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How Migration Motives Change over Migration Distan&vidence on

Variation across Socioeconomic and Demographic @&ou

Abstract

Migration researchers have long known that motives for changing placede#nesivary

over migration distance. Typically, short-distance moves are regarded aatatbby

housing considerations and longer-distance moves primarily by employment catisier
Using a large-scale survey on migration motives, this paper explores hoatiomgnotives
change over migration distance. Particular attention is paid to variati@ss &ticioeconomic
and demographic groups. The results show that the housing- versus employment-driven
migration dichotomy, over short and long distances, respectively, is still somealida
though the present findings give a much more nuanced interpretation. The paper reveal
considerable variation in migration motives, not only over migration distance, hot|zaty

in relation to migrant socioeconomic and demographic characteristics.
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INTRODUCTION
It is commonly believed that peoples’ motives for changing their place of nesidary over

migration distance. Typically, short-distance moves are regarded ast@dtoy housing

©CoO~NOUTA,WNPE

considerations and longer-distance moves primarily by employment cotisidel@.g.,

13 GORDON and LAMONT, 1982; GORDON and MOLHO, 1998; CLARK and HUANG,

15 2003). While this notion forms an important basis for the existing understanding afionigr
it rests on surprisingly little empirical research.

20 Two factors help explain why the relationship between migration motivesignation
22 distance has been inadequately researched. First, data limitations hadariost studies to
o5 use movement across or within administrative boundaries when defining omgrateither

27 short or long distance (WHITE and MEUSER, 1988). However, migration usually varies
greatly in terms of distance and geographical context, simply becaiesemifregions vary in
32 size, shape, and settlement pattern. In the extreme, an individual may move a stmme st
34 a neighbouring house and still be considered a long-distance migrant if he arsstes en
administrative boundary. Second, the standard procedure for collecting data am migr

39 motives has been to use surveys with fixed response alternatives. It hay tesmmt

4l suggested that such approaches may be more problematic than previously assumed

44 (NIEDOMYSL and MALMBERG, 2009). Not only can bias arise from suggestingprese

46 alternatives to respondents, it is also difficult to know what alternativeslude, how to

48 phrase them, and whether all alternatives are equally suitable for trntrggoups of

51 interest.

53 The overarching aim of this paper is to determine how migration motives change over
migration distance, paying particular attention to variations across soonmaic and

58 demographic groups. The data employed not only contain detailed information on migrant

60 characteristics and migration distance, but, more importantly, draw on a regerdgdale
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survey in which migrants describe, in their own words, their reasons for migratiom. Take
together, this enables exploration, in greater detail than previously possible, of
relationship between migration motives and migration distance. The paper is Wwaheds

to contribute significantly to the migration literature.

RESEARCH CONTEXT

Migration is a significant event in most people’s lives: it is not something ukdarkightly,
without seriously considering its consequences (LEE, 1966; FIELDING, 1992). However
there are key differences between different types of moves, and distanakimolreiously
important in most cases. People who only move a short distance can usually contigue li
the same way as before the move, but people who move a longer distance are likely to
experience a more dramatic change. This was discussed some time agsEMARD
(1971), who made a very useful pedagogical distinction in separating migrationanto tw
categories based on the daily/weekly reciprocal movement patterns afaatniidjs two
categories, ‘total’ and ‘partial’ displacement migrations, are detehrby whether a migrant
changes all (total displacement) or only some (partial displacement) sifjthiécant places
(e.g., school, workplace, and grocery store) visited on a daily/weekly basis. Ristnoa
categories arguably highlight the differences in general importaneedmetshort- and long-
distance migration and why it is valuable, though problematic, to distinguish betveeen t

From a theoretical perspective, the importance of distance for mgratoften framed
within a human capital approach (e.g., SJAASTAD, 1962), where migration is seen as an
investment undertaken only if the expected returns exceed the benefits oiimgnmathe
same place. Migrants are accordingly assumed to seek out places affergngatest
expected net return of benefits (SHIELDS and SHIELDS, 1989). Migration diggance

considered to have a deterrent effect, primarily due to lack of information abeatiglot
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destinations, the costs of moving, and the loss of location-specific capital atdh@pla
origin (DAVANZO and MORRISON, 1981). However, as far as the author is avtdeehls
been said about how various migration motives might fit into that framework, assilvaing
motives vary over migration distance.

In a well-known study, GLEAVE and CORDEY-HAYES (1977) were likely the fost
explicitly examine the relationship between migration distance and migratiivess Using
survey data from 1970 on the migration motives of British homebuyers, they wette abl
demonstrate a substantial increase in the prevalence of employmernt-natditees over
migration distance. While only approximately 2% of those moving up to 8 km reported
employment as the main motive for migration, the proportion citing this motive rose to
approximately one third of respondents moving 40-80 km and to 70% for those moving
distances exceeding 160 km. The converse was found for migration motives related to
housing and marriage: some 40% of respondents cited housing reasons when moving up to 8
km and 36% cited marriage, but for migration distances greater than 160 km, thgseiest
only made up 3% and 3%, respectively.

A quite unusual study is that of KUHNL (1978), who drew on data from the Czech
Socialist Republic, where migrants registered their main reason fortimgvehen
registering for permanent residence in a new location. Migration distarere inferred
indirectly by referring to movement across boundaries at differenssgae communities,
districts, and regions), and data are provided for each year from 1966 to 1973, making it a
unique source of information. Interestingly, most migrants, regardless @tioigdistance,
cited housing reasons for moving. According to KUHNL (1978, p. 4), this is the result of
specific Czechoslovak conditions, including poor housing conditions and policies to level out
economic differences between regions. Short-distance migration (i.e., betmenicities

within districts) was strongly dominated by housing reasons, cited by over 50% of
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respondents. However, even when it comes to long-distance migration (i.e., betgienrg)r
housing constitutes the most common reason, cited by 35% of migrants in 1966 and 38% in
1973. Labour market migration motives vary quite significantly with time and tiggra

distance: in 1966, this motive accounted for 23% of short-distance moves (14% in 1973) and
40% of long-distance moves (30% in 1973).

OWEN and GREEN (1992) analysed data similar to those used by GLEAVE and
CORDEY-HAYES (1977), from a survey carried out in Britain in 1981, also of house
purchasers with mortgages from a particular company. Their findings irdlitatiehousing
(mainly that current accommodations were too small) and life cyclergaghainly getting
married) were clearly the main motives for short-distance moves (up to 16 km¥euWe
respondents reported housing-related reasons for long-distance moves. Wedkrezlaons
displayed an opposite pattern, increasing dramatically in importance wigasnog
migration distance. While only 3% of respondents cited work-related reasanevimg up
to 8 km, this proportion rose to 25% for those who moved 16—40 km and then more than
doubled to 53% for those who moved 40-80 km. Employment-related migration accounted
for nearly 80% of moves of distances exceeding 160 km.

CLARK and HUANG (2004) also used British survey data (the British Houdehol
Panel Sample) covering the 1990s, but employed a cruder definition of short- and long-
distance migration, i.e., more or less than 50 km. They found that the largest singéefaroti
long-distance migration was employment (cited by 36%), followed by famagge (23%)
and housing-related motives (22%). The most important motives for short-distance omoves
the other hand, were clearly housing related, being cited by 45% of respondentgdddiow
family change (19%) and employment-related motives (7%).

More recently, CLARK and DAVIES-WITHERS (2007) used data covering 1970-1992

from the U.S. Panel Study of Income Dynamics and found that employment was the most
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common reason for long-distance migration (defined as moving across county boundaries)
cited by slightly over a third of respondents, followed by housing, cited by 27%. Hauasng

a much more common reason for short-distance migration, being cited by 58% of
respondents, while employment was cited by only 9%. The data, however, are got easil
interpreted, since one category of migration motive was ‘unintended’ — somewlhiguaus
compared with the other categories.

The U.S. Census Bureau regularly collects information on migration motivesrin the
Current Population Survey (SCHACHTER, 2001). This large-scale survey agkeisig
about their main reason for moving, and the data allow for detailed analyses of rantives
individual characteristics. Using county boundaries to define long- and short-distance
migration, the results indicate that the most common motive for short-distanceiomgs
housing (cited by 65% of respondents) followed by family-related (26%) and elatked
motives (6%). While family reasons are equally important motivelohg-distance
migration, cited by 27% of respondents, work-related reasons increase in mpphaing
cited by 31%; housing is less important, but is still the single most imporaiviembeing
cited by 32% of long-distance migrants.

The studies referred to above have clearly improved our knowledge by denmugstrat
that migration motives vary with migration distance; however, it should be notetig¢kat t
studies are somewhat limited. For example, while GLEAVE and CORDEYH#&\{1977)
and OWEN and GREEN (1992) contain excellent information on migration distancearéhey
limited to a specific group of migrants (house buyers). In contrast, CLARK ardNIBU
(2004), CLARK and DAVIES-WITHERS (2007), and the U.S. Census Bureau
(SCHACHTER, 2001) use a cruder definition of short- and long-distance migrationebut us
more recent data. These differences, along with differences in questahesign, make

comparisons between the studies problematic. Nonetheless, all these studis ndic
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although with less strength over time — that housing considerations are stdl osstirves for
short-distance migration, while long-distance migration seems printidgn by
employment considerations.

In Sweden, on which the present research focuses, studies using materihlaother
survey data on migration motives emphasize the influence of labour markes factor
migration, when it comes to analysing both aggregate migration flows (e.g.,FAREBON,
1999; NAKOSTEEN and WESTERLUND, 2004; ELIASSON and WESTERLUND, 2008)
and the residential preferences of potential migrants (NIEDOMYSL, 2008).

Simple as this may seem, the notion that there is a straightforwargttstibetween
short-distance housing-related migration and long-distance employmeatnel@ration has
been increasingly questioned (HALFACREE, 2004; CLARK and DAVIES-WITHERS,
2007). While some claims refer directly to a lack of empirical researalmargs have been
made linking this issue to more general societal changes, citing the det¢heédrrportance
of employment considerations in determining migrants’ destination choices (e
FOTHERINGHAM et al., 2000). For example, the ageing of western societies means that an
increasing share of the population will no longer have to live near the workplace. Moreove
ever faster commuting and new information and communication technologies Wil like
mean less dependence on living close to the workplace. If it is at all truenidpation
begins where commuting ends’ (LONgBal, 1988), such changes will very likely affect
migration. In addition, much employment nowadays requires higher education. Universit
towns not only attract business and industry, but they conveniently also attract stmlents
that the workforce may already be in place when the students finish their edubathis
case, however, the migration that brought the students near their employemsnigancehbsily

categorized as employment related. For these reasons, it can be sgéhatate factors
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determining migration may have changed. Obviously, such claims — if valid kkelyl vary

between migrant groups, an issue that calls for empirical testing.

RESEARCH DESIGN

Survey data

This paper uses data from Sweden, a country where high-quality, detailecedataikable

for migration research. Survey data were collected in collaboration witstegtweden in
spring 2007 using a postal questionnaire sent to a stratified sample of 10,000 mignants fr
the total population of 244,704 migrants who had moved at least 20 kilometres in 2006. This
group was stratified by migrant sex, age (four age groups in a total 0hig—74 years), and
migration distance (four groups). The questionnaire contained 40 questions covenng vari
aspects of the migration and the migrants’ individual characteristics. thitetreminders,

4909 migrants had returned useful responses. In addition, data from the officiarsegere
added by Statistics Sweden, including variables such as migration distanogg,iand a
calibration variable assigning a weight for each respondent according to hisfieenfdha
total migrant population. The calibration variable also reduced skewness tmigiinam

non-responses, making it possible to draw conclusions about the whole migrant population.

Method

The first part of the analysis uses descriptive measures to explore howanigratives vary
over migration distance for different socioeconomic and demographic groups. écoimel s
part of the analysis, binary and multinomial logistic regression modellunggid to
statistically determine the influence of migrant characteristicsiigration motives. Logistic

regression is an appropriate method to use when the key dependent variablegatieatate
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as is the case with migration motives (a similar approach was previouslyyechjrh a study
of migration motives by VON REICHERT, 2001). First, binary logistic regoessare run to
indicate whether there are significant differences between partinigeation motives and
the motives cited by other migrants. One regression model is run for each afdepemdent
variables (i.e., migration motives), and the models estimate the effect of thendeat
variables (i.e., migrant characteristics and migration distance) on thebgitylof migrating
for a specific motive. Second, since the results indicate significant difeexesed since the
binary model, as it is specified, does not allow comparisons across the sprecifis (e.g.,
employment versus education), use of a multinomial logit model is justified. Tdremeé
category in the multinomial model constitutes those migrants who cited empipyginee

this was the most frequently mentioned migration motive (see Table 1 below).

Variables

Dependent variableg.he dependent variables, six different categories of migration motives
shown in Table 1, were derived from the survey where the respondents had been asked to
state the main motive for their most recent migration. This open-ended questied affer
response alternatives and let respondents respond in their own words, in order to avoid the
bias that may arise from suggesting specific alternatives. Thgmmnses were transcribed

and roughly sorted according to their wording, then coded into 23 initial categories befo
being sorted into six final categories. The 23 initial categories weredpidéded, and in the
vast majority of cases there was little uncertainty as to the categatyich a specific

response belonged. Housing, for example, one of the six final categories, condisted of
initial categories: ‘smaller/more easily maintained dwellifigrger/spacious dwelling’,
‘housing economics/leases’, ‘neighbours’, and ‘other dwelling-related’ (the 28 ini

categories are provided in NIEDOMYSL and MALMBERG, 2009).
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It should be noted that while the responses were given by individuals, the open-ended
approach allowed for coding the responses at the household level when appropriate. For
example, in cases where a respondent referred to his/her spouse getting a setvgobaan
reason for migration, such responses were coded as employment related to taleuntb a
the fact that migration decisions are usually made jointly amongst householibrsgsee
e.g., BAILEY et al, 2004; BUSHIN, 2009; COOKE, 2008). These cases were relatively few,
except in the employment category where 13%lloémployment-related motives were coded

in this way.

--- TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE ---

Although response coding is central to data reliability, potential problemsaiegoc
with coding process should not be exaggerated. For example, 97 respondents had simply
written the word ‘work’ &rbetg and 17 respondents had written ‘a jodrdete), leaving
little room for misunderstanding. Nonetheless, since not all responses wenplasas this, a
more sophisticated test was carried out whereby five coders independently coded 500
randomly selected responses to test the level of agreement between thekapieendorff's
alpha (a standard measure in content analysis expressing the extent to wbindethed
amount of agreement among coders exceeds a completely random coding) was used and
yielded an alpha value of 0.82, establishing the reliability of the open-ended questions
approach. Furthermore, the test indicated that it was relatively more cofontbea coders to
disagree on responses that, according to most coders, belonged to the ‘other reasons’
category. The ‘housing’ and ‘living environment’ categories also displayedvgbat higher

rates of inter-coder discrepancy. Further details of the motive categnddke reliability test
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as well as a more general discussion of the use of open-ended questions whamngsear
migration motives is provided in NIEDOMYSL and MALMBERG (2009).

The use of migration motives as dependent variables, instead of migration distance
warrants a brief discussion. Though the migration decision making process disablé&ze
decision to move for a specific motive is not known, people are more likely to firstigpme
with the idea of moving (for whatever reason), and then consider the pros and cons of moving
versus staying in place (where distance may clearly be influentia$) nfdtivates the
inclusion of distance as an independent variable, but it is still not possible to sinethas a
straightforward causality running from distance to motive, since only theraetis known
(i.e. an individual moved for a specific motive over a certain distance). Nothing is known
about those who may have considered moving, but decided not to do so, nor about the role
distance may have played for that decision. However, this is not considered a probéem sinc
the main purpose of this paper is not to determine causality, but rather to ekamitieese

two variables interact.

Independent variable®s summary of the independent variables is provided in Table 2 and
briefly explained in the following. Two variables that describe the respondksmsigraphic
characteristics are includegenderandage The four age groups are intended to correspond
broadly to different life phases. Four variables that describe the responderdstsenomic
characteristics are includedlvil status educationincome andoccupation Information on

civil statusis drawn from register data and, although the categories are self-@apjaita
should be noted that people registered as single, divorced, or widowed may stithidpenliai
relationship (only marriages are included in the official registBdcationis divided into

four categories. Compulsory schooling in Sweden lasts nine years and uppeasecond

school adds three more, after which it is possible to embark on a university education. The
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last group was split into those with a university degree requiring three gielss of study

and those with a degree requiring over three years, i.e., with 15 or more yearsatibaduc

--- TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE ---

Threeincomegroups were calculated using the lower and upper quartiles of the Swedish
population’s annual disposable income (the amount left after tax) as cut-off pbietewF

income group thus consists of people with disposable income of under SEK 120 thousand per
year while the high-income group consists of people with disposable incomeiexc8&K

210 thousand. Information on the respondemtsupationbefore migration was drawn from

the survey and divided into four grougsnployedincluding the self-employed),
unemployegstudentsandretirees Very few respondents, mainly those on sick leave for over
three months or who categorized themselves as maintaining the household, Weledexc

Finally, migration distancevas divided into five categories. Note that the (non-weighted)
sample size for migration of 101-150 km is relatively small, so caution should be exéncis

the any analyses of results for this distance.

RESULTS

Descriptive results

The results presented in Fig. 1 clearly indicate that migration motive®varynigration
distance. Motives that refer to housing, employment, and education all displdigamgni
variation. Housing-related motives dominate the shortest migration distancecibeihigy
35% of migrants, but drop considerably in importance with longer distances wheegdhey

cited by only a small proportion of migrants. Almost the opposite pattern is found for
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education- and employment-related migration. Migration to begin higher eduation i
negligible over short distances, but its share steadily increases and pgéksaitmigrants
having moved 101-150 km, before decreasing to 23% over the longest distances.
Employment-related migration displays a similar pattern and is the mestroéntioned
motive of long-distance migration. Taken together, these last two motigodateaccount

for 50—-60% of migration of distances exceeding 100 km.

--- FIG. 1 ABOUT HERE ---

However, not all categories of migration motives exhibit such dramatic ch&8wzal
motives, motives referring to the living environment, and the ‘other reasonsboategy
only slightly over migration distance (although to a lesser extent as reigargs
environment, which appears to be more important over shorter distances). Nosgtoeias
reasons are very prominent over all distances, making up approximately one afutaier
cited migration motives. Closer inspection of the open-ended responses turned out to be
particularly valuable for as regards social motives. It was revealesghbi-distance movers
more often had responded that they had moved in with someone or separated, whereas long-
distance movers more frequently reported moving in order to come close to fadchily a
friends. Also notable is the proportion of migrants citing living environment, which, togethe
with the arguably closely related housing motive, account for over 50% of ioigraf 20—
35 km.

The finding that most migrants cited reasons other than employment, evenritianig
over longer distances, warrants further clarification. It should not be taken totimapl
employment has lost its importance for migration. In fact, the situation tpotesdifferent

when comparing those who cited employment as their main migration motive wighwhos
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in response to another question, stated that they changed their workplace whengh{sgat
Fig. 2 below). While only 15% of all short-distance migrants said that they ethangjir

workplace and 16% cited employment as their most important migration motitve, tha

©CoO~NOUTA,WNPE

relationship changes quite significantly over increased migration distyppeximately

13 60% of those who migrated a distance exceeding 100 km reported changing theiraeorkpla
15 but only 30% cited employment as their main migration motive. Even greateeddésr are
registered for those who migrated 150 km or more. Hence, it is obvious that a migyant m
20 cite a factor other than employment as most important migration motive, bakhatige his

22 or her workplace. Employment is thus likely to constitute a precondition for toigia

o5 some cases and a driving force in others. Over shorter distances, people mayochoose t

27 commute instead of migrate (ELIASS@al., 2003).

32 --- FIG. 2 ABOUT HERE ---

While it is beyond the scope of this paper to give a full descriptive review oflétiemship

39 between migrant characteristics, migration motives, and migration destmsammary is

4l provided in Fig. 3 (note that only two distance categories, 20—-35 km and >150 km, are shown
44 in the figure). Starting with gender differences (3.1), men are more tikeiye employment-

46 related motives than are women, who more often cite education and social reagoatsoi

48 distance does not appear to change these relationships between the sexgeett antent.

51 Looking at age differences (3.2), it is not surprising to find that young peopleffithgu

53 cite education as a motive for long-distance migration (though 45% of migrantisnetatoly

large), nor is it surprising that employment reasons are prominent for mig6ai8 years

58 old. Since employment and education are not concerns of the oldest age group, more of them

60 are likely to move for housing, living environment, and social reasons (the last dmdy in t
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case of long-distance migration, however). It should also be noted that the oldgsiigge
provided a much larger share of responses belonging to the ‘other reasons’ caieigory
suggests that the coding procedure of the open-ended questions may not have been ideal for

this group of migrants.

--- FIG. 3 ABOUT HERE ---

One finding as regards income differences (3.3) is a slight tendency fde péth low

incomes to move more often over short distances for employment reasons, while thie opposi
is found for people with high incomes, who tend to move more often over long distances for
employment. The latter group also tends to move more often over longer distancesafor soci
reasons.

The most conspicuous differences between the different educational groups (34) appe
over long-distance migration. Having a university degree (requiring more tharytaes of
study) considerably increases the likelihood of employment-related rargritigrants with
only the nine years of compulsory education are far more likely to cite seasns as the
most important motive for migration. The two intermediate educational gretgfsesnselves
apart by having a much larger share of education-related migration.

Occupation before migration (3.5) is an individual characteristic that varies
considerably in relation to migration motive and distance. Most findings were gpéeted,
such as the finding that students migrate more often for education reasons and that 47% of
unemployed respondents cite employment-related reasons as the mairfoeasgration.

Other results may appear somewhat more unexpected, such as the result that a notabl
proportion of retired migrants cited social reasons (48%) and housing (20%) asdimeir m

motives for long-distance migration.
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Finally, the four civil status categories (3.6) vary considerably betlvetnshort- and
long-distance migration. Married and widowed respondents very often cited housioigsrea
for moving short distances. Those categorized as separated frequently caeceasons for
migration, though this was partly an effect of the motive categorization whpegation and
divorce were considered social reasons. However, widowed respondents wenmeese

likely to cite social reasons for long-distance migration.

Regression results

The descriptive statistics presented above, while interesting in varayss anly show one
individual characteristic at a time and hence can only hint at how differemictéréstics
interact. Table 3 presents the results of the binary logistic regressiotek#hatto account
how migrant characteristics influence the likelihood of moving for a speedsoin (only
statistically significant variables are reported in the table).

People moving for education are likely to be women, very young (18-25 years old),
single, students, and long-distance migrants.

Employment-driven migrants are more likely to be male, married or simgldy
educated, unemployed, and move long distances. Somewhat unexpectedly, high-income
migrants are much less likely to move for employment reasons (people witle nmcoines
are the most likely to move for this reason). This could presumably be explained by the
expectation that people with high incomes are likely to have reached aptaaserin which
employment is no longer a key driver.

There is a positive relationship between increasing age and the probabilitgygf ci
living environment as the main reason for migration. Compared with singles,anarrie
migrants are more likely to emphasize living environment; widowed migrantspirast, are

less likely to do so. People with middle and high incomes, as well as retired peopierare
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inclined to cite living environment, and there is a clear distance decay in the prploébi

stating this motive.

--- TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE ---

Older people are more likely to move for housing reasons, as are married and widowed
migrants. Migrants with more education are also more likely to cite houdimgigh less so

than are retired migrants. There is a negative relationship betweenionigliatance and the
probability of moving for environmental reasons.

Presumably reflecting traditional gender roles in society, women are tfolnade a
higher probability of moving for social reasons. However, the social reasegeicais
somewhat ambiguous, as it includes respondents who stated that they had, for example,
moved in with someone, separated, or moved to be closer to family and friends. In terms of
age differences, the 26—-37 year olds set themselves apart in having a notally highe
probability of moving for social reasons, and the same is true of divorced and widowed
migrants. However, some caution should be exercised regarding the respondiéstates
and the social reasons category, since a social reason could in fact relladtestatus (e.g.,
moving due to divorce).

Table 4 presents the results of the multinomial logistic regression wignanis who
cited employment reasons constitute the reference category. Oaerdadls expected, the
conclusions of the multinomial logistic regression are very similar to thosa diram the
binary logistic regressions. However, it can now be firmly concluded that éine significant
differences between the groups. For example, men are more likely tombaed for
employment reasons whereas women have significantly higher odds of moving tdrtlaa

other categories of motives. In particular, women are almost twideshstb have cited a
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social reason for moving. In terms of age differences, the oldest age groupostianidis

hardly surprising that older migrants are unlikely to have moved for employnasonise but

the findings presented here may contribute to an improved understanding of othhehresea
For example, NIVALAINEN (2004) assumed, in agreement with most economatiter

that long-distance migration is mainly driven by employment considerations but found,
against expectations, that older migrants in Finland were more likely to moveoger |
distances compared to younger migrants. The results presented hereafiubxatvhen older
migrants move, they are driven by a variety of non-economic factors geekigl 3.2), but it
should of course be kept in mind that in absolute numbers, older migrants only account for a

minority of long-distance migrants.

--- TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE ---

Lastly, note the confirmation that long-distance migrants are more lixehpve for

education reasons compared to employment reasons. Though this is clearly amiterest
finding, considering the hegemonic role usually ascribed to employment fomexgleng-
distance migration. However, it should presumably not be taken to imply that the importanc
of employment for long-distance migration has been overthrown, but — recalli®-+Fig.

more likely to reflect the role of employment as a precondition for migrationost cases.
Arguably, migration for educational purposes is less likely to be obscured byeskens for

moving.

CONCLUSIONS

The departure point of this paper was the notion that people’s migration motives vary over

migration distance, short-distance migration traditionally being redasl@ousing related
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and long-distance migration as driven by employment considerations. The presiegsfi
confirm that, while there is still some validity to such claims, they atdyhgeneral notions
whose relevance varies considerably depending on the migrant group. This paper
demonstrates the importance of acknowledging the diversity of migrantenis ¢étheir
socioeconomic and demographic characteristics. While migration resesal@ave known of
this for quite some time, mainly from qualitative studies or studies focussinggoatiom to
specific environments, it has previously only been demonstrated in quite spda#lidies
restricted to specific migrant groups. The present paper has demonstrated, more
comprehensively than previous research has, how migration motives vary oveiomigrat
distance and with a range of individual migrant characteristics. Howeskguld be recalled
that moves of under 20 km were not examined in this study, which restricts the conclusions
that can be drawn about why people move across the entire spectrum of migradinredist

While the broad scope of the paper precludes highly detailed discussion of tts itesult
should be noted thatl but oneof the individual migrant characteristics (i.e., age, civil status,
education, income, occupation, and migration distance) displayed varying degrees o
statistically significant influence on the probabilities of moving for défifie migration
reasons (i.e., education, employment, living environment, housing, social, and other reasons)
The only exception was gender: men and women were found to have the same pratbability
citing living environment and other reasons as their main migration motive, thoughdhey di
have different probabilities of citing the other four migration reasons.

The fact that motives varied considerably between different groups has clear
implications, not only for understanding migration more generally, but arguablyaalhow
migration could be more successfully researched using other methodolpgiczches. For
example, macro approaches to migration that focus on aggregate migration fials tosat

migration flows from one region to another rather crudely; for example, gross or net
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migration between regions is explained by aggregate measures of regiemgloyment. If
such approaches paid more attention to migration distance and the charactdriec
migrants that constitute these flows, it would likely be rewarding. Fanpgbea this paper has
demonstrated that while long-distance migrants may cite reasons othentpkxyyment
(though largely depending on the migrants’ characteristics), most of them dygedhair
workplace when migrating. In a clear majority of cases, thereforgpgment is likely a
prerequisite for migration that enables people to move for whatever citexhrddnis
explains why studies of aggregate migration flows have found that labour naartces fhave
positive effects, despite the fact that studies of migration motives usiny slateetend to
suggest that the proportion of employment-related migration may be diminishing.

The findings presented here are expected to be relevant in other developedsaantri
well, though two aspects warrant attention: migration for educational purpubsésessize
and shape of Sweden. First, education was found to be a key driver of long-distancemigrati
in Sweden, for younger migrants in particular (in terms of migration volunseistby far the
most important migrant group). The Swedish higher education system has expantlied grea
over the last few decades, and such migration is presumably replacing part olawstesrlier
employment-related migration. However, in some other countries, education-ghigeation
may not be as prominent as in Sweden. In the U.S.A., for example, where students who live i
dorms during the semester are registered as inhabitants elsewhsuengibly as living with
their parents), education-related migration is not detectable (SCHARHAUD1). In other
countries, such as the U.K., where changes introduced in the latest census now consider
students as resident at their school-term address (SIMPSON and BROWN, 200&)prduc
related migration is likely to suddenly emerge as a ‘new’ and important pheaome

Second, since all countries vary in size, shape, settlement pattern, tramsportati

infrastructure, etc., it follows that the present findings may not be direatisférable to
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them. The implications of a migrant moving 100 km in Sweden likely differ from those of a
migrant moving 100 km, for example, in the U.S.A. or the Netherlands. Since this paper has
demonstrated that migration motives vary both with migration distance and iarrétat

migrant socioeconomic and demographic characteristics, migration tessancgently need

to seize the opportunity and use the increasingly sophisticated data now availadnbg in m
countries to account for this diversity. Acknowledging the heterogeneitygoamts will lead

to more insightful analyses and allow for stronger generalizations.
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Table 1. Dependent variables.

Number Number Per cent
(not weighted) (weighted) (weighted)

Migration motives

Education 383 41007 17%

Employment 982 61410 26%

Living environment 761 28226 12%

Housing 1193 38421 16%

Social reasons 1262 57656 24%

Other reasons 328 12825 5%
Total 4909 239545 100%
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1

2

3

4

5 .

6 Table 2. Independent variables.

7 Number Number Per cent

g (not weighted) (weighted) (weighted)

10

11 Gender

12 Male 2177 100016 42%

13 Female 2732 139529 58%

14 Age (years)

15 18 - 25 1013 95345 40%

16 26 — 37 1143 79705 33%
38-59 1145 47656 20%

17 60 — 74 1608 16839 7%

18 Civil status

19 Married 1674 49690 21%

20 Single 2194 165856 69%

21 Divorced 816 21003 9%

22 Widowed 225 2994 1%

23 Education

24 Compulsory 1094 23806 10%
Upper-secondary 1626 97677 41%

25 University < 3 years 698 36298 15%

26 University >= 3 years 1443 79866 34%

27 Income

28 Low 1714 111757 47%

29 Middle 2009 88285 37%

30 High 1186 3905 17%

31 Occupation

32 Employed 2623 128560 58%
Unemployed 251 16302 7%

33 Student 722 63044 29%

34 Retired 921 12379 6%

35 Migration distance (km)

36 20-35 1215 56743 24%

37 36 — 50 915 22576 9%

38 51— 100 1618 41646 17%

39 101 - 150 206 21900 9%
150 + 955 96679 40%

40

41

42

43

44

45

46

47

48

49

50

51

52

53

54

55

56

57

58

59

60
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Table 3. Binary logistic regression results.

Regional Studies

Category Variable

Education

Odds ratio 95% C.I.

Employment

Odds ratio 95% C.I.

Living environment

Odds ratio 95% C.I.

Housing

Odds ratio 95% C.I.

Social reasons

Odds ratio 95% C.I.

Other reasons
Odds ratio 95% C.I.

Gender (ref = male)

Female 1.05** 1.02-1.08
Age (years) (ref = 18-25)
26 — 37 0.39** 0.38-0.40
38-59 0.09** 0.07-0.10
60—74
Civil status (ref = single)
Married 0.11** 0.09-0.12
Divorced 0.57** 0.48-0.67
Widowed
Education (ref = compulsory)
Upper-secondary 5.76** 5.23-6.33
University < 3 years 7.47*  6.77-8.25
University >= 3 years
Income (ref = low)
Middle 0.59** 0.53-0.62
High 0.23** 0.21-0.25
Occupation (ref = employed)
Unemployed
Student 1.98* 1.92-2.04
Retired
Migration distance (km) (ref = 20-35)
36 - 50 1.90** 1.77-2.04
51 -100 4.01** 3.80-4.23
101 - 150 7.93** 7.50-8.40
150 + 5.78** 5.52-6.06
Constant 0.027**
N 38783
-2 Log-likelihood 129953.0

0.61**

1.38**
1.83**
0.48**

0.80**
0.34**

0.89**
0.95*
2.91%

1.22**
0.79**

1.70**

0.17**

1.61**
1.96**
1.98**
2.13*

0.139**
55777

0.60-0.62

1.34-1.42
1.76-1.90
0.44-0.52

0.76-0.84
0.28-0.41

0.85-0.93
0.90-1.00
2.78-3.05

1.19-1.26
0.76-0.81

1.64-1.77

0.15-0.19

1.54-1.68
1.89-2.03
1.90-2.06
2.07-2.19

220663.3

1.15%
1.50**
1.76**

1.45%*
0.92*
0.68**

1.31**
1.07*
0.77**

1.31**
1.36**

1.11%
0.61**
1.28**

0.85**
0.64**
0.54**
0.62**

0.116**
25036

1.10-1.20
1.42-1.58
1.64-1.90

1.39-1.50
0.88-0.97
0.61-0.77

1.24-1.37
1.02-1.13
0.73-0.81

1.26-1.35
1.30-1.42

1.05-1.17
0.58-0.64
1.20-1.36

0.81-0.89
0.61-0.67
0.51-0.57
0.60-0.64

147551.2

0.97*

0.94*
0.90**
1.68**

1.86**
0.72**
1.40**

1.12**
1.05**
1.39**

1.11%

1.08*
0.73**
1.79*

0.55**
0.34**
0.15**
0.11**

0.394**
35314

0.94-0.99

0.91-0.98
0.85-0.94
1.57-1.80

1.80-1.93
0.68-0.76
1.27-1.54

1.08-1.18
1.00-1.10
1.33-1.46

1.07-1.15

1.03-1.14
0.70-0.76
1.69-1.89

0.53-0.57
0.33-0.35
0.14-0.16
0.11-0.12

164404.6

1.55*

1.66**
1.22**
1.15%

0.53**
1.89**
1.45%

0.66**
0.57**
0.50**

1.03*
1.56**

0.66**
0.64**
0.91*

1.23**
1.27*
0.94*

1.37*

0.294**
53468

1.52-1.59

1.61-1.70
1.18-1.27
1.08-1.23

0.53-0.57
1.81-1.96
1.33-1.59

0.64-0.69
0.55-0.60
0.48-0.52

1.01-1.06
1.51-1.62

0.64-0.69
0.62-0.66
0.86-0.96

1.18-1.27
1.23-1.31
0.90-0.98
1.33-1.40

231919.2

1.24**
2.02**
2.79%

1.35**

0.55**
0.67**
0.61**

0.77*
0.75**

0.27**
1.89 **
1.18*

1.14*
1.61*
1.57*

0.042**
10930
83212.7

1.17-1.32
1.87-2.19
2.51-3.11

1.26-1.43

0.51-0.59
0.62-0.72
0.57-0.65

0.73-0.81
0.70-0.80

0.23-0.31
1.78-1.99
1.08-1.28

1.06-1.21
1.49-1.74
1.49-1.66

*= p<0.05, **= p<0.01.
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Regional Studies

Table 4. Multinomial logistic regression results (employment motives constitute the reference category).

Category Variable

Education

Odds ratio 95% C.I.

Living environment

Odds ratio 95% C.I.

Housing

Odds ratio 95% C.I.

Social reasons

Odds ratio 95% C.I.

Other reasons
Odds ratio 95% C.I.

Gender (ref = male)
Female

Age (years) (ref = 18-25)
26 — 37
38-59
60 -74

Civil status (ref = single)
Married
Divorced
Widowed

Education (ref = compulsory)
Upper-secondary
University < 3 years
University >= 3 years

Income (ref = low)
Middle
High

Occupation (ref = employed)
Unemployed
Student
Retired

1.47*

0.40**
0.07**

0.11**
0.71**

5.10**
6.06**
0.53**

0.56**
0.29**

0.73**
1.73*

Migration distance (km) (ref = 20-35)

36 - 50
51 -100
101 - 150
150 +

N

1.29**
2.21%
3.77*
2.89%*

38783

1.42-1.52

0.38-0.41
0.06-0.08

0.09-0.12
0.60-0.83

4.61-5.65
5.45-6.74
0.48-0.59

0.54-0.58
0.26-0.32

0.69-0.78
1.66-1.79

1.20-1.39
2.08-2.34
3.53-4.02
2.74-3.04

1.47*

0.91*
0.92*
3.28*

1.40**
1.07*
1.98**

1.21**

0.36**

1.10**
1.55**

0.76**
0.65**
6.53**

0.60**
0.39**
0.33**
0.36**

25036

1.42-1.52

0.86-0.95
0.87-0.98
2.96-3.63

1.34-1.47
1.00-1.14
1.60-2.45

1.14-1.28

0.34-0.39

1.06-1.15
1.47-1.64

0.72-0.81
0.62-0.68
5.75-7.42

0.56-0.63
0.37-0.41
0.31-0.36
0.34-0.37

1.40%*

0.82**
0.65**
3.19%*

1.67**
0.89**
3.48**

1.07*
0.92*
0.58**

1.25%*

0.75**
0.74**
8.10**

0.45**
0.26**
0.13**
0.09**

35314

1.36-1.44

0.78-0.85
0.62-0.69
2.90-3.51

1.60-1.74
0.83-0.95
2.85-4.25

1.00-1.13
0.87-0.99
0.55-0.62

1.19-1.32

0.71-0.80
0.71-0.78
7.15-9.19

0.43-0.48
0.25-0.28
0.12-0.14
0.09-0.10

1.99**

1.16**
0.75**
2.24*

0.64**
1.72**
3.39**

0.77**
0.65**
0.28**

0.88**
1.61*

0.51*
0.74**
4.77*

0.81**
0.72**
0.58**
0.73**

53486

1.94-2.04

1.12-1.20
0.72-0.79
2.04-2.45

0.62-0.67
1.64-1.82
2.81-4.10

0.73-0.81
0.62-0.69
0.26-0.29

0.85-0.91
1.54-1.68

0.49-0.54
0.71-0.76
4.22-5.40

0.77-0.85
0.69-0.75
0.55-0.61
0.70-0.75

1.39**

0.94*
1.22**
4.96**

1.30**
1.11~*
2.61*

0.59**
0.69**
0.28**

0.67**
0.91*

0.19**
1.90**
6.17*

0.70**
0.67**

0.86**
10930

1.33-1.45

0.89-1.00
1.12-1.32
4.37-5.62

1.22-1.39
1.01-1.22
2.06-3.31

0.55-0.64
0.63-0.75
0.25-0.30

0.64-0.71
0.85-0.98

0.17-0.22
1.80-2.02
5.36-7.10

0.64-0.76
0.62-0.72

0.81-0.91

*= p<0.05, **= p<0.01. -2 Log-likelihood Final = 232074.7.
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