂand \58) does in
fact yield results that are quite similar to those of ‘}the preceding test
of this model. It should be noted, that while only the demographic
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TABLE 17: TOTAL AND PARTIAL R2 'S OF OPPORTUNITY STRUCTURE, DEMOGRAPHIC
- AND SOCIO-ECONOMIC VARIABLES ON DIFFERENTIATING OTHER MOVERS
FROM INTRA-MUNICIPAL MOVERS 1. (N=573) -

Variables 2 Total R2 Partial R?
OPPORTUNITY STRUCTURE
Region .01091 .01091
- - Origin Community Size .05803 . 04764 |
 DEMOGRAPHIC , "
Mother Tongue | a .05967 .00174
Age | ‘ .09344 .03591
Marital Status’ . .11378  .02284
Number of Children 12934 ¢ .01756
SOCI0-ECONOMIC }
Education r | .16444 : .03510
Occupation T .17530 .01300

Income o . : .17586 : .00068

1. Dependent Variable = Other Movers = 1 .
g Intra-Municipal Movers = 0

2. See Appendix A -
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variable age was most important in differentiating "Other" morers from

stayers(Table 15), the opportunity structure demographic and socfo- -~ "

economic variables(Table 17) appear “to be equaHy important “in
exp'laining the varfiation in the probability of- making an intermediate .
move( “Other" move). As well, the fit of the model(R square) has been
substantially r.educed26 which.1s perhaps indicative of: ‘
1 the lfact that movers, ‘mo matter what type of mover, are di fferent
trem staye,rs, but are similar to}other ‘movers
2. the effect of. distance is diminished in that those making “Other"
moves are all grouped together. That is, the effect of distance
is 'Iost in that distance simply represents the minimum distance or
the distance between counties.
_ . The magnitude and direction of the effect of each of - these
_variables 1s 1lustrated in Table 18. It is observed that:
Opportunity Structure Differentials o
F"or the finst time the opportuni‘ty'strdcture variable .region makes
an important difference in differentiating movers from other movers.
- The probabi]ity of making an intermediate or 'Iong-distance move?’ is
. increased by .18 for th 'se presently residing in B.C. .« Although the
‘probability of making an "'Other"- move appears to be the same for the
"‘rem'ail,ning regions of the country, both a comparison of the
un:standjard\i-z‘ed b's and zero-order correlation coeffieients @pparent]ly
indieates"'that Tong and intermediate type of moves are more likely in
the Western regions, of the country than in Ontario and the Maritirnes.
Keeping ‘in\ mind that region'rep're‘sents destina'tion'-region and the
"Other" movers are made up of both intra- and inter-p‘rovincial movers,
what is probably indicated by the observed pattern is the on-going East-

West movement and the pull of the opportunity structure in the West.
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Among movers the origin community size variabie appears to have_
" only a significant effect among ‘those originating in the iarge urban
areas(30000+) Ignoring statistical significance, it seems that the'
.,‘ .pnobabi]ity of -moving - such a distance is diminished as the opportunity
: structure(size) increases ~~This finding. is consistent with the idea
,that propensity to move is inversely reiated to the opportunity
"structure at the origin.
4, At first giance it is quite apparent that rura1 farm individua1 s
o are more 'Iike'ly to make Tong ‘and intermediate moves than are individuais"f‘
from 1arger stzed conmunities. This seems odd in that it is generally
thought that rura1 peopies are quite stable, Given that we are ]ooking‘
at movers only, the pattern makes sense. That is, among movers
"voriginating in rurai farm areas, “the probability of making an "Other
‘move is more 1ike1y than an intra- muhicipa1 move, simply because the,.-,
opportunities avai]ab‘le(both housing and employment) are neg'ligible if
not non-existent in rural farjm a__reas.' Consequently, these mobiie-vindi,- ]
viduals are forced to ma'k..e an "Other” type of move 2%,
Demographic Differentials- A

Once again, a variable which has not been important in the
preceding tests of both Models A and B appears to be of major importance
“in difi’erentiating these movers. It appears that those whose mother
tongue is English are less 1ike'ly to be ciassified as “Others" than are
those that speak French. This apparentiy contradicts the previous
research in that it is generaiiy wsumed that Engis'h speaking |
individua'ls are more likeiy be movers ©on stayers. IThis unexpec,ted
‘ finding is 1ikely due to: B o
1.  “the fact that “the “"Other". category inci‘ude's intra-provincia] -
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—movers and these types of movers account for almost 52% of the
moves in the “Other category. Consequently. the observed
pattern may refiect the intra -provinciat- pattern of the French
while at- the same time reflecting the inter-provincial pattern of
the English speaking group30 )
2. the observed effect of mother tongue controiling for region. It”

was noted that region and mother tongue were correiated In fact,

once region was put -into the regression eguation, the to1erance -

of mother tongue decreased to about .60, indicating that almost
40% of the variance expiained by mother tongue is expiained by
region ' T ’
: Therefore the observed effect of mother tongue is quite 1ike1y due B
- to the iarge proportion of intra-provinciial movers, who‘are primarily
" French and Tiving in Quebec. ) ‘ ' ’ o

Whiie age has: been the ‘most predominant differentiai in the
muitivariate model s looked at to this point, it's importance has
diminished considerabiy in this instance. The fact that age is only
statisticaly significant for those aged 15-29, apparent]y supports the
"eariier statement regarding the similarity in the age distributions
among movers. That is movers no matter what type of mover are simi]ar
in age. Conversely, it emphasizes the dissimi]arity in the age
distributons for movers and stayers’. ) ' :

The most noteworthy finding with respect to age is that it is not a
perfect linear relationship. There appears to be a greater iikelihood
of being classified as "Other" for those aged 35- 39 than for those aged
30-34. Perhaps this indicates that long distance moves are being made
in response to career and lifestyle considerations. Generai]y speaking,
- in reiation to the referénce category(65+) the probak?ity of making an
"Other" move decreases with age, up to the point where age does not make :

any difference in the probability of making such a move, at least among -

the mobi]e popuiation.
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\ S
Of the two remaining demographic differentials, only the family
size(number of children) variable 1is statfsticany significant.. For
‘those families having on'ly one chﬂd the probabﬂity of being an.
"Other" mover is decreased. by .18. Although not statistica]ly
signff'lcant31. the .dbserved pattern clearly supports the earHer stated
| hypothesis tnat large family sizes are definitely a cons‘training
influence on mobility, especially Tong or 1ntermed1ate distance type

moves. -

Socio- Economic Differentials ' )

For the most part, the operation of these variables is similar to
- that already noted in the preceding discussion ofyModel B(Table 16)32,
“The on'ly variable that significantly 1ncreeses or"'decreases the
probabﬂity of makfng such a move is education. That is, having sorne"_
university training appears to increase the ‘probability by .12, once
aga1n.1nd1cating ‘that the effect of one's socio-economic attributes on
mobility are generally expressed through_ one's education, |

,Thfs' test of Model B proved to be quite informative. Although
finding that: (1) the prebabﬂfty of making an intermediate or‘long—’
distance type move was generaﬂy greatest among those aged 15-29 and
~ those having some university training, and (11) that the probability
. decreases as both opportunity structure(size) or 1ife cycle stage
(duration and number of children) increases fis not really astounding.
What is most noteworthy is that the effect of -age is no longer thve most
important variable in different1at1ng movers from other ‘types’ of movers,
- which seems to indicate that while movers appear to be quite similar to
“other movers33 they are quite different from stayers. As well, there is’

some indication that career and possibly lifestyle considerations are,

important in mobilty behaviour.
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5.1.5 Model B -"Inter- Municipai Movers Versus 0ther3“ Movers
A ~ The foﬂowing discussion centers around expToring which factors
best differentiate inter-municipa'l movers from "Other" movers. For ‘the
. most part this comparison is between inter-municipai movers and intra-
prbvinciai movers for.almost 71% of those classified as "Others" are'
intra- provincia] movers,; - ” ‘ |

Table 19 reveals that the opportunity structure variabies are most'
important in differentiating between these two. groups. Although all the
demographic variabies together explain an aimost equa'l proportion of the
-variance in the dependent variable, in the first case it is primari]y
the regional variable, whereas in the second case no single demographic
variable appears to be of greater importance than any other variable.

Before proceeding with the de_taiied examination of the" operation of.
these varfables(Table 20) it should be pointed out. that the fit of the

model (R square = 084) is not particularly good. A]though the R square L

is quite low, the resuit is not all that disappointing That is, the
' relativel¥ small R square is indicative of the micro- 1eve1 data being'
used. As well, it appears to be consistent with the earlier finding.
that movers are similar to one another yet different from stayers; for
- in relation to the distance between type of move, one would assume that
movers of similar distances would be more similar to one another than
" say movers who have made moves that differ considerably in distance.
Consequently, one could assume that the comparisons to be discussed here
~are among movers that are more simiiar to one another, than say in the
previous case, where intermediate and long-distance movers were‘compared '

to short-distance movers,35.



149

‘o TABLE 19: ‘TOTAL AND PARTIAL R‘Z'S oF OPPORTUNITY STRUCTURE DEMOGRAPHIC
. .7 7. AND SOCIO-ECONOMIC VARTABLES ON DIfFERENTIATING INTER-. -

MUNICIPAL. MOVERS FROM OTHER MOVERS (N<1,206)
CVarfables® T qomi® . partiar #2
OPPORTUNITY STRUCTURE .
Regfon - 029 . - o220
Origin Community Size o -.03314 " o - .01047
DEMOGRAPHIC F T
. Mother Tongue - o7 .03792 T 00494
N Age ST 08768 T .. 01016
Marital Status . 05777 " .01059
Number of Children . f .06475- - - ) .00741 -
SOCI0-ECONOMIC
. Education:- | .07635 . . .01240
Occupation - : .08138 .00545

Income S .08402 ) .00287

1. Dependent Variable = Inter-Municipal Movers = 1
. Other Movers (excluding Intra-Municipal
Movers) = P

2. See Appendix A
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Opportunity Structure Differentials3® ,

Both region and origin communfty size significanﬂy affect the
probabﬂity of making an 1nter-mun1c1pa1 move37, The regional variable
is appe:ently the most important of the two for residing outside the -
province of Quebec in 1971, reduces the probability of making an 1nter-
m}unicipa'l move(in all other regions of the country). “Conversely, the
probability of making .an "Othe_r"' move38 1s greatest in 'the regions other
‘than Quebec. This finding s somewhat unexpected in that one would have
expected that those 'I'lvin_‘g in Quebec would have been more ka‘ely,to have
made an “"Other" move due to the barrier posed by 1anguage;é Ferhaps this
reversal from the expected pattern represents a search forvopportunties
(‘emp]oyment) within the province of Ontario and within and between the
provinces 'for the 'ﬁestern regions of the country39d. As well, this may
have resul ted from the fact that the regiona1 effect and cultural
*barr'ler posed by 'Ianguage are more effect1Ve1y represented by the mother
tongue variable. - _

Turni\hg now to the community .size 'va'r‘;;ble', it appears that only
those whose orig'lnﬂs are smal'l urban ahees have a s1gn1f1cant1y Tower
probability(.13) of making an inter-rhunicipa] move than do "those

% Those originating -in rural farm

originating in rural farm areas
areas, on the other hand, have a probability of .42(the constant)l of
making an 1nter-muh1o1pa1 move. The kinds of moves being made and the
»direction are quite likely. different depending upon the or1gin. That
s, those originating in the rural areas are. 'like]y making an inter-
muri- ipal move to an areal unit(within the same county) that is 1arger
than the ohigih; whereas, those originating 1n'urban areas(30000i+) are
- moving to differént m'un'lcfpal f_ti_es, eg. suburbs or bedroom commun‘lties

within the same county.
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For the most part, the origin community size effect is somewhat

confusing and any definitive statements~on its operation would be
Wi

}rors. One other 1ssue

',
Phat it is possib]e that

somewhat mis1ead1ng given the large standa
which may be accounting for the confusio“i
the size of the counties within the country vary considerably,
especially near the large metropolitan areas. Therefore, an inter-
municipal move in one county may be more 11ke1y than such a move in
..another county simp]y because the number of alternative 1ocations nearby

may. be substantially greater,

Demographic Differentiais

Although each'of the demographic variab1es expiains an almost equé1
proportion of the varianceiin thé dependent variable, only thevmother'
tongue differential is statisticai1y significant. The probability of
making an inter-municipal- move 1s significantly increased(. 10) for both
the English and "Other" mother tongue groups, after controlling for all
other variables. This finding islimportant in that tt clearly
‘demonstrates the’cu]tUraI barrﬁer posed by language 1n'that the converse
“of this statement is that,thoge with French as the mother tongue, are
more likely to make “Other“ hype moves, i.e., most likely an intra-
'provinc1a1 move given that a1most 71% of th "Other" category are intra-
provinc1a1 movers. J ‘ ' ‘

Although the age dif%erential(HS-ZQ) was‘sign1ficant in the
preceding test of Model B, not one of the age categories 1s significant’
in this case. , The 1nterpretat10n of this finding is that the
probability of making an inter-municipal as opposed to. "Other" move is
- similar among all age groups > What this jmp1jes is that if one is not a

stayer or intra-municipal mover, one's age\mpy not significantly affect

-



“ . k 155
_ - %W_ .

the probability of being an inter municipai movyer. Though not
significant it should:be noted that those ih _the 15-29 age category are
more iikeiy ‘than those in the other age categories to make "an
~ intérmediate or long-distance move( “Other") 42, ‘

.' Of the two remaining demographic variabies. nef ther maritai status
nor family size makes 2 significant contribution, The oniy variabie
even approaching significance is- that variab1e representing those
'individuais that have been married for five year's or less. Genera]]y
,speaking, these individuals are more Tikely to.be inter-municipal movers
than “Other" movers. The diminfshed likelihood of their making(in
relative te.rms)43 an intermediate or,iong-distanceﬁmove is probably due
to their recently changed status, as well as the birth of a child. That
is, these'individuals are unlikely to make a ‘move which would result in
even more changes than those brought about by marriage, changes'that_
would make even more difficuit the adaptation process that one must
undergo as a resuit of changing one's lifestyie through the act of

'marriage and the beginning of a family.

“Socfo-Economic Differentials iﬁ& . - .

| The third and fourth tests of the muigéggiate models 44 demonstrated
‘that the higher one s socio-economic status 5°the greater the propensity
~to move a 1ong-distance. The existence of this reiationship is further
reinforced by the resu]ts presented in Table 20. Namely, of all the
socio-economic variabies only education significant]y affects the
probability of making an inter-municipa1 as opposed to "Other" type of
move. In fact, it is observed that as education increases, the
1ikelihood of making an inter- municipa1 move decreased by .17.
- Converseiy, the probabiiity of making an “Other" move46 increases. The
explanation for this finding need not be discussed as it is obvious

.given our earlier. findings
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GeneraHy speaking, among mobﬂe 1nd1v1duals“7 the probabﬂ‘ity of
making a short as Opposed to intermediate or 1ong distance move is “
greatest among those who mother tongue is En_gHsh or "Other .
Conversely, thehinter:media‘te and "Io_ng-fdistance_ mover eppeared'~to be
characterized as being F‘i‘ench-'speaking, ha'v'lng‘ higher levels of
schooling and living in regions othertthan Quebec‘:.f Onoe again the” most
noteworthy f’loding is that age is unimportant in differentiating.these
type of m_errs from one another. Also important was the finding that

these relatively longer distance type moves are probably being made in

\response"to,the search for jobs whi¢h allow one to make use .of their

educational training.

5.1.6 Model B - Inter-Provihcial Nixovers Versus 0the‘r4~8 Movers

This fi\fth variation‘v of Model B, was set op to ‘examine which factors
differentiate 1nter-prbv1nc1a'"1' movers from "Other" movers. The
sub-sample used in this "instence was the same sub?samp‘le as was ﬁ‘sed in
the preceding test of Model B. While the comparison in the previous
c.ase was primarily one of inter—‘m‘unicipa'l versus 1ntra-provinc1a‘l-
movers, the comparison in this case i’syone which compares inter-.
provincial to intra-provincial mover‘s[’gr ‘ |
For the most part, the reTative contrib'Ution.s of each of the’groups '
‘ ~of variables towards the proportion‘of‘the exp]kyned var"iahce, in the,
dependent variable(Table 21) is quite similar £ that observed in the
previous test of Model B. The two "‘Q.@;t not-eWOrthy ,changes‘ are:
(1) that the opportunity structureﬁﬁf‘fab&e Aregion, is responsible for
a1most one-half of the explained variance; and (11) the signs have been
‘ reversed in many cases 50

Turning now to the detaﬂed examination of the results(Table 22),
the fo'l]owing is noted.,
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TABLE 21: TOTAL AND PARTIAL R 2'S OF OPPORTUNITY STRUCTURE, DEMOGRAPHIC
‘ - AND SOCIO-ECONOMIC VARIABLES ON DIFFERENTIATING INTER-
PROVINCIAL MOVERS FROM OTHER MOVERS *. (N=1,206)

Variables 2+ ’ _Total R 2 'Rartial‘Rz

-

OPPORTUNITY STRUCTURE ) |
- Region .05553 .05553

= Origin Community.Size .05918 -00386
DEMOGRAPHIC )
Mother Tongue , .06258 _ - .00361
Age e ] ; .06861 - .00643
Marital Status .07194 .00358

Number of Children .07442 .00267
SOCI0-ECONOMIC | '

Education . , .08818 : .01487
Occupation . .09570 .00825

Income . - .09694 - - - 00137

1. Depéndent Variable = Inter-Provincial =1
. Other Movers (excluding Intra-Municipal) = 0 ‘

2. See Appendix A g
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Opportunity Structure bifferentiais

The regional differentiai(destination) genera]iy fndicates the
. attractive forces of -each of the regions for inter provincia] movers.
',‘Specificaily, in relation to Quebec, it appears that the: probabiiity of

1¢making an inter-provincial move 1s significantiy greater among those
presentiy 1iving in the Prairies or B.C., whi]e those 11ving in the
- remaining regions of the country are more likely to have made an intra-
provincial move. This finding is consistent with the documented pattern
" of East-West movement in Canada : -

Al though there was no way of indentifying the origins of inter-
provincial movers, the resuits provide further evidence which supports
the earlier- expianation that intra-provincial movement is greater than
inter-provincial movement {n Ontario and Quebec. The reason being that‘.'
in the former case the opportunities are numerous within the province;

'in the 1atter case the opportunities are numerous as well, but there is
-ia1so the barrier posed by 1anguage ;onsequentiy, the probability of
making an intra,provinciai move in these regions is'greater. )

The. origin community size. variab]e; on'the other hand, does not
make a significant difference in the probabiity of making: an inter-
provinciai move. That is, in relation to those movers originating on
rural farms, the probability of making such a move is not substantiallyﬂh
~affected one way or another. There is some indication that inter-
provinciai moves are more 1ike1ylamong those originating in large urban
areas and rural non- farm areas One could hypothesize that the former
group are more likely to make inter- provincia] moves as a result of
their greater abiiity to adapt in a new province, given that they
originated in a large urban area where the cul tures and types of people

are more diverse. ¥
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‘ Generally speaking the community of origin size differential is
neither significant nor easily open to interpretation. Realistically,
all one can say is that among movers, size of the community of origin
apparently m:kes little difference in either 'lncrea;ing"or .decreasing
the probo"bﬂity of\making an inter-provincial move. That is, the
probability of crossing a provincial boundarj is equal to a constant

(.022). Conversely, the probability of lpakipg an "Other" mover is quite
large. - o |
Demographic Differentials ,
| . Of the demographic variables only the marital status variable makes
a significant contribution in explaining the proportion of variance in
the probabﬂity of making 1nter-¥prov1ncia'l move. That 1s:, the
probability of mafdng such a move does not appear to be signficant]y
increased amoog those that were marr'led in the last firve years of amohgv
: those that are Classified as "Others"(in relation to being single)
Generaﬂy 1t appears that when adjusted. for all other factors, being
married or "Other" -apparent‘ly reduces the probability of making an
1lnter-prov1nc1a1 move. \

- Of the remaining demographic variables, none 'significanﬂy raises
or 1owers the probability of making an inter-provincial move. This
indicates, ‘that for the most part these variables are of no use in
differentiating inter-provincial movers from “Other" movers. 1In fact,
the probabiltiy of making an 1nter-prov1ncia1 ‘move is eq:al to the
constant and this value is very much the same for all categories of a
given var1ab1e(1n relation to the reference category)

These findings are noteworthy in that i,t is generally believed that
~the demographic variables, notably age, are important »1n differentiating
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movers from other movers. Although these findings are somewhat
unexpected, they are fairly consistent with the earlier finding that
movers are quite similar to one another, especially when one“compares

movers of similar distances, as is the case here.

Socio-Economic Differentials
Where the demographic variables failed, the socio-economic

variables appear to be more successful. This finding is not nnexpected,
in. that the types of moves being examined here are moves that involve
substantial distances.irit was earlier noted that long- distanee moves
are genera11y made in reSponse to the search for job opportunities,
career advancement and monetary gain as well as, finding a job that
allows one to make the best use of the skills acquired through the
‘education process.
| O0f these variables, the education and occupation variab]es are most
1mportant.‘ In relation to those xdth primary. school or less(reference
category), the probability of making an 1nter-prov1nc1a1 move is
substantially greater “for those with at least some universfty tra1n1ng,
whereas, 1t is simi]ar to the reference category for all other
educational categories. This finding is not suprising given the
relationship between occupation, income and education. The explanation
for this relationship need not be discussed, as it has been dealt with
- many times before. ' :

~ Although the occupation differential is only significant for those
in service occupations3l it appears to support our earlier contention
that long-distance moves are being made in response to the search for
Job opportunities. Also, the data appear to show that those who were in
the labour force in 1970 and 1971, were more 1ikely to make moves of

this type than were those that were unemployed(the reference category).
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“Any further discussion of the occupation differential would perhaps
be misleading due to the fact that this represents occupational status,
after the fact. It is sufficient to note that there appears to be some
support for the belief that after adjusting for all other factors,
geographig mobility fis reqny an expression of occupational mobilfty.

Genéraﬂy speaking, the probability of making an inter-provincial

univer ty training, who then translate these aquired -skills into an

move is/not very qreat, but appears' to be greatest among those with some

;
occu/p/ition Al though the probability is 1ncrea57d for thése 1nd1v1duals
and is generally decreased by aH demographic variab]es, it should be
. noted that the probability of making an inter-provincial move is still
quite low. The probability is only significant]j increased when one
considers the attractive force of the various regions. That 1s, with
the 21-79 spli on the dependent variable 32 6ne could guess correctly
21 percent of the time, what type of move an individual made without
knowing anything about that individual; but the proportion of correct
guesses would be much greater if one knew what regfon that 1ndiv1dua1
lived in at the time of the 1971 census.

Before proceeding with the final variation of Model B, it should be
pointed out that these last two variations of Model B have also
indicated which factors differentiate 1ntra-;pkov1nc1a1 movers from
inter-municipal and inter-provincial movers 53.

Generally speaking, while intra-provincial movers made up 71 and 66
percent respectively, of the "Other" movef-s in these two tests of Model
B, it was assumed that t‘:‘he comparisons were generally similar to ‘
comparing intra-municipal and 1nterﬁ-prov1nc1"a1 movers to intra-
provincial movers. It is pr1mar1iy for this reason that intra-
prov*l'ncial versus both inter-municipal and inter-provincial niovers were .

not reported in detail. In fact, in discussing these last two



variations of Model B, where app]icable, mention was made af the effect

of each of these differentials on differentiating these movers from

intra-provincial movers. - ) K

5.1.7 Model B - Inter—Provincial Versus Inter-Municipal Movers

Although it was possible to get some indication of which factors
differentiate intra-provincial from inter-provincial movers3, it was
not possible to see how inter-provincial movers differed from inter-

municipal movers since almost seventy percent of the “Other" movers in

the preceding test>> were intra-provincial movers. Consequently, the

major focus of this section is on differentiating these two types of
movers from one anothér. This sub-sample excludes intra-provincial
movers and compares only inter-municipal and 1nter-prov1nc}a1 movers.

In testing this varfation, 1t was anticipated that the results
would be quite similar to the results presented in the preceding
section. Aithough being similar it was thought that perhaps the
differeﬁces would be more pronounced because the two extremes 56 are
being exained, i.e., short(inter-municipal) versus long(inter-
provincial) distance movers.

Examination of'Table 23 reveals that the opportunity structure

variable region, explains almost fifty percent of the explained variance _

in the dependent variable. The remaining variance is almost equally
explained by the demographic variables(age and marital status) and the
socio-economic variable educatfon.

As expected, the fit of the model improves considerably when
comparing these two extreme type of movers. The R square of .18407 is
almost doub1e that of the R square found in the two preceding tests,
adding support to the notion that the differences befween movers are
_more pronounced as the distance betweeq the two types of moves

1ncreases.

h
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TABLE 23: TOTAL AND PARTIAL ‘R 'S OF OPPORMNITY STRUCTURE, DEMOGRAPHIC
AND SOCIO-ECONOMIC VARIABLES ON DIFFERENTIATIYG INTER-
PROVINCIAL MOVERS ‘FROM INTER—MUNICIPAL MOVERS (N-573)

©

&

Varfables 2 Total R 2 Partial R 2

OPPORTUNITY STRUCTURE ’

Region ~.09500 .09500
Origin Community Size - .09647 .00162
DEMOGRAPHIC
Mother Tongue : N .09755 .00120
. Age .11829 .02298
Marital Status ‘ .12768 .01065
Number of Children- , .13514 .00855
SOCI0-ECONOMIC - . |
" Education . 17325 .04406
Occupation o 17923 .00723

Inqome L ‘ .18407 .00590

H

T. Dependent Variable = Inter-Provinc1a1 = ]
L Inter Municipal =0
2. See Appénﬂ&x A

=



167

The more detailed examination of these results(Table 24) reveals:

- Opportunity Structure Differentials

The more detailed examination of these results reveals that the
region variabie is by far 'the most important variable in differentiating v

these two types of movers from one another. In comparison to the

~ reference category Quebec, it is noted that the probability of making an

inter-provincial moveS7 increases as one goes from East to West. As

"‘period in question. -

- well, commring the runstandardized b's, further demonstrates this point

in that as one moves further West, the probabiiity of making an inter-—

‘provincial move. increases. Further comment on the operation o€ this

var.iabie need not be undert.akena.‘ Suffice to say, the ope_ration of thi.S
variabieis clearly representative of the attractive force of the

various reg-ion,s and the East-West-movement in the country during the °

Al i
|

;Demographic’fDifferentials S L g R

Generaiiy speaking the resuitL are quite consistent wi.th those
resyl ts found in the previous .tests of this modei 0f the demographic

' variabiés only age appears to be statisticaiy significant i .e., thel 3

probabi'lity of making an inter-provinciai move is increased b_y aimost

- .21 for those&’in the 15 29 age group -8 The remaining age catego:‘:}m
not‘%indicate a probabiifrty that is significantiy gréeater than tha und _

-among the reference category59

\ . . .
THe re-appearance of age, ‘as a significant factor, adds further

crédibi'lity to the idea that movers of similar distances are- quite

simi]ar to one another.\; In this instance short and 'iong distance

: movers are being dompared and as a resu]t age is found to be important. _

Such was not the case in the preceding test where movers of similar
N ' f 5 ] ' ‘ ! . s
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distances were.beihf compared,‘i;e., inter- versus intra;provincial
movers.

Of the remainimg demographic variables none are statistically
significant al though \@ is noted that being married and having children
tends, to decrease the probability of making an inter provincial move;
the reasons for this being quite. obvious Perhaps most noteworthy is
‘the finding that those married five years or less and having only one

child,_are least 1ikely to make such a move. Once again lending

credence to the earlier explanati n, thafiflthough changes in life cycle
riromote mobility, such mobility is usually of the short- distance

: ¢
».5-iety, so as to minimize the number of changes that have resul ted from

these life cycle changes. _ . of

Y ' . &
P . ’

Socio-Economic Differentials ' {gﬁ

0f these variables, only the educbtion variable is statistically
significant. In fact, relative to the reference category the |
probability of making an inter-provincial move is increased by .20.
Comparing the unstandardized b's, the probability is greatest among
those with some university training while it appears that those with
grades 9-11 are more likely to make. such a move than are those with
grades 12- l3, but less likely than those with some university.

The remaining variables as well as‘not being significant,
demonstrate no discernible pattern. It is worthwhile to note that the
iero-order correlations do‘indicate that those with _the more specfalized
skills, as'well as those in the second and fourth quartile of the income
distribution. appear to be more likely to make an inter-provincial
move; but obviously‘uhen all factors are adjusted for ~»these variables

do not significantly affect the probabilty of making such a move.
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- Generally, the results indicate that long as ob}osed to shdr;g@
distance movers are characterized as: (1) having moved to either
Ontario or tﬁé Western regions of the country; and (ii) as being }oung
and fhir]y well educated. The demographic variables do appear in part
to inhibit mobi]ity of thts type, which is to be expected given. the

constraints posed by marriage and the presence of children Apparent1y

The %esting"of thesed

1mportant for a number o
Genera]ly the results wenéi~, ‘!ént with the research done in the past
u although ;here were some n?ffﬁfihy exceptiohs.f,Further discussion of
these‘findings 1s'éarr1ed But'in the final chapter where fhe

implications of these findings are be more adequate1y reflected upon.
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FOOTNOTES

The propotion of movers by type, ranges from 11. 2%(1nter municipal),

21 .8%(intra- provinc1a’|) to 9. 1%(1nter-prov1nc1a1)

Whether this is high or low is not in question, but what is disturbing
is that it is a deviation from the anticipated pattern. A plausible
explanation for this deviation could be related to the notion of
opportunity structure(labour and housing markets). That is, the
unexpectedly high or low p mﬁ‘ortion of inter-municipal movers may
result from there not being y opportunities within the same county
that could be taken advantage of by making an jnter-municipal move.
Consequently, an individua)l in search of these opportunities may have
no alternative but to make an intra- provincial, as opposed to inter-
municipal move. .

See Chapter Three. | ;

The sex differential, as well as natiﬁ‘\re born Etatus differential

~were not considered due to their high cogrelation with marital status

and mother tongue respectively. o

See Figures 1 and 2. for. order of entry.

Model A simp’ly differentiates movers from stayers

combinations of the predictors. Of course it should also be noted

that this is purely accidental and is really only a function of the
choice of the. reference category.

"That is, assum1ng that one is classified as beianero in all

b+ 1S.E. gives a 68% confidence interval which 1nc'|u'des some -

negative, zero and positive values. This confidence interval is

variable from one sample to another. This interval Wit cover the
true unknown value of b with a probability of .68(or 68% chance), but
the interval obtained here includes negative, zero and positive va1 ues
and so we cannot say(from the evidence of this sample) whether the
value of b is positive, zero or negative.

In relation to the reference category, rural farm areas.

(21.119/25.348) times 100 = 843.

This is called a surpressor effect. It is beyond the scepe of this

* study, as has already been noted to deal with the causal nature of

these re'lat'lonships.

12 This represents only one variation of Model B. For the most part

Model. B is used to differentiate movers(of a particular type) from

stayers; as we]l as being used to differentiate movers from other

movers.

3

\

p——
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14

15

16
17
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.Indicated by the R square.

Once again it should be noted that although the direct effects are
substantial, there appears to be quite a sfgnificant indirect effect
which mediates the effect of this variable.\

It is assumed that age is an important constraint when looking at
long-distance type moves

Married more than five years.

It should be pointed out that both categories of married fell just-

below the critical value of(+/-) 1.96.

18
19

20
21

That is, the idea of moving to an environment that was conducive to

;ra1%ing schoo1 -aged children.

Other movers are inter-municipal, intra-provincial and inter-
provincial movers. " :

Within the province

The barrier posed by Quebec ks ‘been shown to be quite significant in
previous research. It should also be pointed out that the
interpretation of the region effect is in part incorreé¢t because-
inter-provincial movers are part of the mover group, yet reg1on
represents the destination and not the origin. This region effect is
1iKely to be more pronounced when dea]ing with inter- and 1ntra—

~provincial movers only.

22

23
25

26
27
28
29

Indicating that the probabi]ity of making such a move 1s basica11y the
same no matter what the size 0 *he community. That is, it is equal
to the constant .16.

Comparing the unstandardized b’': for community size.

The literature review.

The assumption being that stayers and intra-municipal movers are quite
similar, although there is reason to believe that movers are different
from stayers as was 111ustrated by the testing Model A.

From 35.26% to 17.58%.

Inter-municipa], intra- or 1nter—provinc1a1‘move.

In relation to the reference category Quebec.

This point, no doubt explains the reversal of the pattern noted in

Table 16, where the signs were positive for the community size
variable. -
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30

K|
32
33
34

35

36

37
38
39

40

41
42

43
44
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The significance of this statement should become more obvious when
examining mother tongue within the context of intra- and inter-
provincial movers only.

The remaining categories.

Differentiating "Other" movers from stayers.
As well as being genera]]x young.

Intra- and 1nter-prov1nc1a; movers.

Inter-municipal, intra- and inter-provincial("Other") compared to
intra-municipal movers. That s, the comparison being made im, this
test of Model B is among movers who have moved at a minimum between
counties:-to, another municipality; while in the previous case the
comparison was made between those who had moved within the same county
and those who had moved between counties.

Interpretation of the results to be discussed are probably easier to
understapd Af. one keeps in mind that over 70% of the "Other" category
of moveﬁs fn this case are intra-provincial movers.

Table 20.
Most probably an intra-provincial move.

One would hope that this interpretation wi)1 be found to be cortect,
when examining the two remaining tests of Model B relating to inter-
and intra-provincial movers. In fact, Model B was run with inter-
municipal and ‘intra-provincial movers only but the results are not
presented here. The obtained results were similar in all respects to
the result presented in Tables 19 and 20, apparently justifying our
assumption that the comparisons being made in this test of the Model
B are between inter-municipal and intra-provincial movers(Others).

This pattern is really not unexpected given that it is gensrally
assumed that movement is between similar sized communities or to
communities larger than the origin.

Given the lack of statistical significance for urban(30000+) and rural
non-farm, the probability is for all practical purposes equal to the
constant.

The unstandardized b's divided by the standard error of the.
b(.085/.062) and the resulting t-score for these individuals(15-29)
is Just below the critical value which wou1d have been statistica]ly
significant.

Relative to an 1nter-mun1¢1pa1'nove.~

The second and third variations of Model B.
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45 Expressed primarily through education.

46 Intra- or inter-provincial move. | | ’ N

)

47 Who have made short, intermediate and long-distance moves, that is,
inter-municipal, intra- and inter-provincial moves respectively.

48 Intra-provincial and inter-municipal movers.

w e

49 Almost 66% of those categorized as "Other" movers are intra-provincial
movers. It should also be noted that although it would have been
possible to simply compare inter- and intra-provincial movers only
{excluding inter-municipal movers); in order to maintain some sort of

- consistency this was done, but the results are not reported. The
results obtained comparing only inter- to intra-provincial movers
proved to be quite similar to the results reported here(Tables 21 and
22). In fact, the regional variable proved to be most important
while the remaining variables were not important with the exception of
age. That is, the probability of making an inter- as opposed to
tntra-provincial move was signficantly higher for those aged 15-64
than i1t was for the reference category(65+). The interpretation that
one could attach to this finding is that the earlier noted "threshold
effect" appears to be in operation. That is, especially among those
Tn the older age groups, if a long-distance move is being
contemplated, there appears to be a greater 1iklihood of making the
Tong as opposed to the short{intra-provincial) mover, due to the
expectation -that the former will result in greater gains.

50 This reversal of signs is consistent with the way in thch the . -
dependent variable has been coded. s ‘

51 One must keep in mind that this does not necessarily represent the
occupational status at'the time of the move. In fact, it seems to
support the earlier statement that the service sector is increasing
and that geographic mobility can serve as a means of occpuational
mobility. '

52 Inter-provincial versus "Other" movers.

53 Tables 19, 20 and 21, 22 respectively.

54 Inter-provincial versus "Other" movers.

55 5.1.6 Model B- Inter-provincial versus "Other" Movers.

56 Distance between these type of moves is maximized.

« 57 To a particular region. ' \
_ : N
- 58 Relative to the reference category 65+. ‘5

59 The probability is equal to the constant(.09299).



CHAPTER SIX ' Co
INTER-PROVINCIAL RETURN MIGRATION, CANADA, 1966-1971

)

The work of Ravenstein(1885;1889) made mention of the fact that for
every stream of migration there appeared to be a co}rlpensa ting counter-
stream. Although Ravenstein was able to recognize that counter- streéﬁs
do exist, this As one aspect of nﬁgraﬂon research that has been all but
1gnored in the study o‘m‘lgration For the moist part this lack of
1nterest in the study of counter-streams(return migration primarily) -, 1
has been primarily due to the limitations presented by the data sources
- most often utilized in migration research. Specifically, aggregate
census data, which although providing an 1ndicat1ﬂvement(counter-
stream) between two areas, is not ab1e to defi ely demonstrate

i
. whether the movement is of the return’ variety or rather simply movement

between areas. With the availability of individual census data, it is~

now possible to deal with this question in a more meaningful way, than
simply looking at streams and couhter—streamsz.

Before proceeding any further, a brief review of the literature, as
pertains to this particular type of movement is in order. It should be
noted that this reveiw of the literature will be quite briéf, for
in searching the literature, no more than-a handful of studies retating

to this particular type of mo{(ement were found.

6.1 Literature Review and Hypotheses to Be Tested

Following the work of kavenstein. the first real systematic effort

to study this type of movement was undertaken by Eldridge(1965). 1In

177
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this study of U.S. migration(1955-1960), Eldridge dealt primarily with
three types of movement: primary, secondary and return migration.
Primary migration refered specifically to first-time inter-state
movement; secondary moves were moves(inter-state) to a third state from
a state other than the state of birth; while return migration was
obviously at Teast a second move, but a return to 'the origin from where
the first move was made(state of birth). These types of moves were
believed to take place within the context of either a "dominant" or

“reverse" stream, where return migrants were more predominant or at
least made up the major part of the reverse stream>.
Although this work was the starting point, from which most studies
of return migration took their cue, this study déalt primarily with\
identifying the relative contributions of these types of moves® to the\
dominant and reverse stfeams. As we11 the emphasis was d1rected
primarily towards explaining the operation of the age differentia]
within the context of these streams and types of moves. The relevant
. findings being that:(Edridge,1965)
G 1. return migrants are generally older than nonretggn'migrants
2. “return migrants were mov1ng against a weaker tide of dominant
migration“
3. primary moves made up most of the moves in the dominant direction
and were most frequenf among the young )
4. return migration made up‘mogt’of the moves in the reverse
direction and were most frequeﬁt\amdng those approximately fiver"‘
years older than thosexin,the pfimafy groups..

SN QM&

Perhaps the most relevant study of refurn migrat10n5 is the work. of éﬁ

differentials in the u S.(for.

Lee(1974) who studied return migration
1960 and 1970). The major focus of this work was on the operation of
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L] .
the race, sex, age, and regional(locational) differentials 1p-return
migration. Lee noted that: ?%h

1. whites were more likely to make return moves than were blacks ‘e

although the difference was nafrowing
2. males and females were generally the same in their propensity t&ﬁﬁ?ﬁ
return to the area of birth, although males at older ages(25-29)
were more 1ikely to be return movers than females; whereas females
were more likely to be return movers if they were between the-ages

.0f 15-24. This difference was attributed primarilybto the fact

that males were béingﬁmoved within the m111tafy or were being
discharged from.the military v

3. "returp migration assumed greater jmportadce as size of the urban
place‘hecreased."

Although there have beeh other studies of return migration6 which
examine return differentiajs, the majority o?ythe work in this area has
focused onnthe décision-making process ahd the underlying economic
motivétion‘for return migfation. ‘G?nera11y speaking, feturﬁ migration
has been studied within .the context of the cost-benefit framework

| (Sjaastad,1962). The argument being that the cost-benefit‘framewbrk

- approach does not adequately explain return migration and therefore
"raises questiohs concerning the applicability of human capital models
of migration and methods used for ca]culating\rates of returns to
migration"(Yezer and Thufston,1976:696).

Without repeating .the theofy’beh1nd the cost-benefit approacl7 , it

Ajjl$1§,suffic1éh§\to say that the basic premise s that man is ratfonal and

~ Woles when the benefits outwelgh the costs of making a move; where costs
include both'monetary and non-monétary factors. It is generally assumed

. that the mees are ﬁade in reépque to pulls rather than pushes;
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for as Miller(1973:6) points out the Lowry model {s one where the
" tendency for net migration to reSpond to economic conditions were good
rather than coming from-areas with unfavourab]e conditions.

The literature deaiing'with return migration has argued that this
type of move results from: (1) the employment of incomplete or
1naccurate information resulting in an inaccurate assessment of.the
costs and benefits associated with the original move(ATlen,1975;
DaVanzo, 1981 Yezer and Thurston 1976); and (i1) that a retyrn move may
be the consequence of making a faulty cost-benefit calculus which
| results in a discrepancy between what Michelson(1976) has termed'h‘
"experiential and mental congruence The former refers to. the actual
experience the latter refering to the perceived experience in that new
environment(DaVanzo,1976; 1981 Vanderkamp,1972)

A]though return migration is understandable given the behaviourai
or social- psychoiogicai processes noted above, the research on returff
migration has focused primariiy on the economic determinants and the
faflure of the return migrant to behave in the manner predicted by - the
cost-benefit framework. Within the context of American studiés the

most succinct treatment of return migration,was undertaken by DaYanzo:

~ (1976:15-16) who formulated a number of hypotheses which attempted to

expiain the "expected differences between the behavior of(potential),‘
return and nonreturn migrants.” That is: /
1. the probability of return migration is expected to be higher than i
~nonreturn migration given that movement in the past makes it
. easfer to move in the future o |
2;5 areturn migrants are less sensitive to economic Opportunities
(wages) than are nonreturn migrants. That is, non-monetary costs

: and benefits are more important to return migrants. Consequently, -
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economic variables should explain...Httle of the variance in

) return migrat'lon L S ’. o _
s . .
3 distence is of mtnima] 1mportance in return migration ‘since the

IS

. ‘mfgrant has more 1nfomation(f1rst-hand) about the de nation.

As weﬂ the psychic costs and presence of frtends and relatives :

at the home desti nation over-rides the barrie’r-posed by distance
4, return m'lgrat1on 1ncreases in times of poor economic condit'lons.
;'In her subsequent discussfon of return migration DaVanzo(1981
116-117) 1ntroduces three: further theoreticﬂ considerations. Namely
1. -'; the time period shou1d be considered 1n the study of return migra-
| tion for as this "1nterva1 of absencej 1n-creases,__ th_e
propens'lty to return decreases > L '
2, in response to the earHer noted prob1em created by imperfect
information, 1t 1s argued that return migration is seen as a.
i ~ "correc'tive act- \?ne that may be guided by the m1grants superior

N

1nformat10n aboutga famﬂiar area"

- 3. - moving "entails some“learn'lng by doing"l0. The argu‘ment being -

that a successsful move raises the probabﬂity of making a

subsequent move. Conversely, unsuccessfu1 movers returﬁ in the

' hope of regaining an earHer equ111br1um of er", and because of,

N

“the faﬂure of the initial move may ‘be re'l uctant to move again a’c“

some time in the futiure. DaVanzo therefore argues that "a

systematic process of se1f—se1ect10n is 1mp'|1ed and that return
, migrants differ from thosé who do not 1n their motives,

characteristics and circumstances both before and after the
_initial, move and subsequent movesll, - -
'Genera'lly speaking the Canadian literature on return migration has

focused on the returns(ga'lnsvan/d losses) to mig'ration, as well as the

¢



pattern of mobility. That is, the/st/reams and coaunter-streams of‘ ‘
'movanent between uvarious provinces(Courchene 1970; Grant and Vanderkamp.
1976 Vande;kamp,]%e 1971 1972). The work relating to the first point«ﬂ
' has genera'lly focused upon the ‘returns to migration. Vanderkamp and

'Courchene examined Specifica‘l]y the questions of how migrants(both"

"return and multiple movers) fared in re1ation to stayers. The genera]

' 'consensus was that ,&Ioth return and mul tiple movers fared worse than
stayers or single movers(in the short-term) with respect to mgesl2

In addition to examining the veturns to migration Vanderkamp'
examined the effects of distance and “unemployment on return migration.
The general finding was that unempioyment rates had different effects on
“new movers and . "return movers." That is, new migration is negative‘ly
reiated to unemployment rai:es13 whiie it is positively reiated to
) unemployment rates for return migrationl“ , . o

As we'l] the work done by Vanderkamp ‘has generai‘ly confirmed the
h:ypothesis that distance is not as significant a factor in return
‘movement as it is in new movement Specifica'l'ly, distance does not.
| prove to be as significant a barrier in return movement because the
information and “psychic costs" of return movement are ‘much 1ess than
they would be' for ‘a first—time mover.,,

Perhaps one of the most important findings of Vanderkamp was that
“in 1ooking at streams and counter-streams it was observed that return
'migration was significantly larger if the original migration flow was
across the East-West boundary(in either direction). This finding was
accounted for by what he felt vas definite difference in culture between '
East and West. ) : | « . |

For the most part the research on return migration has foiiowed a

tact which is ouite different from the approach to be used in this
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primari]y exploratory study of return migration in Canada(1966 1971). ALf

econoMic sense, the major focus of our anaiysis is" directed towards ='

discovering which factors differentiate inter-provincial return movers
from nonreturn movers15, a mode of anaiysis that is most simiiar to that

'_which was employed by Lee(1974). Before proceeding with the

presentation and discussion of those results, the hypotheses to be

tested shouid be briefly stated ‘ ‘

" As our concern relates to return migration among inter-provinciai

movers in Canada(1966 1971P5Ait is anticipated that there may not be _

-any differences between return and nonreturn movers for a number of

reasons | . ‘ ,

1. the 1iterature indicates that behaviourai or sociai psychoiogical'
dimensions are most important in deciding whether to make a return : .
Vmouet The data - source\obviousiy has. not made any effort to
'tap this particu]ar dimension | .

2. in the preceding chapter, it was noted that movers- making simi]ar :
type moves were simiiar to one another. Consequentiy, one would
‘expect that since both groups are inter-provinciai movers they

| wouid be quite simi]ar to one another N
i3. the literature generally treats return‘migration as being 'in

“ response to economic factors such:as wages, inCOmewand‘empioyment"

’opBOrtuntties(unemployment-rates), f0nce again the data source is
severely Timited in‘that this compoﬁent is not available except,v
in a2 crude way, as represented by the qgstination region as wei]

v 3s origin community size variable. — >

éiem with these limitations, 1t s anticipated that the examination

of those same differentiais, as used in the preceding chapter, may

L
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- . ' s . o, v ‘v ' . . ‘ ’
; provide some insight into those factors which difi’erentiate return from,
' nonreturn movers. . That is it is expected that region S a proxy for
both opportunity structure and cul ture may prove to be of some use in
: diffgrentiating between these two types of movers.:. As well, 1t 1s
anticipated that mother tongue, a further indicator of the cul turai
barrier may al so prove to be val uabie in differentiating the two
groups.t | ’ "
With perhaps the exception of age17 and empioyment statusls, it is
genera'liy anticipated that there will be very little difference between
these two types of movers with respedt to the other differentiais which’

are to be examined19

. The beiief that'these remain_ing variables wiH
. prove to be unimportant is based upon. the rather 1imited research that -
was a]'luded to earlier, which failed to exhibit any rea1 systematic '

patterns with respect to differentiating return from nonreturn movers.

P o
4

<

6.2 Testing_g_ ypothese , o L . _ .
From the original sub-sample of N ;918 cases, all those native-born
individuais mak{ng inter-provincial mov es during the 1966-1971 period
were selected out. This resulted in samp'le size of 428 individuais who
had made such moves during the period in question. o
Given that individual level data are being used it was possible to
identify three types of return movers and two types of primary movers 20,
»Of these 428 individuais, 68.9% were nonreturn movers, while 31, g were
" return movers(Table 25).
It is noteworthy that 42.8% of the return movers21 were not born
~and educated22 in the same- province, while only 12.9%23 of the nonreturn
movers were not born and educated in Sie same province. This iarge_

"~ difference couid perhaps reflect mobiiity made 1in search of further

A
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(TABLE 25: PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF INTER-PROVINCIAL MOVERS! BY =
o - TYPE OF MOVE, CANADA 1966-1971. o ~ -

R}

o P , o , :
~ -Type of Move - ‘» ____Percent (N)
‘Return - Born and educated* - - - 17.8 (76)
R same province; residing in : :

same province in 1971,

Born and educated* 3.5 (15)
Adifferent»provinces}gresiding ~
e province of birth in 1971,

Born and educated* S 9.8 (42)
different provinces; residing in ’
province of educatfon* in 1971.

Born and educateg* - 60.0 (257)
same provinces; residing in ‘
-different province in 1971. »

Return.

[

Return

Primary

Born and educated* different - ' . - 8.9 (38)
provinces; residing in different ‘
" province in 1971. . '

 TOTAL ' o 100 (428)

B

Primary’

1. Native born .

* Province where highest grade of primary at secondary school
education completed. ' K :
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‘educational Opp'ortuni"t'les for the latter group; while 1nd1cat1ng

returning home from that search for the former group24. The finding '
that for. those not born and educated in the same province( return movers
only), the return move 1s back to the -province of education rather than
birth could perhaps be an 1nd1cation that these are not return moves
after having comp'leted some post-secondary school education in another

province; part'ly because 1t obvious‘ly 1nd1cates prior inter-provincia'l

movement as a child and it 1s\qu1te likely that the parents in making

-inter- prov1nc1a1 moves in the past had moved to an area that had
adequate educational facilities. ‘

| There are obvious prob'lems in operationalizing the terms primary
and return in such a manner. Speciﬁca]ly, in noting whether the moves
‘have resulted from the search for/and comp1etfon of that search for
educational opportunities, it was felt that collapsing mobthy status. )
“into two categories namely primary and return, would perhaps best suit
our purposes. It should also be noted before examining ‘each of these
differentials in detail, that the-magnitude of return mi'g'ration(3‘1%) is

" about ten percentage points higher than that noted in other .studies

_(Courchene,1970; DaVanzo,1976; M'lﬂer 1973; Vanderkamp"1972) In
relation to the Canadian stud'les this ten percent difference is quite
1ikely due to the fact that t ’se studies have. general]y examined a ‘much
shorter ?time.period That As, Vanderkamp(1972) for example found that .
for 1966-1967, 19.9% of all 1nter-prov(inc1a1 moves were of the return
variety. Consequent'ly, because a f1ve year interval is being used in
this study, a 31% figure would appear to be quite plausible and if
anything it wou]d seeh to be somewhat low. ‘

Turning now to the detaﬂed examinati\on of each of the

differentials used to study return mobility, a number of 1nterest1ng

- /—"—m-f"
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patterns emerge.  Once again 1t should be pointed out that the ‘analysis
1s meant to be exploratory and as a resu1t po atggmpt 1s made here to
look at. the simul taneous operation of a number of‘ il!599525

) '. ‘ ,)y R ‘t', " Y £

A
6 2.1 Qpportunity Structure Differentials

Just as was the case in the preceding ch&pter, these‘Variab1es were
used primarily as prokies for the*emp1oyment opportunfty structure
(employment). The literdture gives sone indication, that region may be
an inportant.yariabie in differentiating these two types of novers;from 5
.one another. In this particular case, 1t vas noted that: T
{ Region .

The results presented in Table 26 are s1gnificant 1n .that 1t is\
consistent with that which is anticipated given the literature and the
findings discussed in the previous chapter. Looking first at movers
classified as primary, there appears to be further support for the
existence of the~East—Nest movement in the country, and specifically the -
‘ attractive force of the various region26/ ! |

Examining return movers on1y, a number of 1mportant patterns are
noted first return movement is substantial to both Quebec and the
Maritimes. In the case of Quebec, the high degree of return migration
is qufte likely due to the cu1tura1 barrier posed by 1ahguage which
manifests ftself as disappoiptment in the initial movei thereby,
resultinghin;a return'movet The high jncidence'ofvreturn nOVes among
those oriéinatipg 1n_the Maritimes, onitne other hand,_;s perhaps
indicative of what Vanderkamp(1972) has noted is the difficulty in

adapting to the sonewhat different culture as one moves further west.

It is also probably due to a statistital guestion; that is, as the
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TABLE 26: PERCENTAGE DISYRIBUTION OF TYPE OF MOVE* BY REGION (1971).
CANADA 1966- 1971. .

_TYPE OF MOVE (%)

Région y | Return ™ Primary .
Maritimes | 7.3 ’ 5.4
Quebec - o ua : 6.8

* Ontario ) 22.6 _ | 29.2
Prairies " 25.6 _- ' ‘28.8‘
Béftfsh Colunba 0.5 ¢ 298
ol w00 00

* Inter-provincial movers - Native born.-
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nymber of natives residing oytside that area increases, the potential
nuinber of return movers is obvious?f1ncrease¢(‘11en.197€)27. - Given the
net loss for the Maritimes, 1t .is not surprising that return movement is
s0 great, at least ’1n bercéntagg'ﬂte‘yms; and sec&nd. British Columbia has
very few return movers which 1nd1cat§s, or at least is consistent with
British Col wnbia's'positio\n as a net gainer from all other regions of
the country. o _ ,

| Igvsh'ould also be noted that return migration to Ontario s quite
“substantial(22.6%). Obviously this {s a function of the large out-flow
from Ontario 28and perhaps is once again indicative of the cultural
differences. betwgen Eas&_ and West and _the difficul tyh found in adaptiné
_t_q tﬁe wéstern cul ture, on.the pa.rt of these first time Mvers. )

The results presented in Table 26 are clearly consistent with the
expected pattern given the re-distributio’n pattern ‘kﬁown to e‘x\'lst in
Canada 2%~ Clearly, the regional variab]e\ in this instance appears to be
inore representative of the cultural barriers posed by language; rather
than représentiﬁg any differential based on the opportunity structure in
any regfon of the country. | | |
i1 Community Size i

w

Generally speaking, the origin co:pmqnit_y size differential is of
little importance in differentiating re\tUrn from nonreturn inter-
provincfa] movers30. The‘differenc'.es, though not. substantial for eéither
rural farm or urban(30000+) ar:e not easily open to interpretation. One
: cc;md hypothesize that, at least for thbse originatilng on rural farms,
-return movement is more 11ke1y'duef’to the adjustment process that is
required from someone who has gone from a rural, to most likely an urban

setting(in some other province).’ It is therefore conceivable that this
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TABLE 27: PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF TYPE OF MOVE* BY COMMUNITY SIZE
(1966), CANADA 1966-1971.

TYPE OF MOVE (%)

Region - ' Return ) Primary

Urban ’ | 56.4 ‘ 51.2
30000+ . A

Urban - 23.3 ' 27.1
<30000 /

Rural 14.3 16.3
Non-Farm . .

Rural ' 3 6.0 5.4
Farm ‘

/
TOTAL 100 100

* Inter-provincial movers - Native born.
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somewhat radical adjustment to this new environment. results in a greater
- probability of being disappointed; the end result being a greater
11kel thood of makjng a réturn move. -
The fact that this differentfal does not really provide any insight
into what makes return movers different from nonreturn movers, 1s not
really unanticipated given that this d_1fferent1al was of only marginal
value in ‘d-'lfferentjating movers from stayers and movers by type of move
(in the preceding chapter). That fis, comn'l'uniiy size appeared to be
important only in terms of differentiating intra-municipal movers from

other movers.

6.2.1 Demographic Differentials

The 1iterature has generally indicated that on1ywage and mother
tongue are of some importance in diferentiating these two types‘ of
“movers.from one another. The former differential is expected to show
‘that return movers‘ are somewhat older‘ than primary movers; the latter,
is expected to further demonstrate fhe barrier posed by language.

i Sex

Earlier research3l has generally showr; that the operation of the
sex differentia] ‘is ﬁpt very pronounced. The results presented in Table
28, demonstrate that there is approximately a -five percentage point
difference in the proportion of those making a return as 'opposed to
nonreturn move, by sex. That is, males appear to be less 1ikely to make
a return move than are females.

In part, this gre'at_er prOpensfty to return among fema1és is
probably a fu}\ction of two factors, hame1_y age. and marital status.  As

has already been noted, thé females in the samp]ei are either single,
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TABLE 28: PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF TYPE OF nbv:* BY SEX, CANADA
' ’9“""7‘0 , l
TYPR F MOVE (%)
Sex - Return - : Primary N
Male 152 o8l
Female - 24.8 i 19.0
TOTAL | 100 100 .

* Inter-provincial movers - Native born.
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dig_ d, widowed or separeted; as well as being }oungcr than the males

1 the sample, who are largely older and nréi'cd. One could therefore

attribute these differences to two factors. Namely:

1. return movement uonj sinlge females being easier than return
moves among nrrud males simply because the constraints posed by
having a ipouu aﬁﬁ chﬂd‘reu are absent

2. 1t is possidble that the original inter-provincial move was made
within the context of a marriage. What with the dissolutfon of
that marriage, the social ties in the original destination may not
be great so a return move is made since the "psychic costs" are
minimal in these cases. That is, return moves are likely since
the costs are minimal and the returns are substantial, in terms of
tpe support available from one's family that still resides in the
home province. |
It would seem that the sex differential 1s of some use in

differentiating ﬂ\ese two types of movers from one another. Females are
more. 1ikely to make & return move than are males, the major reasons
probably being thefr-ages and their marital status. One should keep‘ in
mind that part of the Ope’i'ation of this differential may be a direct
result of the type of sample that has been drawn and the observed
distribution on the sex variable.

11 Age |
Although age 1s generally thought to be the most useful of the

demographic differentials(Eldridge,1965;Lee,1974); there 1s reason to

belfeve that it's effect in this study will be marginal. There are two
reasons for this belief: the first, is that inter-provincial movers of

all types32 are assumed io be similar in age to one another, simply
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because the'young are more iikeiJ to make an inter-provincial move than
are the old33 and the second is that, the way in which the nonreturn
movers were grouped into one category tends to diminish the effect of.
age since some of these movers ere making their second inter-provincial
move. which'one would assume would make them more similar in age to
return movers than prdmary movers(first-time movers). In fact Eidridge
(19652 446) found that the median age for secondary migrants was higher
than it was for either return or primary migrants.
Examination .of Tgple 29 reveals: .
1. that after age forty, there appears to be a greater 1ike1ihood
| that an inter-provincia1 move will be of the return rather than
primary variety ' ~
2. the age differentiai does not operate in a.very systematic xay for
.those[between the ages of fifteen and thirty -nine. In part this ‘
is probably due to the possibi]ity that some of the return moves‘
are moves back to the home territory after compieting some form of
post-secondary schooiing It may also be due ‘to the finding that
”some inter-provincia1 moves appeared to occur among those who were
in their. thirties these moves were probably: in response to career

considerations.

-

. .
v Generaiiy speaking, the age differential has proven to be somewhat:
disappointing. As has already been noted this f{s really not totally |

' unexpected given the earlier finding that movers of similar distancesbﬂ

! eppear to be similar“to/one another. The. resuits; a1though not

demonstrating ‘a pronounced effect for age appear to generally confirm

the hypothesis that return movers are older tman,primary-movers.
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| TABLE 29: _PEgéENg;GE DISTRIBUTION OF TYPE OF‘MOVE* BY AGE CANADA
7 1966-1971.

" .

" TYPE OF MOVE (%)

‘Age | ' C Réturn‘ | Primary
B9 2t 5.4
20-24 I- R o S e
25-29 195 . oead
30-34 S X S I
35239 S 6.0 0.2
40-44 - I Y S | 6
45-49 S 6.8 61
so-54 - 83 15
5559 - [
- 60-64 o 38 24
65+ Y N 5.4
- ‘ ‘
TotAL 00 100

* Inter-provincial movers - Native‘bdrn.

1. Fewer than 5 observat1ohs.
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iv Marital ‘Status
During the course of examining the sex differentia], reference was

made to the -fact that part of the operation of that diferentia] could be

accounted for by the marital status compos‘ltion of the sample. B

Examinaﬁon of both Tables 30 and 31 tend to support that earHer
.‘exp'lanation. Looking first at Table 30, 1t is noted that the marital
status differential appears to have a fairly oronounced effect in terms -
of differentiating' these two movers from one another. It appears that
the propensity to make a return move is greatest among those that are
classified as "Other“, while being somewhat less pronounced among those
that are single. It would therefore seem aquite possible that being
married tends to deter one from making a return move34,.being either
single or "cher", on the other hand, makes a return move more likely
‘ due to the ea‘se with which such a move can be made, and the perhaps
greater need to be near one's famﬂy and fr'lends(in the home
'territor_y) o : - ,. CLe )

V', During the -ear1h'1erv discussion of -the marital status
.differential3> 1t was no_ted that chdngi‘ng_ status ‘during the 1nter-censa1
period'appeared to promote mobﬂity.v‘ This question was a'l'so addressed
"and the results are presented 1}1 Table 31. It is quite apparent that
being married serves to deter one fron‘r ma'k'ing a return move and this
deterrent becomes morevpronounced as the duration of marriage
fncreases. . '
| dne must be cautious 1-n'1nterpret1ng. the 'operativon of this
differential for it is not possible to say if the'origina] inter-
provincial move was under taken as a single person or as a married.
-person(marr1ed 5 years ‘or less). As -weH it is not possible to
determine from this table if the primary move is a first-time move or a

second-time move 36.
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TABLE 30: PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF TYPE oF mVE*»BY. MARIT'AL-STATUS."
V CANADA . 1966- 1971 : '

: | | TYPE OF MOVE (%)
Marital Status = " Return Primary '
Stngle” a0 g,
Married . - osh9 63.4
,Other o 8.0 B | I
TTAL- -6 00

* Inter-provincial movers - Native born. = .
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TABLE 3I: PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF TYPE OF MOVE* BY MARITAL STATUS,
{DURATION), CANADA 1966~ 1971
\

i}

TYPE OF MOVE (%)

4
N

Marital Status (Duration) _Return Primary
Single : 27.1 24.7
Married . - 218 | 24.7
5 years or less R : ' .

Married - 33,1 . 38.6

~ More than 5 years | . 8
Otherl .0 1.9
TOTAL . - '100\\" 100

* Iﬁter-provincialjmovers - Native born.

1. Widowed, divorced, separated.
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It appears that the marital staxtus‘ differential” does account for .
differéﬁtia] propens‘lti‘es to make -a return move,- 1n\ that B,eing mar‘ried
détérs oﬁe from making a return move. This is proba’ny a ré’:su'lt of the ‘
costs 1'nvo'1‘ved and the commi ttment to making a success of the initial
move; Qhereds, thoseé 1in the other marital status categories, on fhe
other hand, are not as'constrai%éd b,y cost,-‘as Qe11 as perhaps‘ being
less committed to makihg a success of the original move.

v Famﬂiy Size - o
In the éar'lier discussion of the demographic differentials,
c'onsjderation was given to the life cyéle'variab'le family size(number of
children). This differential was examined wihtin the context of inter-
: :provincia'l mobility(Table 32) and it was noted that famlﬂy' size madé
very little difference in differentiafing between these two type of
: movers._'j- Al tﬁough ’the' differences. were not substantial, 1"1: does appear
- tha.t‘ return movement is greater arhong those ‘that have families thaf are
cOmpleted3Z» than among those w_hoWave either none or one child. Any
further ai:tempt’ to interprét this finding would be somewhat misleading
for 1t .could simply be the effects of age and marital status which
account for the observed pattern émong these 1ndiv1&ua1s.
vi Mother Tongue . ' |
Both the 11terature(Vander‘kamp,'l972) and the an1ays1s"of the
regional differehtidl leads one to believe that next to age, mother.
tongue may be the most important féctor in distinguishing betwee'h these
..two types of movers. The data(Table 33) clearly support the hypothesis
. fhat. return moVemgntlis more 1ikely among the’ French than EngHsh mother

tongue group. It is noted for example, that the F}'ench group is more



TABLE 32: PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF TYPE OF MO
\ : (NUMBER OF CHILDREN), CANADA 1966-1971

E* BY FAMILY SIZE

TYPE OF MOVE (%)

Family sze ‘ ’ 5, . Return

,brimany. -
t
’ i
No Children 51.9 52.2
1 | 150 16.6
2 o 16.5 15.3
3+ I (- 15.9
TOTAL | 100 100

* Inten-provinc1a1-hmvers‘- Natfve born.,
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TABLE 33: PERCENTAGE -DISTRIBUTION OF TYPE OF P'OVE*&?O;;?THER TONGUE ,

CANADA 1966-1971.

TYPE OF MOVE (%)

Mother Tongue Return _*i Primary
English n.a . .766
French 23.3 14,6
Other 5.3 8.8
100 A 100

TOTAL .

* .I'nter-prowncia] movers - Native born.
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1ikely to make a return move, while the English‘are more 1ikely make a ¢
primary move. As has already been expli?ned} this greater propensity
among the French to return is in all 1ikelihood due to ‘the problems
created by the language b%rrier which exists outside of the province of
Quebec. |

It is important to note that the "Other" mother tongue group
exhibits a pattern which is qufte ;1m11ar to the English mdther‘tongue
g}oup. In_pért, this is unanticipated but not that- surprising. Keeping
in mind that these are native-born Cénadians, it is consistent with the.
notion that the children of immigrants through the processes of
assimilation are learning to behave as do other native-born Canadians.
This finding could also be due to the fact that lagnuage and the barrier
it reflects, is no more of a barrier in their new province than'1t‘wa$
in ;heir home province. Another possible explanation is that the
- information, or at least the -quality of the 1nformatioﬁ used .by children
" of 1ﬁmigrants, is bound to be mdch better; théreby resu1t1ng in a
greater likelihood of the original move ending in success. )

Generally, the mother tongue different1a1'appears to be quite
pronounced although it is less pronounceqithan the regfonal variable, :f
but hore pronounced thin any of the other demographic differentials
including age. Consequently, éhe can conclude that disdppointment with
the 1n1t1a1'1nfer-pr091n;1a1 move 1is mqré likely to occur among those
who mother tongue is not Eng1ish.,thé end result betng“that this

disappointment will be expressed in terms of a returp move.

6.2.2 Socio-Economic Differentials
~ The analysis fn Chapter F1ve’appeared to indicate that inter-:’

pfoy1nb1a1 moves were made in response to the search for job
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opportunities. The Iiterature has generally attribdfed return moves to
the disappointment resulting from the inability to find suitable job
opportunities. Al though this bodly of 1iterature has approached the

problem in a different manner than that which fs adopted here, there
appears to be support for the belief that employment status may be.

1mport6nt‘1n differentiating these two type of movers from one another.
Consequently, the focus of this section is on examining the operation of
a humber of socio-economic characteristics, which might prove to be
successful in differentiating return from primary inter-provincial
movers.

i Education’

Information, or lack of it, is generally assumed to play a large -

part in the likelihood of any move resulting in success. Consequently,
" one could hypothesize that not only is awareness of opportunities

increased with educatjon, but the ébility to effectively utilize this

information should also increase with education. The result being that

one would expect an.1nverse relationship between propensity to return

and education. This issue was examined and the results are presented in
Table 34. | |

‘ The data do not appear to support the above hypothesis. 1In fact it
§pﬁear$“that the reverse is true, the higher the level of education the
more 1ikely a return move will be made. Keeping in mind that this
variable represents status after the move and not necessarily status at
the timé of the move; it would perhaps be misleadiné to attach any
further significance to this finding. It is also possible, on the other
hand, that this may be due to the confounding effect of individuals
completing post-secondary school education in another province and

~

returning to the home‘province.

J
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TABLE 34: PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF TYPE OF MOVE* BY EDUCATION,
CANADA 1966-1971.

TYPE OF MOVE (%)

Education Return ' Primary

Primary or Less : - 18.8 20.3

Grades . 33.8 34.9
9-1 : . ,

Grades ; 24,1 - 234
12-13 : '

Some Unfversity =~ 23.3 21.7

TOTAL , 100 100

* Inter-provincial movers - Native born.
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Perhaps an even more playsible explanation is that those with
greater skills are better able to afford a return move. As well, 1t is
quite 1ikely that since they are highly skilled, as well as being more
'1nformed about the opportunities in their home province, the

opportunities for employment are much greater for them than they are for
those that are less skilled3S, |

In summary,vtt seems that the education differential is not very
pronounced. What is most puzzling is that it's operation is not in the
anticipated direction, al though any definitive explanation for this
reversal is somewhat tenuous given the nature of the da;a.
11 Occupation and Employment Status

Although education proved to be of marginal va1ue, there 1s reason
to believe that occupation and employment status muybe'a more
significant differential. It is generally assumed that return migration
_occurs most often during periods of economic turmoil. ’Carrying this to
the_individual level, it seems that an inter-provincial mover who is
unemployed will have o greater propensity to return to the home area if
for no other reason than their friends and re1at1ves are located there.
Stated in a different manner, if one {s unemp1oyed it is perhaps more
desireab]e to be unemployed near friends and relatives than in some
strange environment. _ »

Support for this hypothesis is found in Table 35 where'it is noted
that only those that are unemp]oyed39 or in "Other“ and primary
occupations exhibited a tendency to make a return, as opposed to,
primary move. “ -

Further examination of this table reveals a number of other

1nterest1ng patterns
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TABLE 35: PERCENTAGE bISTR!BUTION OF TYPE OF MOVE* BY OCCUPATION AND
EMPLOYMENT STATUS, CANADA 1966-1971

Occupation and

TYPE OF MOVE (%)

-

Employment Status Return Primary
Unemployed 12.0 8.5
Managerial and 22.6 22.0
Professional ;
Service 29.3 ..
Manufacturing 20.3 _ 25.4
Primary and Other 5.8 1.5
TOTAL

100 100

* Inter-provinciis movers - Native born.

!
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1. those In primary and "Other" occupations are more 1ikely to make
& return move following a primary move, than are those in the
other occupational categories. This is not unexpected gifven that
those in primary industries tend to have higher unemployment rates
than those in the other sectors of the economy(Grant and
Vanderkamp,1976:21) 49

2. those 1n manuf‘acturing are less "ﬂ/kcly to make a return move.
This is easily explained in that it 1s assumed that these types of
opportunities are ﬁighly local {zed. Consequently, anyone making
an inter-provincial move to take up such an occupation would have
presumably made the decisfon that such an occupation was desirable
Therefore, it would seem, that a return move is less 1ikely since
these mnuf,gcturing opportunities are most 11kely not present in
the home area.

. The occupation and employment status differential appear to be of
marginal utility, although it does seem to be more pronounced than the
education differential. It appears that it is most useful in the case
where an individual is either unemployed or has moved into an "occupation
where the opportunities are more local in nature.

111 Income |

Economic studies of migration have, generally explained inter-
provincial movement in terms of responding to the pull of wage rates.

The literature on return migration on the Other hand, has attempted to

determine the returns to migration(Courchene,1970; Grant and Vanderkamp,

1976) and show how return migrants are generally worse off than

stayers4l,

Of all the differentials considered, the income differential 1is

most confused by it's ex post facto nature. Examination of Table 36

reveals that those in the lower half of the income distribution,

particmarly” those 1n second quartile, are more likely to make a return
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TABLE 36: PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF TYPE OF MOVE* BY INCOME,
. CANADA1966-397) ) |

TYPE OF MOVE (%)

Incomé ($) S | Return _ Pfjmany
<2480 . ) 20.3 - 20.7
- 2481 - 5620 | | 331 | 0.1
5621 - 8640 AL g
a1+ . %6 s
oL 0 100

*Inter-provincia] movers - Native Born :
VTOTAL 100 ’ 100

- * Inter-provincial movers - Natfve born,
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move‘than are those in the third and fourth quartiles42, .Due to the‘
nature of the data any further discussfon of this differential would be
somewhat meaningless,iaithough it wouid\appear‘safe to'say, that‘those
in the fourth quartile are ciearly less 1ike1y to make a return mOVe
than are those in'the other‘three guartiles. This wouid appear to make
perfect sense, if one measures success of a move. in tenns of a monetary |
: gain(wages and income) | o . L
| The‘sﬁmplistic analysis of the operation of these differentiais has
generally tended to’ support the somewhat limited research done in this -
particular areac Al though the most important differentials appeared to.
be the region, age, mother tongue and empioyment status variables, one
gémust be cautious in attaching any significance to these findings given
the nature of the data. As we11;asince the anaiysiS‘was primarily
exploratory, the simu1taneous actiOn of a number of variables43 was not
attempted for two reasons: one, it was feit that Tittle was to be
gained by controlling for a number of variables as the regional
idifferentia] appeared to be the most pronounced*4; and two, statistical
controis and the simu]taneous action of all variab]es is perhaps most
effective]y dealt with within the context of-a muitivariate framework.
Consequentlyr the major focus in the following section is on the
':multivariate ana]ysis of a further variation of Model B, i.e., return

versus nonreturn inter-provincia1 movers.

6.3 Model g:_Return Vérsus Nonreturn Inter-Provincial Movers

This last and final varfiation of Model B‘examines the'operation of
the same differentiais as were studied in the previous section and
chapter. As waS>noted'in the preceding section, it appears that the
regionai differentia1 is by far\the most important factor in:

P g
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differentiating these two types of movers from one another. Examina-

tion of Table 37 reveals that 12. 35% of“the explained variance in the

probability of making a. return move is accounted for by the region‘
differential. The remaining explained variance45 is largely accounted B
~ for by'the demographic variablestage and marital status, as well, the
‘socio-economic variable income.

o Turning now “to the detailed examination of these differentials, it
is generally noted that the pattern and explanations offered in the
preceding section appear to be supported by the findings reported in
»Table 38. Specifically

'Opportunity Structure Differentials _

~0f the opportunity structure variables only region has a
'significant effect upon the probability of making. a return move.
Examination of the unstandardized b’ s reveals that for all regions"6 the
probability of making a return move is decreased by simply residing
outside Quebec in 197l Comparing these same understandardized b's to
- one another it 1s interesting to note that although a return move is
- less likely to be towards Ontario and B. c., a return move is more likely

if one originated in the Maritimes or Prairies47
These results are quite consistent with those that were noted in
the previous section. The finding that return moves are most 1ikely to
~occur among those originating in Quebec is supportive of the idea of a
language barrier. As well the finding that return moves to Ontario and
B.C. are unlikely is_indicative of:vin the first instance, the pul
havino to be quite substantial to have led one to make the initial
inter-provincial move out of Ontario given the large number of
_opportunities present; while in the ‘second instance it 1s simply
‘indicative of the 1ittle West-East movement out of B C. by those that

were born and educated there.
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TABLE 37: TOTAL AND PARTIAL R2's OF OPPORTUNITY STRUCTURE ,
DEMOGRAPHIC AND SOCIO-ECONOMIC VARIABLE§ ON DIFFERENTIATING
INTER-PROYINCIAL MOVERS BY TYPE OF MOVE N=428)

Y

Varigb]eS'Z' : Total RZ Partial RZ
1 Oppoftunity Stfucture | |
Region 12350

.12350

Origin Community Size _ .12483 .00152
Demographic v -

" Mother Tongue .12518 .00040
Age : o .14634 ‘ 02419
Marital Status N .15427 00929 -
FamiTy Size . *.15969 B .00641

Socio-Etonomic' | .
Education .16266 . .00353"
Occupation : ' . 16691 e -~ ,00501

~ Income _ -.17620 : 01115

- 1. Dependent Variab]e = Return = 1
Primary= 0

2. See.Appendix A
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Demographic Differentials -
As has already been noted, oniy the age and‘marital status
, differentials appeared to have any effect on the. probability of making a
return more. Before examining these differentials in detail, an
explanation is in order as to why the mother tongue differential no
longer appears to be significant. The explanation is ver& simple; given
the way in which the dependent variable 1s 0perationaiized(coded).
adjusting for region removes any effect of mother tongue since those
with French as the mother tongue are found primari]y in Quebec.

Turning now to the remaining demographic differentiais, one’ finds
that age is not really statistically significant, a finding that is
really not surnrising'given that.it has been shown that movers of
similar distances are similar in their characteristics. . It should be
noted that only those aged 35:39 in 1971 have a pattern of movement that
1s sybstantially different than those in the reference category(55+).
This finding is perhaps a resuit of'the motivation behind the originai
inter-provinciai move, “i.e., the commitment(and reasons for moving) is
~probably greater ‘given that the origina1 move was probably made in

response to career aspirations48 . '

" The remaining demographic variabies49 do -not appear to be
“significant with respect to differentiating Between these two types of
movers. Aithough not significant the direction(signs) appears to be
consistent with the observed biiariate patterns noted in the preceding
section. . | | |

e
Socio Economic Differentials

Although it was noted that income appeared to be the only important
(partiai R square) socio-economic variable, the detailed examination of'
_these varfables indicates that the effects’ ofcall these variabies'

(inciuding incomei Is neither substantial nor statistically significant.

N



. 216

This result 1s not sur'prisin - en that the biva_:riate analysis
indicated that these variablds were of'_only marginal val’ue‘; Quite
clearly, with the adjustment for ell other factors, these variables tend
to lose any importance they might have had when being examined wi thin'
the context of a simple bivariate re]ationship. )

Generally speaking, the operation of these d1fferent1a'ls(w1th1n the
context of the multivariate framework) has tended‘to support the
obser;ed relationships found in the b1v'ar1ate analysis. Of major
1mportance is the region effect50 and to a lesser degree age. It
appears given the 31-69 split on the dependent variab]e that one could
substantially increase the chances of guessing correct'ly if an
individual was going to make a return move, simply on the basfs of
know1ng their reg'lon of residence and their age. That is, the .
probability of making a return~move is increased from ;31(for this
sample) to .65(the constant), thr‘ougﬂh the assumed additive effect of aH’
these variablesv. _ | | |

Before preceding with the summary and concl usions, one last poiint""-
must be made.  Caution should be used when 1nterp'r‘et1ng the signifi‘c'ance
of these findings since these two groups of inter-provincial ‘mov-ers are
. created by co'lTapsing all inter-provincial movers into two categories.
The 1rhp1icat'len being that while return movers have made at least one
1nter-prov1nc_1a1 move, .an undetermined proportion of those classified as
primary movers are,first-tirhe inter-provincial movers. | Consequently,
“the observed relationships may not be totally representative of that
w'hfch would increase or decreése the probabﬂity of making a return.
move. A more appropriate means of attacking this problem would have
been to simply 'Iook at return movers and secondary inter- prov1nc1a'|

movers. This was Jot possible for two reasons, first, it was not
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’
practical given the substantial costs(computer time) required.to draw a
1arger sample from the original file; and second, there was of way of
- {dentifying those individuals that had made an 1nter-prov1nc1a1 move to
another province before the 1971 census5l. ‘Perhaps the only conclusive
point that can be made is that these results reaffirm the notien that
similar type movers are similar in their characteristics; for one would
have anticipated greater differences between these two type of movers
considering that some are moving for the first time, while others are at

least second-time movers.
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FOOTNOTES

4

1 Not all counter-stream moves are return moves, sdhe are simply new
moves bétween areas in the opposite direction. :

2 Traditionally the study of return migration has been based on census
data although much of the work done.in this area, within the context
of Canadian studies, s based upom.individual level data(Courchene,
1970; Grant and Vanderkampf§976; vanderkamp,1968;1971,1972,1973).

3 Obviously one of the limitations of census data in identifying return
migrants is that return moves must have occured after the initial

. move by at least five or ten years, depending upon the time period
used to collect the census information.

4 Primary, secondary and return.

5 Re]evaht; in the sense that it is similar to the type of analysis to
_be discussed shortly. ' -

6 Notably, Miller(1977) and Long and Hansen(1975) which generally found
the same patterns as reported above. : : , -

7 See Chapter Two, Economic Approaches.

8 A comprehensive study of international return inigration from the U.S.
to Puerto Rico was undertaken by Alvarez(1967). As well, some mention
of return migration is made by Simmons et al.(1976) in.a review of
internal migration in Africa, Asia and [atin America, where it was.
noted that return migration was based upon "social and cul tural
traditfons and the land tenure system"(Africa)(pp.31). :

9 The importance of time s also alluded to by Vande}kamp(1972) and -
~ Miller(1973). | e :

10 This notion that those who have moved once being more likely to move
again is the focus of a large body of literature(Goldstein,1954; Land,
1969; Morrison,1971; Rogers,1969; Stone,1978 to name a few).

‘11 Yezer and Thurston(1976) and A11en(1979) deal specifically with this.
selection process in that they relate movement to how pessimistic or
optimistic a mover is at the time of the initial move; and the:
resul ting effect on the individual should the move prove to be either
successful or unsuccessful. ' : ' :

12 Courchene(1970:95) did point out that income returns to migration
should be cautiously interpreted since the interval may be fimportant
given that return moves occur shortly after the initial move, thereby
resulting in an upward bjas in that only those migrants that did not
return: would be included -in the sample and their incomes would
probably be higher. S ' . '
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Pull {s greater than push.

Push {s greater than pun

That 1s, nonreturn movers refer to those individuals who have made

‘both primary and secondary inter-provincial moves of the nonreturn

varfety.

Obviously one of the limitations presented by the data source is that
return migrants will refer only to those individuals that were not
1iving in zither the province of birth or province where the highest
grade of sécondary school education was completed prior to the date
refered to in 1966. This means that those individuals that did make
return{mul tiple moves) during the 1966-1971 period will not be
represented in the sample as return migrants, or for that matter, as
primary migrants because the destination and origin in both 1966 and
1971 will have been the same.

It 1s generally believed that return movers.are older than nonreturn

- movers because being a return movers implies having already made at -

18

19
20

21
22

23
24

25

26.

21’

Teast one move. R

Perhaps emp]oyment status will prove to be 1mportant but the
interpretati@r of it's operation is rather tenuous given that it only
represents status during the years 1970 and 1971

More formal statement of additional hypotheses wil be carried out in
the fo]]owing section.

Primary includes both primary, Secondary etc. movers excluding return
movers.

(3.5 + 9.8)/31.1 = .428,\

«

Highest level of secondary school comp1eted in-a province other than
the province of birth.

(8.9/68.9) = .12;? ‘ , ' o,

It is anticipated that some further indication of whether such is the

‘case will ‘be demonstrated when examining both the . age and education

differentials. , X \
Within the context of the bivariate ana}isis. ' \

This point need not be‘elaborated upon -as it is adeunte1y discussed
in the preceding chapter as relates to inter-provincial movement 1n
the general sense. .

In order for someone to return they have to have left at some time in
the past. Consequently, if the number of original out-migrapts is
large, the potential number of return migrants will also be quite
1arge.
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The net flow 1is positive for Ontarto.

Lycan,1969; Vanderkamp,1972.

Table 27.

Lee(1974) on return migration.

Primary, secondary and return.

This finding was supported in the analysis done in Chapter Five.

Most likely due to the monetary costs and the diminished need to be

. close to,one's fam11y and friends, this function being met by one's

. 35
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40
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43
44

own fami]y.
Chapter Five.

Athough the 1971 census did contain information on number of moves, it
did not differentiate multiple moves by type of mdve.

Assuming that two or three children would represent a completed
family.

In fact, this point is demonstrated by Simmons(1968) who argued that

due to the selective nature of migration, what may once have been an
unfavourable situation” may eventually become a favaourable situation
depending upon the segment of the population that originally left a
particular area.

One must remember that this is unemp]oyed(d1d not work) in either
1970 or 1971.

This was attributed to the seasonal nature of employment, which may
or may not be a relevant factor in this case because a five year
period is being examined here; as opposed to the one or two year
period used by Grant and Vanderkamp.

As well, it has been shown that multiple movers do not fare as well
as stayers or one-time movers, implying that length of time in the
present location is an important consideration.

Actually there is little difference in the probability of making

efther type of move for those in elther the first or third quartiles.

Within the context of a bivariate framework.

Statistical considerations, that is, the small number of cases also
presented a problem in that there was a large possibility of having a
significant number of cells with too few cases to make any meaningful
statements.
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45 The error component of course is most fmportant, accounting for almost
83% of the explained variance.
46 In relatfon to the reference category in Quebec.
47 Relative to Ontarfo and B.C.
48 Quite pos;iMy an "autonomous" move.
49 Including marital status.
50 Obviously reflecting mother tongue.
51 That {s, those that made a move to a different province within the

context of something other than pursuing their educatfon or mov ing
with their parents as a child.



CHAPTER SEVEN _
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

7.1 Methodological Problems

. oy : S
-Interspersed throughout the preceding chapters mention was made of

a number of methodo1ogica1 problems which usually plague those that are.
»concerned with studying the complex phenomenon of migration. It is -
suffictent, given that earlier mention of these~prob1ems was made, to
 summarize the major limitatfons associated with the analysis presented
in the preceding two chapters. These limitations can be categorized
‘under-two'genera1‘headings; first, those that pertain to the dataset and
operationalization of the variables; and second, those that pertain to -

the analysis.

7. 1 1 Dataset Limitations
) Perhaps the most obvjous Timitation presented by the dataset ‘was
that those individual attributes used throughout the analysis do not
| necessarily represent the 1nd1v1dua1 3 status at the time of move, they
- are simply representative of the status at the time of the 1971. census.
This 1imitation is perhaps most crucial in terms of the socio-economic .
var1ab1es, expecialy if one assumes that geographic mobility is a
vehicle for occupationa] mobility The problem posed by this limitation
{s that it~ 1s difficult, if not 1mpossib1e to determine if a particular
attribute is the cause or effect of a move. _
ﬁ]though this was also a prob1em with respect to the demographic
variaﬁles, it perhaps, is not as severe a limitation. It is a problem
though, in that it appears that mobility }s cpnstrained by the

222
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possession of certain demographic characteristics. Consequently, not
knowing the status at the time of the move, makes it difficult to say if
the move is related to the individuals status at the time of the census
or if it is related to the: status at the time of the move; since this
may not represent the status at the time of the move.

o Although the 1971 census did contain information on the number of
mov es made during the 1966 1971 period it was impossib]e to distinguish‘
‘muitiple movers by type of move. This limitation presented two‘
problems* one, it would tend to under—represent the magnitude of inter-
municipai intra provincial and’ inter—provinciai moves while over-
representing the magnit’Qde of int a-municipai;mobﬂity. That is, |
‘multiple movers may' have returned to'the same muniCipaiity but’ not the
same dwelling; and two, it obviously poses a probiem in that 2 number of
inter-provincia'l, as well as fntra- provinciai movers wouid be missedr
given that return migration genera'l'ly occurs short‘l_y after the “fnitial
move. | |
There were a'l»»so a number of problems nresented b,j/ ‘the
unavailability of certain variables, whivch consequent’]‘y had varying
effects on the ability to test certain hypotheses ‘and” mode'ls.
Specifically: |
1.  there was no way to select out "autonomous" movers, i.e.,_ those
that had moved as a result of job transfers.' Obvious'ly the
characteristics and behavioura1 processes for these individuals
are quite different from the processes and characteristics for _‘ _
those individuals moving on their own 1nitiative without the |
benefit of having a job waiting at the destination’ " x
2. ‘there was no information on the origin of inter-provincial movers\'_

. who had already moved from the province of birth or education at
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some time in the past. This was not a serious.pfob1em, for our

. concern was with examining the operation of thgsé differentials,

but not within the context of stfeams and counterstreams. The

availability of this information might have proved to be useful,

: ‘espec1a11y_1nrthe study of return mjgration.' It would have enabled

us to more effectively distinguish primary movers from secondary

and. teritary movers
there was no way to identify those individuals that had made moves

in response to the search for educational opportunities. This may

~not have been a severe 11m1tat10n in that it was possible to

exclude from the sample those Tndividuals that had attended schoo1

'during the 1970-< 1971 academic year

there was no 1nformation which}tapped the social-psychological

dimensions usua11y associated with mobility decision-makingl.

. That is, there hasﬁho information ona the reasons for moving;

'1ffestyfe-considerations; career considerations; subjective

indicators of the feeling of success or failure resulting from the

mobiTtty-decision, and so forth. :

In addition to these prob1ems there were a number of problems

created by the way 1n which those variables that were available were

operat1ona112ed Most notab]e were' . Y

.

that duration of marriage was not representative of the duration

of marriage for those that were nmrried%ﬁbre than once
"family size(number of chi]dren) had to be assumed to be equa1 to
family size minus “two for those that were married, since there was
Lno way of déterm1n1ng if ‘the spouse was present'or absent

“the goding of the occupation variable, was to say the least, very
“crude. - Consequently, the 1mportance of this variable may have

been diminished as a result of this very crude categorization

T
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4.  the most obvious Hmitation-was that all ‘the veriebles, no matter
what the original scale of measurement were transformed into
categorical variab1es. Categorizing ordina1 and interval scales
c'learly results in the loss of valuable 1nfomat'lon. The decis'lon'
to sacrifice: this specificity was made 1n the hope that this loss\

of 1nfor1nat10n w0u1d be compensatea‘ for by the gains to be made
from exam1n1ng relationships that quite obvious‘ly are not linear

in nature. That 1s-, while the use of interval data is desireable,

-

the curvilinear nature .of~these relationships, would tend to
diminish the true effect of these variables. Categorizing these
variables creates less of a problem in such cases, the end result
befng thfat it is possible to“ge_t a better indication of the effect
of these varfables. |
~ The number :f 'Hmitations presented by this dataset and for that
matter most census data, are obviously quite considerable; so as not to
over-emphasize the negative, a few words as related to the ’ ntages
presented by this particular dataset, are 1in or\der‘. The, most ebv1ous
advantage fs that with the availability of individual level data, it vas.
possible to identify those individuals that are most responsible for
meking the decision to move, 1l;e., the head of the household. This 1is
obviously ah advantage over using aggregate census data, where it 1s
impossible to eliminate from the ana'Tysis.those 1ndivigua1s who may have
1ittle input in the decision-making process.. - |

It vas also possible to exclude those 1n‘d1v1dua1.s that were in the
military. This is an advantage, in that mobility decisions for these
individuals are made by others. Consequently, “the behav’iourel processes
and characteristics of these individuals may not be similar to those of

-most other movers.
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On the whole, ‘1t would appear ‘th_at the abﬂj-\.ty-to‘sevlect a more
representative sample pr the po.puIAtion at risk, would in itself tend to
compensate for many of the l1imitations noted above. Consequently, it s
~ felt that,aIthoug.h the situatfon 1s not ideal, this dataset 15‘?
significantly better than datasets that have been used in the past to
study this particular aspeéf of’mgration'.

7.1.2 Data Analysis Limitations |
_ The major focus of Chapter Four was. d'irected towards discussing the
.'methodology to be emp1oyed in studying this particular aspect of
migration Al though a number of concerns were raised at that time, it
would be beneficial to briefly deal with some of. the Hmitations that
arose within the context of the discussion of the findings.

First and foremost, there are primarﬂy two prob'lems re]ated to the_
‘bivariate analysis®. The first, relates to the conclusions that were
drawn. That is statistica] signiﬂcancenwas‘ ne?er rally discussed. 1In
part, the this was not attempted since this part of the»ana]ysfs was
primarﬂy exploratory. The second, relates to the failure to look at
the simultaneous operation of a number of variables. This particular
problem could not be avoided, what with the relatively small sample size
used in this part of the analysis; and the erHhood that there would
have been a significant number of empty ce‘lls3

There were three major limitations related to the multivariate
testing of Models A and B. Spec”ifiﬂcaﬂy-

1. although the zero-order correlations were not extensively
discussed they did indicate that in certain instances there were
substantial surpressor effects; pointing to the need—~to study
this phenomenon within the cbhtext of a path model, something that
is clearly beyon& the scdpe of this study
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2. the ca]cuhted‘t—vaiues4 and the critical value to vhich they were
compared wns the more conservative two tail value, even though a
; one-taii test ‘may have been called for given the way in which the
hypotheses were originaily stated. As 2 result of using the more
conservatiie vaiue,’some of ‘the .variables which were shown ﬁﬂi to
be Significantly different from the reference category, would have
in fact been statistically significant'had the more libenaﬂ
critical value been utiiized Obvioueiy, -attaching any impdrtance
‘to those variabies that approached statistica] significance would

have to be done very cautiousiy given the large standard errors
3. the multivariate model adopted ‘assumed additivity, which given
| past research and some of. the observed patterns, indicated that -
“such an assumption fs not realiy appropriate. As wa s menfioned,
earlier this had to.be'assumed because of: (1) the 1afge number of

Npossibie interaction terms; and ({1) the qifficuities.associated
with testing the statisticairsignificance of these i%teraction:
terms.,

Alﬁhongh an attémpt has been made to elaborate on some of -the
methodological\.problems found in interpreting the findings, there are
other concerns whose effects & undetermined, which lean us to once
again caution the reader. - It appears that the author is once again
beirig overly conservative in advocating extreme caution. It shou]d be.
noted that the method of analysis offers a number of important
‘ advanggges. Specifigally:(Gillespie,1977; Miller and Erickson,1974)

1. both categorical and continuous independent variables can be used
with a dichotomous dependent variable |

‘2. it s possible to.deai with curvilinearity problems in a more
satisfactory manner | o k

3. smaller sample sizes are required
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4, results are easy to interpret.

There are two points that lend a substantial degree of credibility
to the analysis and findings presented. The first is that there is no
’comparab]e work especiaiiy as relates to the operationaiization of the
dependent variable and use of a mul tivariate perspective. Consequently,
no evidence exists which would tend to refute the findings reported in

the preceding two chapters. Second, and perhaps most important is that
. from a substantive point of view, the noted relationships are-quite

consistent with that which has been reported by researchers in the past.

7.2 Summary and Conclusions

‘During the five-year period examined in this study, it was noted
that almost one-half of the individuais in the sampie made some sort of

. move. The data indicate that as distance increased, the number of

movers decreased, leading one to conclude that mobile individuals do not
Tike to stray far from their home territory. Aithough'there was no way
of determining thevreason for this inverse relationship, prior research
~.has indicated that'itgis a function of: the qdaiity'of information;
uncertainty about finding employment; and the inherent desire among
individuals to want to remain in an area 'with which they are familiar.

The degree of mobility exhibited by\Canadians during this period
"was onejof the reasons for deciding to undertake this study. Once
again, our objective was to determine_which factors differentiate movers
from stayers and movers from other movers. These questions were
addressed by 1ooking at a number of factors and their relationship to
mobility. Specifica]]y, our concern centered around the operation of
three types of variables: opportunity structure variables; demographic
variables; socio-economic variables; and their operatian within the

context of Models A and B. - N
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- The first two model s examfned }the same question but in different
wa}_s. Specifical'ly, what differentiates all movers from stayers and’
intra;munioipa'l movers'(orﬂy) from stayer_s5. The findings were quite
consistent with those expected given the large Ibody o.f literature
dealing specifically with residential mobility.. That is, the number of
housing Opportunities(commun'Ity size) and life oyc1e variables proved to
be most important 1n differentiating movers from stayers.

The-third model excluded intra- municipa'l movers and entailed
compar1ng stayers. and all other kinds of mover\s'. Once again t-he,"
anticipated re]at'lonship's were noted. Specifically, intermediate andv
'Iong-,dﬁtance type moves were béing made by those that were young and
highly educated; while mobility was less 1ikely .among those that vvere
more estabHshed in terms of progressing through the various H’fe cycle .
stages. - _ , |

"The fourth model compared intra-municipal movers to-all "Other"
'»moverss It was general'l_y noted that this test re- affirmed the
hypothes1s that movers were simﬂar to other movers especially in terms
of age.' Two points. need be emphas‘ized one, for the first time the |
' regiona1 and mother tongue variables were _found to be 1mportant, and
two, educ_ation once again proved "to be significant»,» supporting the
_!hypothesis that education facth‘les mobility especially long and
1n_term'ediavtve’ distance mobil{ty.

“The .next two mode]s'confirmed"the earHer- finding that similar type
movers are similar toone another. Examining inter-municipal movers
}versus “Other movers, ‘the ability to differentiate between these two
groups decreased considerably. The most important variaoles were those

that reprevsrented Job opoortunities(reg'lon), cul tural barr*le\rs(mother

" tongue) and education, as well as occupation{but to a much lesser

-
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degree). These findings are important in that they clearly lend support
to the kinds of work being done by economists who see mobility as re-
distributing labour, according to where the job opportunities and
returns to migration are greatest. ]

The last model once again demonstrated that movers are similar to
one another, but that differences do exist between movers if  the
distance s quite considerable between the groups being compared.
Examining 1nter—prov1nc1a1 versus inter-municipal movers; the regional,
age-and education differentigls proved to be most significant.. This was
‘once again indicative of the be]ief~£mat intermediate and long-distance
type mobility was generally made in resanse‘to perceived employment
opportunities, and is dsue11y more common among the young. |

The testing of these models proved to be quite significant.
| Although the findings were generally consistent with the hypotheses, as
earlier stated, they were significanf in that there‘is evidence which
1ndicates that the importance of these factors varies considerably,
depending upon the type of move being made. That is, the relevant
findings are perhaps best summarized in the following manner:

1. movers are quite different from stayers especially in their life
cycle characteristics ‘ . .

2. movers are quite similar to other movers in all characteristics,
although differences do tend %o beceme more obvious as the
distance between the type of meves being compared increases

3.  short-distance type moves appear to be made in response to changes
in life cytle while long-distance type moves appear to be made in
response to the search for employment opportunities, which offer
substantial returms to the individual that is mobile.

In»genera1 terms, the operation of each of these variables’ can
best be summarized {n the following manner. The first group of

variables(opportunity structure) were used as proxies for opportunities
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in both the labour and housing markets. Region which represented the
labour opportunities also proved to be quite significant as a reflection
of the cultural barrier that exists between the various parts of the-
country; community size(origin) on the other hand, was representative of
both the housing and labour market opportunities. 3

For the most part, the regional variable proved to be of marginal
value in differentiating movers from stayers and movers by type of move.
The exception being that region uas extremely important in
differentiating long-distance movers from other movers. |

The community size variable, proved to be somewhat more pronounced
in it's ability to‘differentfatefmovers from stayers. This was
obviously a result of the degree of intra-municipal mobility and the
dfrect relatfonship between community size and housing opportunities.

" The second group .of varibles were those that are traditionally
" studied in demographic -studies of migration. Support for the hypothesis.
that the young are more mobile than,the old and more likely to move
Tonger distances, was generally confirmed.

The remaining 1ife cycle variab]es,'duration of marriage and family
size generally %perated in thefanticipatéd manner. That is, changing
status, both marital and family size appeared to promote mobility but
only certain kinds of mobi1itj.' While changes in marital status
prompted short-distance moves; number of children and the¥r assumed age
composition in some instances inhibited mobility while encoUraging
mobi]itytin other instances. - Specifically, number of children
‘represented expanding space'requirements which appeared to enoourage
mobilty but not until the birth of the second child or at least not
until one of the children reached school age. Long-distance moves, on
the hand, appeared to be inhibited by changes in marital status and the

~presence of children.
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The iast demographic variable. examined was;mother tongue.
Generally, mother tongue mirrored the pattern noted for the regiona1
variable, especially the cul tural barrier that regfon represents.

The most noteworthy findihg'was that life Cyc1e changes appeared to
be a very important factor in différntiating movers form stayérs, as
well as movers by type of move. 'There also seemed to be an indication
that 11festy1e and career considerations were {important in termswpf
explaining.the operation of a number of these differentials.

The last group of variables included were tgose,that:representéd

. the socio-economic status of the individual. These variab1és were used
primarily as proxies for: one, -the amount of information and ability to-
effectively use that information(education); two, the national or local
nature 6f the labour markei, as well as indicating possible  occupational

- mobility(occupation and employment status); and three, the returns to bé‘
gaiPed from mobility, as well as the abi]ity to finance ;he cost of
mobility(income).

As was pointed out in the literature review and in the statement
of the hypotheses, it was posited that these three ‘variables were
related Fo one another.' Consequently, it was felt that the patterns
wou1q be quite similar. 1t was noted that education was directly -
related to the propénsity to move and the dfstance ﬁovéd. The
relationship between education and both occupation and 1ncmﬁe proved to
be important as there appeared to be a direct relationship betewen
mobility and occupation and mobility and income; although neither of
these variables appeared to have as significant an effect as education.

Before 106k1ng at the direction that should be taken in future
research, a brief review of the findings relatéd to refurn migration are

in order. One of the advantages presented by this dataset was that it
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was possibTe to identify return inter-provincial movers. Indentificz'n.-
tion of these movers permitted the study of the operation of those same
differentials as were studied in the first part of the study, something
that really has never been done before, at least in Canada.

The operation of the region variable proved to. be the most
pronounced of the two opportunity structure variables considered. The
region variable clearly représented not only the opportunity structure
(Jobs)' but also the cultural ‘barriier,’ in-that it was noted that the
incidence of return movement was quite hvigh among thoset whoe were born
and/or educated in the Maritimes or Quebec. In the first case this was
attributed to the different culture as one moves further west; while in
the second case, it was attributed to the barrier posed by language.

It was also noted that ’re’turn’movement was less 1'{ke1y in those
cases where movement was towards an area that offered a good possibility
‘of securing meaningful employment. The assumption of an expanding
western economy was used to explain the somewhat lower incidence of
return movement among those that originated in Ontario or the western
regions of the country. .

The 0peration of the demographic vhri'ab'leS were examined and it was

N

. noted that: : , /‘/

1. males were less likely to make return moves than females

2. return movers were generally older than primary movers, a1 though
the effect ,01; age wés hidden by the fact that second and third-
time etc. movers.were included in the primary mover category

3. return moves. were less 11'ke1_y to occur among those that were well
into the.progress1on through the various 1ife cycle stages.
- Generally those that were single or "Other" were more likely to

return. This was attributed to: (1) the perhaps greater need for
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family support; (11) the ease with which such a move could be
made; and (111) a perhaps weaker committment to making a success
of the original move |
4, the English mother tongue group and "Other" mother tongue group
 swere less likely to make ‘return moves than were the French mother
tongue group. _

The last group of .variables examined were those that related to the
socio-economic status of these 1nter-prov1nc1a1 movers. Al though
| education proved t6 be of marginal value in differentiating bet&en
these two types of movers, the employment status, occupation and income
differentials proved to be more pronounced. It was noted‘ that return
moves were more likely among those that were unemployed and fn unskilled
occupations. As well, it was noted that in those cases where the
returns to migration were minimal{income), there was a greater likeli-
hood of making a return move. |

The brief examinatioh of these bivariate relationships generally
re-affirmed that movers of the séme type of move are similar. Although
it was not pbssib]e to detem%ﬁe the motivation behind return movement,
it seemed that disappointment with the original move, as indicated by‘
employment status and the returns to migration p1ayed‘an important part
in determining if a return move was going to be made. Albeit, these
variables appeared td be important, it was quite apparent Vthat the
cultural barrier posed by language, as well as ‘the hypothesized cultural
differences_between East and West, are playing the most important part
in the return migration phenomenon. ‘

The last variation of Model B dealt with differentiating between
these two types of movers, while looking at the simultaneous action of

all the variables discussed abo{\;e. Generally speaking, it was noted



235
that none of th¢ variables, with the exception of regiona. had a
significant efféct. The effect of region is understandable given what
1t represents. The lack of significance demonstrated by all the other
variables, though disappointing, 1s not out of 1ine considering that the
same kinds of moves are being made by the two groups, the only
difference being the direction and the motivation behind the move.

This comprehensive study of migration differéntials and their
operation within the Canadian context 1966-1971 has generally confirmed
the types;of relationships found by other researchers who have studied
this very complex process. Perhaps the major Contribution made by this
study,b?ests primarily in the way thehdependent variable was
operationalized and the way in whici"‘v“ﬁ'\he operation of these
differentials ha§ been'stuzj i

ed; name]\yxj{thin the context of a

" multivariate framework. The significantw s were that movers are:
“different from stayer§; similar to other movers; and different from
otherlmoveré if the digiance between the groups being compared is large.
These findings clearly 1pd1caté that the motivation behind mobi11ty
Qgpending upon the type of move being made. That s, short-

distance moves are made in response to life cycle changes and 1ifestyle

varies..

considerations; yhereas long-distance moves are made in response to
career and employment considerations.

-Albeit, the ffndings are not very exciting from the point of view
of uncovering any unexpected patterns, they are quite important in
suggesting the directioﬁ that should be taken in future studies of this
compiex process.

It is quife apparent that much work is still left to be done in
‘ terms of understand}nghphe ?elationships between these variables and

mobility. One of the most obvious questions left unanswered relates to
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the und‘erlying causal nature of these re'lationsh'lps It is quite
evident, what with the large indirect effects between some of these
variab'les that an important underlying causal structure exists between‘_
these variables and mobilty behaviour. Consequent]_y, dealing ylith this
underlying causal structure is one direction that cou]d and shoquﬁ be
taken, if one hopes to better understand the operat'lon of these
variab'les. /

A second aspect that definite'ly needs to be dealt with in a more
apprOpriate manner concerns the clearly non-additive nature of some o
the relationships found in this study. It is guite_ obvious that

7@51@ certain combinations of characteristics does 'hot have an
additive effect. For example, 1t'apeears that a chanvg'e in martial
status, plus the assumed‘ bjrth of a f1rst—chi1d 1nh1b1ts mobﬂity. A
change in marfital status, on the other hand, apparently promotes
mobility or 1ncreases the 1ikelihood that a move will occur. Another
examp'le, is the apparent effect of being unemployed and o]der whﬂ-e |
being unemployed and young may not promote mobility, the combination of
being old .and unemp'loyed apparently is not an additive effect, for the
probability of making a move appears to be increased Quite clear'ly,
there ¥s a need for further examination of the non- additive nature of
these re1at10nsh1ps ) y

A third suggestion"'is to examine the operation of these variables
within the context of e‘framework that looks at the operation of these
variables within categories of a single variable. For example, much
coul_d have been Yearned: by examfhing the 0perat1‘on', of these variab'les
wihtin the context of a.co-variate tybe of analysis. For examp'le .. thj‘i
analysis could have been done in such a manner that one wou'ld ﬁiok at

the effect of each of these variables within each of the Created age
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cat:egories. It is likely that this type of analysis would have been
quite useful, in that it would reveal how mobility within a given age
category 1s dependent upon different facto_rs.' ‘

‘A fourth suggestilon,i.s the needvfor further examination bf not
Just what differentiates movers from stayers, but what differentiates
moverS from other mbvers. Not only is it quite appérent’ that movers are-

d'lfferen},from stayers, but it is also quite obvious that mfovers, albeit

‘ . ; \
they are similar to other movers, do differ from one another. The/

question that must be answered is "What .are the motivations behind
mak'lrig a given type of move?f' and “Why are these movers different‘ from
other movers?"?. | |

With the“demonstra‘ted importance of mother \tonAgue, as well as the
assumed exi,‘sténce‘of‘ cultural differences in the different r}egionsk of
the country, it 1siobvous that there is a real need for a rhore thorough

understandmg of ‘how individuals respond to/and are influenced by these

. real or perceived barriers. It is quite apparent that an adequate'

understanding-of' the operation of this factor, is needed if one .hopes to
understand not 6n'|y the barriers‘to mobility, but also the impact of
| mobility on 'these presumed culturally diverse areas. _ ”

One of the most;impora‘ht contributions made By this study was the
discovery of those factors that diffe:rentiate return from "primary"
inter- provinc1a1 movers. Although this analysis was primarﬂ_y

exp'!orator,y, a number of 1mportant issues were raised. The need for a

better understanding of the return migration phenomenon is best

indicated by the fact that dur'lng this: period at least thirty percent of

the initial moves resu1ted in failure. COnsequenﬂ_y,,a better

understanding of this phenomenon is de'qfin'ltew needed, if for no other @

X

reason than to be able to help so'lve the prob'tems ‘that are created at S
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the indiviual 1eve1 as a result of this failure. Not only s 1t

1mportant to understand tnis phenomenon at the individual level, but it
1s obviously important at the aggregate level, as well. The efficient
distribution of 1abour«udth1n the country; and the ability of government
'po11cy to effectively promote that distribution is obviously dependent
upon having a better understanding of this phenomenon.

The aforementioned:suggestions are made in conjunction with the
“noted findingS‘and»results presented in the preceding chapters. Quite

.clearly, there are . other suggestions that can be made regarding the
C future direction of migration research. Some, but_not all, are in
response to the findings of this study. “

One of the crjticisms that can be made of this study is that the
use of macro-level data, for the most part, has been avoided. It is
‘quite obvious, that nith the availability of micro-level data, the
emphasisrin migration research cou1d conceivably shift. Hopefully,
 future studies of‘mionation &hat employ micro-level data will
incorporate macro-level data'whioh describes the characteristics of both
the origin and-destination. | . ﬂ
| What we are advocatfng 1s anﬁapproach that in effect examfnes'the
operation of individual level charapcer1st1cs, within the context of
various streams and counterstreams of movement Ideally, this will
entail the use of a multi- disc1p11nary approach, where the emphasis is
not only directed toward discovering why people move and where they move
to; but will a1so examiue the 1mpact that migration has on both the
origin ang destination aad how potential migrants respond to the changes
" that have occured;as a result of migration. Obviously, such an approach

presents enormous prob1ems for the researcher who is concerned with

understanding this very complex process. ‘?y
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A more workable and perhaps just as meaningful approach would be to
study‘this complex phenomenon within the con'text of movement between
areas of simﬂar leve1s of deve'lopment. I't may be that the reason for
beHeving that no universal migration different1a1s exist is that even.
w1th1n a sing]e country, let alone between countries, the variations 1in
the level of development are great. Consequently, if one were to first

1dent1fy areas that are simﬂar n t”m;: ‘of the stage of development,

. -s
a,

. and examine the operatfon of these’ ﬁrﬂe};‘é\'}tiﬂs within that context a

more meaningful understandmg of the migration question is probably
attainable.. ) '_

To a lesser degree, this study has attempted to determine tha't
~ which differentiates stayers from movers. The major emphasis has heen

: directed towards finding out how movers differ from other movers. One

that most definitely needs to be dea]t with in more substantia]

:.v'is the question of, "Why d%peop1e stay?" The need to answer
s question is obvious given the belief, by some, that the only

,__jfference between movers and stayers is that "stayers postpone the
decisfon to move for periods. of time that range up to an entire

11fetime"(wo1pert,1965:4(_)5). Consequently, understanding. why 'people'
stay would be most useful in terms of understanding why people move.

In addition to those suggestions already made, there are numerous
other suggestions that cou]@d have been made. For the most part the
suggestions that have been made are those that we feel are important in
terms ot: (1) improving upon the_ analysis undertaken in this study; and
(ﬁ) po*lnting out the direction that migration research should be going,
if there is ever any hope of truly understanding this comp'lex process

sand the impact it has on society.
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In addition to those suggestions already made, there is one further
suggestion that we propose. Perhaps the most usefuT as we11 as
realistic proposal to be made concerning future migration research is
that more attention has to be devoted to looking at the motivation
behind individual movement. What is being advocated is an ‘approach
taken by tho se studytng residential mobility. That is, a more
meaningful understanding of the mobiIity.process 1sbhot likely to be
forth-coming in the near future, as long as motives have‘be be imputed
to the individual level on the basis of aggregate 1eVe1mdata'orlobserved
| patterns. , | N |
The attainment of such a goal would be more likely to'occur if the
\following types of data were ava11ab1e. Spéciftca]Ty~
1. the use of 10ngitud1na1 rather than cross-sectional data
2. more adequate and comprehensive information on the demograph1c
variables traditiona]]y empIOyed in studying this phenomenon Not
only information representing attributes after the move, but a1so
information regarding characteristics prior to/and¢5¢ the time of
the move | | . T : \
3. information regarding the objective or structural conditions\\s
(wages, unemployment rates, vacaucy rates etc.) at the origin,ﬂ\\\
destination and possible alternative environments |
4,  data dealing with such 1ssues as lifestyle and career considera-
tions ‘ |
5; ;more complete 1nformat10n regarding the successful or unsuccessful
‘search process | |
6. subjective measures dealing with such 1ssues as: (i)satisfaction/
‘ dis-satisfaction with the origin (11)congruence‘between actual

experience and perceived experience_in the destination
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1

(111)"satisfaction with the present environment and (iv)plans
regarding future mobility.

The é,.velmabﬂ.ty of data dealing with the aforementioned issues most
definitely would: fécﬂitate dealiing with the motivation behind
1nd1v1dﬁa'|_ mobility; off;r a better opportunity for understariding the
consequences df*-mob‘ﬂity at-both the 1nd1v1dha1- and societal level; ‘as
- well as, u'ltimateTy pr’ov1di_ng a means of attaining a better
understaﬁding of this very complex process. It is quite apparent that
failing to'dea'l with these 1ssues,.esbecfa11y within the context of the
total picture(economic and cultura) setting), one cannot hope to truly‘
understand the re-distribution process of peopIe%ﬂ occuring in any given
afea. At best, all one can do is desche that whicﬁ has 'taken place
after it has occured, which in fact is perhaps- the majorl contribution

made by this study of migration in Canada ‘1966-1971.
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FOOTNOTES

A limitation found in a11 census data.

Chapter Six Return Migration ,

It was felt that the multivariate testing of Model B would be a more
appropriate way of looking at the simultaneous action of a number of
variables.

Which were not reported but were compared to the critical yé]ue of
plus)or minus 1.96, indicating signiffcance at the .05 level(two-
tail). : '

Thg,firSt, was basically the same as the second for almost 60% of the
movers in the first case were intra-munfcipal movers.

Almost half of the "Other" movers were intra-provincial movers.
That is, not within the context of comparing groups of individuals.
And the 35-39 age group. '

This point clearly emphasizes the inappropriateness of lumping all
movers together and then comparing them to stayers in order to find

‘out how movers d1ffer from stayers.
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APPENDIX A
VARIABLES AND THEIR OPERATIONALIZATION

Dependent Variable

1. Migration Status - refers to place where a person normally lived
and slept on June 1, 1966
Stayers - same dwelling :
Movers - different dwelling in Canada:
Intra-municipal movers - movement within same city, town, v111age or
municipal ity . : > _
Inter-municipal - movement between cities, towns, municipalities or
or villages within the same county |
Intra-Provincial - movement between countfes in the same prov1nce .

Inter-provincia] - movement between provinces

Independent Variables , »

1. Region - where the individual resided in 1971:
Maritimes - Newfoundland, Nova écotia and New Brunswick
Prairies - Manitoba, Saskatchewan and Alberta

2. Place of Residence June 1, 1966 - for those residing in the same

dwelling in 1971 as in 1966; or different dwelling but same
municipality, place of residenc; was coded the same as for that
shown on June 1, 1971:
A. Urban
-30,000 plus _ Rsir
. Tless than 30,000 ~ | | . | el
B.  Rural | | i
non- farm
farm
. 258
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Sex - of head of household

Age - originally given in single years up to 111. These single

years were then grouped in the manner noted in the tables presented
in the text. In fact the categories used were very similar to the
categories used by Stone(1978) in his study of the frequency of
mobility in Canada.

Marital Status: .

single

married.- spouses presence or absence unknown

il

divorqed

separated

widowed

Duration of Marriage - refers to age at "first" marriage. Conse-

quently, this does not represent duration of marriage for those
married\more than once. This was arrived at by subtracting present
age from age at first marriage:

married - 5 years of less

married - more than five years

other - 5 years:or more

ofher - more than five years

. 'Fam11y Size - number of persons in the Cehsus Family(present

family). Consequenf1y, it includes children from another union for
those that were married more than once. Family size refers to
number of persons, therefore number of children had to be calcu-
lated. This was done by assuming that the spouse was present for
married individuals, j.e., number of children was equal'to family
size minus fwo} Family size minus one was assumed for all those

that were single, married, divorced, separated and widowed.
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Mother Tongue - refers to the first language learned that is still

understood. Persons who no longer understand the first language .
they learned reported the next 1ahguagé they learned and stil}l
understood. Other includes German, Italian, Netherlands, Polish,
Scandanavian, Ukranian, Naiive Indian and A1 Other.

Native-Born Status and Period of Immigration:

befqre 1946
1946-1955
1956-1960

" 1961-1965

10.

1.

Level of Sch0611ng,- refers to highest grade of schooling attended;

twelve categories were originally available which were then coded as
they appear in the tables in the text.
Occupation and Employment Status - refers to the kind of work the

person was doing. Data related to the job at which the respondent
worked most hours. If he/she did not have a job during the week
prior to enumeration, the~data‘re1at;d to the job of longest
duration since January 1, 1970: _

unemployed - persons who did not work in 1970
managerial - administratofs and related occupations ’
professionals - natural sciences, engineering, mathematics, social
sciences, re]igion, teéching, medicine, health, artistic, literary,
recreation and related occupations

service - clerical, sales, service

primary - farming, horticultural, animal husbandry, other primary

and related occupations
manufacturing - processing, machining, product fabrication,
assembly, repairing, construction, transport

other - not stated and other occupations
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12. Income - total income received by respondent during 1970 from wages
and salarfes, business ofj professional practice, farm operations,
old age pensions, other g\overnment payments, retirement pensions
from previous employment, bond and deposit interest, dividends,
other investment sources and other sources. R;eported to nearest
dollar, including negative income. Categorized by taking and
dividing the repondents fhto quartiles: 4
less than $2481
$2481-5620 |
$5621-8640
$8641 plus



