
-84-

choice, we hypothesize that a family who has moved at least once before

and moves again is more likely to select as its destination an.area

where it lived before than one where it has never lived. This is be-

cause the family is more likely to have friends and relatives and other

location-specific assets (e.g., job market information and clientele)

in areas where it has lived before. The values of any location-specific

assets left behind in the potential return destination are likely to

depreciate as the time away increases. Thus attractions of the pre-

vious residence should be stronger the more recently the family left

it.

Residence information from the first three years of data from the

Income Dynamics Panel is used to test these hypotheses. Before dis-

cussing the multivariate results, a brief look at the characteristics

of our sample confirms the importance of return migration. We saw in

Table 5 that the total sample (of 1952 families) includes 1472 families

with recent (1968-71) interdivisional migration experience and that 25

of these migrated interdivisionally between 1971 and 1972. Nineteen

or 76 percent of these 25 potential return migrant families who moved

between 1971 and 1972 did return to divisions where they lived before

(between 1968 and 1970). Thus 13.4 p-Lrcent (19/142) of married couples

who are potential interdivisional return migrants because they moved

at least once interdivisionally between 1968 and 1971 did return to a

division of previous residence between 1971 and 1972. When we ex-

clude families whose head was in the armed forces in 1971, we have 30

nonmilitary families who migrated interdivisionally between 1971 and

1972, 17 of whom also migratectbetween 1968 and 1971 and are hence

potential return migrants. Twelve of these 17 families (71 percent)
**

did return between 1971 and 1972; thus, over 70 percent of repeat

Of these 142 families, 33 made two or three interdivisional moves
between 1968 and 1971; 23 (70 percern.) of these 1968-71 multiple move
combinations ended with a return move.

**
Of the 12 returning families, four left the area to which they

subsequently returned between 1970 and 1971, five left between 1969
and 1970, and three left between 1968 and 1969. Unfortunately, these
numbers are too small to infer any pattern about how propensity to re-
turn varies with length of absence (for a study of this see Morrison
(1976) and DaVanzo a..1(1 Morrison (forthcoming)).
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migrants in our sample are return migrants. Seven of the 17 nonmili-

tary repeat migrants xeported they were looking for work before their

1971-72 move; six (86 percent) of these returned, providing tentative

support for the hypothesis that potential returnees who are looking

for work are especially likely to return. Recall that in Sec. IV we

found that families with recent migration experience whose heads were

looking for work were considerably more likely to move again than

those whose heads were not engaged in job search. Now we see that of

the potential return migrants who do in fact move, those looking for

work before moving are more likely to be return migrants than are per-

sons not looking for work at the time of the 1971 survey. Inability

to secure employment may cause the family to become disappointed with

the original move and to return. Friends and relatives left behind

al, likely to provide information about job opportunities in the potenr-

tial return destination.

Most previous studies of repeat and return migration have used

census data which compare (1) an individual's place of birth, (2) his

residence'five years before the census, and (3) his residence at the

time of the census. A person is considered to be a return migrant if

place (1) is different from place (2) but the same as place (3); and

a nonreturn repeat migrant if (1), (2), and (3) are all different.

Persons for whom (1) and (2) are different are potential return and

repeat migrants.

The data used here underestimate the total number of return (and

repeat) moves ::ince they do not count moves back to places last lived

in four or more years ago. Nevertheless, they imply that census figures

seriously understate the amount of return migration since they do not

include the apparently numerous pairs of moves that occur within the

five-year census reference period. For example, using 1955-60 census

data Eldridge (1965) finds that one-third of all repeat interstate

migrants (secondary -IL return migrants) are return migrants, whereas we

have found that over 70 percent of families who make multiple inter-

divisional moves in our four-year period make return moves. Morrison

(1976) provides further preliminary evidence supporting this contention:

he shows for a variety of smaller geographic units (counties, "metros",

9 8
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regions, and superregions) that, when return migration is defined as

a move back to a place where a person lived sometime in a 14-year

period, 86 percent of return moves occur withiri five years of the ini-

tial move.

Turning to the polychotomous logit results in Table 7, we see that

families are more likely to move to an areawhere they lived before

than to one where they never lived-if the family earnings they could

receive there are higher than what they received before moving (i.e.,
fam

if PV > 0); the size of this effect is related to the size of the

present value available at that potential return destination. (This

is discussed further in the next subsection.)

PRESENT VALUE OF WAGE DIFFERENCES

In choosing among alternative destinations, families are hypothe-

sized to select the one where the present value of wage gains is

largest, other things the sAme. Hence, we expect that the higher the

present value of the difference between the wages the family members

could earn at destination j* and the wages they do earn in their cur-

rent residence, the more likely the family is to choose destination

j*.

To test this hypothesis, variables have been defined that measure,

for each potential destination j for both the husband and the wife,

the present value of the difference between what each could earn at j

and what each does earn at their current residence. The husband and

wife's present values have been added to form.family present value

variables for each area j, P
fam

, which are similar to those used to
**

test the present value hypotheses in the whether to migrate analysis.

*
Since PV

ij

fam is the gross earnings difference and is not net of

migration costs, some families may be more likely to move to a place
where they lived before than to an unfamiliar area, even when the net
monetary returns are negative (as long as they are relatively small in
cbsolute value; presumably positive nonpecuniary returns compensate
for this).

**As before, a potential wage Wj is estimated based on the hus-
band's (wife's) personal characteristics and how these are valued in

each potential destination j. As before, Wj is adjusted by Wi/Wi,

f30
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Before turning to the multivariate results, a simple comparison

of the average husband's, wife's, and family present values (PV) as-

sociated with the chosen destinations with those"for the destinations

not selected shows that families do indeed move to areas where all the

measures of wage gains are highest. In fact, selected destinations

have relatively higher wage gains compared to areas not chosen for the

wife than for the husband. For the nonmilitary sample (n=30), we find

the following:

Chosen destination (n=30) Destinations not chosen (n=30x7=210)

Husband's PV $26,100 $14,200
Wife's PV 8,520 890
Family PV 34,620 15,090

Wife's share
of family PV 24.6% 5.9%

husbands are assumed to lose when they move some,of the wage premium
they received for specific experience on the premigration job or for
being in a union, and wage rates are deflated by divisional cost of
living indices. As-in the whether to migrate analysis, for each j the

differences between this adjusted imputed wage, , and W
i
are multiplied

by the numhPI: of hours the husband (wife) worked in 1970, discounted
by an 8 percent rate, and summed over the number of years remaining
until the husband (wife) is 65. A 2.5 annual growth rate of wages is
used for men. For wives, the annual rate of growth of (female) wages
is assumed to differ among divisions. For each division, the 1968-72
annual rate of growth of wages is estimated as one-fourth the coeffi-
cient of the 1972 time dummy in the wife's wage equation for that di-
vision (this coefficient shows how many percentage points larger the
wage rate was in 1972 than in 1968, other things the same). For hus-
bands, present values constructed using divisional rates of growth
estimated from the time dummy coefficients of the male wage equations
did not have as high explanatory power as those using the same annual
rate of growth for each division.

*
The t-statistics testing for significant differences between

chosen and nonchosen destinations are around 1.
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*
For places lived in before the difference is even more striking:

Destinations 4ived in before but

Chos,ences (n=12) not returned to (n=6)

Husband's PV $11,960 $-8,790

Wife's PV 1,890 - 460

Family PV 13,850 -9,250

Wife's share
of family PV 13.6% 5.0%

Thus, it appears that potential return migrants who move but do not

return choose to move elsewhere because of poor earnings opportunities

in their potential return destinations.
**

***
For places not lived in recently we find the following:

Chosen destinations (n=18) Destinations not chosen--(H=204)

Husband's PV
Wife's PV

Family PV

Wife's share
of family PV

$35,520
12,940
48,460

26.7%

$14,870
930

15,800

5.9%

In the multivariate analysis we see that, when distance and un-

employment rates are held constant, families.are indeed more likely to

move to destination j* the higher the earnings gaius associated with j*

The number of potential return destinations (18) is larger than

the number of potential returnees (17) because one family lived in
two places (other than i) between 1968 and 1970.

**
Alternatively, it could be those families for whom the present

value associated with the initial move (PV[W - W ]) was algebraicallyj*
smallest who chose to return, where i is 1971 residence and j* the
potential return destination.

It may be seen that wives contributed a smaller share to the gains
received by return migrants compared with nonreturn migrants.

***
Note that the present values associated with places lived in

before are considerably smaller than those associated with places where

the families have not resided previously. Of course, this could be
due to differences in the types of families in the two samples (e.g.,

the former may be older on average than the latter).
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relative to other possible destinations. The coefficient is signifi-

cant at the 10 percent level. This effect is larger if the family

lived in j* before; i.e., the coefficient of PVfam Here Before is
ij

positive. If the family had equal probability of choosing each desti-
fam

nation j (P(j) = 0.125), a $10,000 increase (decrease) in P V would

cause a 0.6 percentage point increase (decrease) in the probability

of choosing j* if the family had not lived in j* recently and a 2.1

percentage point increase (decrease) if the family had lived in j*.

The numbers presented in this subsection and in Tables 2 thrcugh

4 in Sec. IV confirm the importance of potential earnings increases

as a determinant of migration decisions. We saw in Sec. IV that fami-

lies are more likely to move the greater the earnings increase they

could experience by doing so. Now we find in this section that in

choosing among alternative destinations, a family tends to select the

one where this earnings increase is largest--for the family as well as
**

for the husband and Wife individually. In fact, selected destina-

tions are characterized by relatively higher wage gains compared to

the areas not chosen for the wife than for the husband. This is fur-

ther evidence that the wife's characteristics and opportunities do

play an important role in the families' migration decisions.

DESTINATION UNEMPLOYMENT RATES

Other things the same, we expect the probability that a family

will move to a particular place to be negatively related to the

While these figures may seem small in absolute size, their rela-

tive magnitudes are not. In the above example, the $10,000 increase

in PVfam would be associated with a 4.8 percent increase in the prob-
ij

ability that a family that had not lived in j* recently would choose

to move there and a 16.8 percent increase for a family that fi-v'e'd in

j* within the last three years.
**

The couples who move may be those for whom the husbands' and

wives' separate present values of earnings gains are most highly cor-

related across geographic labor markets.
In addition to 3howing the important role earnings gains play in

migration decisionmaking, the results presented here and in Sec. IV

provide a vote of confidence for the methodology used to construct the

variables measuring them (i.e., imputing the wage that would be earned

in each potential destination from wage equations estimated separately

for each area). .
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probability that its members would be unemployed there. Previous stu-

dies have had difficulty finding such a relationshiP empirically, but

this may be because (1) they often explain net migration, and thus

estimate the combined effects of unemployment on in- and outmigration

and are unable to disentangle the two (e.g., Fields, 1974); (2) or, if

they focus on inmigration, they define the dependent variable incor-

rectly (see DaVanzo, 1976b, on this point); or (3) they use an unem-

ployment rate that is defined for the end of the migration period and

hence may have _been affected by the intervening migration. Studies

that compare the two, e.g., Wadycki (1975), show that beginning of

period unemployment variables do perform closer to expectations than
**

end of period variables.

In the destination-choice analysis presented here, the average

divisional 1971 unemployment rate is used to assess whether the extent
***

of unemployment at destination affects destination choice. Its

coefficient is not statistically different from zero (t = 0.05).

*
These same arguments apply to other explanatory variables, e.g.,

area wage rates or income.
**

Wadycki's study does not suffer from any of the problems noted
above and hence comes closest to the "correct" use of aggregate data
to assess whether destination unemployment rates affect destination
choice. Wadycki's dependent variable is the share of outmigrants from
state i who moved to state j during the five-year census reference
period, for all i j. Using 1955-60 data, he finds that the higher
the beginning of period unemployment rate in destination j, the less
likely j is to be chosen (the t-statistic on the unemployment rate ex-
ceeds 8); end of period rates produced a positive, statistically signi-
ficant relationship. However, when he uses 1965-70 data, beginning of
period destination unemployment rates are positively and significantly
(t > 4) related to the probability that the destination was chosen
(results using the end of period unemployment rates are not presented).

***In using the average divisional unemployment rate at destina-
tion as my measure of the probability of unemployment at j, ram im-
plicitly assuming that, for each j, all individuals have the same prob-
ability of being unemployed if they move there. A more sophisticated
approach would impute an unemployment probability or probability of
finding an (acceptable) job for each potential destination to each in-
dividual in the sample, based on his personal characteristics. The

methodology fur estimating these individual potential unemployment rates
would be similar to that used in this report to estimate individualized
wage opportunities for each potential destination; logit or probit anal-

ysis should be used so that the predicted probabilities fall within the
0-1 range.
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A comparison of the average unemployment rate for chosen and non-

chosen destinations also shows the former to be larger than the latter,

though not significantly so. However, the few interdivisional migrants

who were 'nemployed before they moved did choose areas with lower un-

employment rates; the mean unemployment rate in chosen destinations

was 5.7 percent compared to 6.2 percent in areas not selected.

DISTANCE

The negative relation between the size of the migration flow be-

tween two areas and-the distance between them is one of the best-known

and most consistent findings of statistical studies of migration. Many

of the costs of moving--direct costs, opportunity costs incurred while

moving, costs of revisiting friends and relatives left behind, informa-

tion, and psychic costs--are likely to be positively related to the

distance moved. In addition, distanCe may be a surrogate for inter-

vening opportunities; the greater the distance between i and j, the

greater the number of possibly attractive intervening opportunities.

Several studies (gadycki, 1975, and other papers referenced therein)

have shown that the inclusion of variables measuring the best inter-

vening alternatives substantially reduces the size and statistical

significance of the deterrent effect of distance. Unfortunately, oar

small sample size does not enable us to include measures of interven-

ing opportunities in this empirical analysis; thus, the distance co-

efficient estimated in Table 8 incorporates the effects of intervening

opportunities.

As expected, the average distance to chosen destinations (852

miles) is smaller than that to nonchosen destinations (945 miles).

(The t-statistic testing for a significant difference equals 1.)

If there is some "learning by doing" associated with migration,

families who have moved before should be more efficient at moving (able

to move a given distance at a smaller cost) than families without

previous migration experience. In addition, persons with previous

migration experience are acquainted with places they have lived before

and are likely to still have friends and relatives in those places;

therefore, the information and psychic costs of moving back to such
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places should be lower than those of a nonreturn move. Thus, distance

is expected to be less of a deterrent to return and subsequent (sec-
.

ondary, or repeat) migration than to "new" migration. This appears to

be true, for the average distance to the destinations chosen by pre-

v!ous migrants (885) is larger than that to destinations chosen by

families without recent migration experience (810), whereas the op-

posite is true for nonchosen destinations; the average distance to

destinations not chosen by previous migrants (939 miles) is slightly

smaller than that to destinations not chosen by families who did not

move between 1968 and 1971 (952 miles). Nevertheless, potential re-

turnees appear to be more likely to return to near than to far poten-

tial return destinations. The average distance to return destinations

chosen by potential returnees was 784 miles, while the average distance

to the few potential return destinations not selected was 979 miles.

In the conditional logit equation, the natural logarithm of dis-

tance is used to measure distance-related costs because the marginal

cost of moving an additional mile is assumed to decrease as,the dis-

tance moved increases. The coefficient is negative, as expected, but

is not significant at conventional levels. The coefficient indicates

'that, other things the same, an area 1000 miles away is 8 percentage

points (64 percent if all areas,had equal probability of being chosen)

less likely to be chosen than an area 100 miles away.

MILITARY

The total sample used in this study includes families whose heads

were in the armed forces at the time of the survey. It is possible

that some of these military families who migrated moved to other

In a study using aggregate census data (1976a),'f'found a posi-

tive and significant partial relationship between distance and the
probability of return migration; this was true for blacks as well as

whites. I noted that perhaps persons are more likely to be disappointed

with long-distance moves. It may be that the accuracy of the perception
the migrant had of destination opportunities before the first move may
have been negatively related to the distance of that initial move

(Yezer and Thurston, 1976). It:is, 41so possible that the fact that a

long-distance move was made initially may indicate that the intervening

opportunities were not (and are not now) attractive.
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military assignments. Indeed, the 13 military families who migrated'

between 1971 and 1972 were significantly more likelyto_nove to an
_

area the higher\ the percentage of the U.S. white male military_Ropu7_____,

lation residing in that division. I found a similar result in my anal-
._

ysis of census data (DaVanzo, 1972).

As in the earlier study, the apparent influence of the other ex-

planatory variables is weakened when military migrants, who do not

necessarily respond to those explanatory variables, are included in

the sample. For example, when the military families are included, the

average husband's present value for chosen destinations no longer ex-

ceeds that for nonchosen destinations. These findings, together with

the sample differences found in Sec. IV, underscore the importance of

excluding military personnel from the sample when estimating models

that endeavor to explain civilian migration.

""..
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VI. SUMMARY OF MAIN FINDINGS, POLICY IMPLICATIONS, AND

SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

SUMMARY OF MAIN FINDINGS

This report has presented a model of migration in which the family

rather than the individual is,the decisionmaking unit. It has tested

this model with household-level data from the Income Dynamics Panel

and has demonstrated a number of interesting and important relation-

ships.

Some of the findings help to explain paradoxes found in previous

research (for example, the seeming absence of "push" of origin economic

conditions), whereas others confirm relationships found before (e.g.,

the effect of previous migration on subsequent geographic mobility)

but shed new light on the causes of the underlying behavior. Certain

results disagree with the conclusions of some recent studies (e.g.,

those that find that a working wife always inhibits family migration),

and others illuminate policy-relevant issues (such as how a negative

income tax might affect migration) never investigated before because

the appropriate data were not available. (The policy implications of

the research are discussed later in this section.) In particular, the

findings of this study have helped improve our understanding of the

migration process by providing answers to the following types of ques-

tions:

How do families respond to economic adversity? Does unemployment

"push" a family to move?

Analyses of migration behavior based on aggregate data have re-

sulted in conflicting and often paradoxical answers to the question

of the strength of economic "push". We can now, based on household-

level data, offer some specific insights into how economic adversity

affects the probability of migration and how responsive people are to

improving their economic situation. We have seen that families whose

heads are unemployed or are dissatisfied with their jobs are more

likely to move than those whose heads are not searching for different
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jobs. Recent arrivals to an area who cannot find acceptable jobs are

especially prone to migrate again. Thus we find that household-level

unemployment or dissatisfaction with a job does "push" a family to

move. Furthermore, we have shown that local economic conditions

(origin unemployment rates) do affect outmigration, but only within

the subset of people most seriously affected by them--the unemployed.

In addition, we have seen that unemployed and other persons looking

for work are more responsive to the other economic determinants of

migration (family income, origill wage rates, and expected earnings

increases) than persons apparently satisfied with their jobs.

How important is return migration?

Return migration, a phenomenon about which we know very little,

has loomed as a central factor in understanding migration, especially

its repetitive aspects. Chronic mobility has been shown to be an im-

portant determinant of our current geographic distribution of popula-

tion (Morrison, 1971), and return migration holds the potential for

reversing the dominant directions of all migration flows. This study

has helped-to disentangle some of the underlying determinants of

repeat and return migration.

We have found that families are much more likely to move in a

given period if they have moved before in the recent past. This effect

results mainly from a strong tendency for people to return to places

they have recently left. A substantial portion of yotential return

migrants do in fact return. Recent arrivals who are unable to find

acceptable employment are especially likely to move again and to return

to places.where they lived before.

Furthermore, we have shown that families who made severaZ moves

are more likely to move again than families who made one or no recent

moves if those multiple moves were a series of nonreturn moves; fami-

lies who made multiple moves that concluded with a return to a place

lived in previously are, in some cases, no more likely to move (again)

than families who have not moved at all, thus bringing into question

the prediction of high subsequent migration propensities for this sub-

set of "chronic" movers.
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In addition, this study h'as underscored the importance of using

longitudinal data to studY "chronic mobility": since many return and

repeat moves occur within a few years of tne initial moves they follow,

census data seriously understate the importance of both phenomena.

Is the wife a passive "secondary" m 'nfluence on the

family's migration? Does a workin,g w. Airage a family's

migration?

We have shown that wives are not passive secondary migrants, but

rather appear to have a significant influence on the family's decision

on whether to'move and where. Even though we have less detailed in-

formation on wives' than on husbands' characteristics, the character-

istics of the wife (hours of work, share of earnings, ete.) add sig-

nificantly to the explanatory power of equations explaining whether

a family moves. Furthermore, families with working wives are not

necessarily lesp iikely to move than families with nonworking wives,

other things the same. Families in which the wife works but does not

earn a substantial portion of the family's earnings or in which the

wife is fairly young and earns a lower wage in the labor market where

the family currently resides than she could elsewhere appear to be

more likely to ove than families with nonworking wives. Also, fami-

lies who choose to move tend to select destinations w1.2re both the

husband's and wife's earnings are highest; families not only move to

areas where the potential increase in family earnings is maximized,

but at the same time select those where the wife's contribution to

that gain is largest.

How do the husband's and wife's age and education affect family

masation?

Age and education, typically found to be among the strongest cor-

relates of the propensity to migrate, appear to be relatiVely unimpor-

tant in explaining the migration of married couples when other migra-

tion determinantsmany of which vary with age or educationare held

constant.
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POLICY IMPLICATIONS

These findings are based on the migration behavior of one sample

of families over a one-year period of time (1971-72) and hence may be

sample- or period-specific. However, assuming that results continue

to hold when tested for different specifications, demographic groups,

samples, and time pericds, they have the following implications for

policy:

o Since unemployed persons, especially those living in depressed

labor markets, are already, without direct policy influence,

more likely to move than persons who are are not looking for

work, policies may not be necessary to ease outmigration for

a group already iuduced to leave. Such policies may just

provide a costly duplication of the already effective in-

fluence of private market forces.

Policies of investment to expand economic opportunities in

depressed areas are likely to help prevent economically forced

outmigration.

o Although the size and sign of the income effect on migration

are not robust across alternative methods of estimating it,

the results presented here are consistent in indicating that

income effects are generally insignificant for persons not

looking for work but significantly negative for the unem-

ployed; apparently staying, rather than moving, is a normal

good for this group. Assuming that this resu measuring

a true behavioral effect (and is not due to som unknown bias

in the way we have constructed our income measures or speci-

fied the rest of the migration equation, or to any peculiarit

of our particular sample), it has a very important policy

implication: unless the receipt of an income bonus is con-

ditional upon its being used to help defray the costs of

moving, income supplements given to the unemployed may be used

Sea the next subsection on suggestions for further research.
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to subsidize their staying in the current location rather than

to finance job search in other labor markets.

o Policies that affect net wage rates--for example, minimum

wage laws, wage subsidies, income tax laws, and the provisions

of income maintenance programs--may change the opportunity costs

of moving, the earnings returns to migration, the level of

family income, and each spouse's share of earnings; each of

these in turn may afe the profitability of an investment

in migration; th nce is ambiguous a priori. An

increase in the L and/or wife's wage rate that is

local only (or is natiunal but does not substantially increase

the size of the present value of geographic wage differences)

will in most cases reduce the probability that the family will

migrate, unless the family head is unemployed. Policies that

increase wages elsewhere relatively more than those in the

labor market where the family currently resides may increase

migration.

o Policies such as the Equal Rights Amendment that might in-

crease wives' attachment to the labor force are likely to have

mixed effects on migration, increasing the migration propen-

sities of some families (especially those with young wives

whose opportunities in their current labor market are inferior

to those available elsewhere), while decreasing those of

others (particularly families in which the wife makes a sub-

stantial contribution to family income in the current location

and does not have good opportunities elsewhere).

o We have shown that many long-distance moves are return or

repeat moves by families who moved previously and were unem-

ployed or unhappy with their jobs before the return (repeat)

move. Apparently dissatisfaction with the outcome of the

first move triggered the return (repeat) move. If this series

of circular (multiple) moves was not planned at the outset

but was the result of unforeseen consequences due to unreliable

(or no) prior information, policies that help discourage such

costly and unproductive ,mpeated moves should help to improve

the efficiency of migration.
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SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

The results of this research have advanced our understanding of

the migration of individuals and families in several ways, as discussed

above. They have shown the advantages of household-level data for

studying the interactions of husband's and wife's characteristics as

determinants of family migration and for disentangling some relation-

ships, e.g., the effect of unemployment on migration, that were not

clear in previous studies based on aggregate data. The longitudinal

aspect of the data has been fully exploited in tbt- study but has

nonetheless shoc 'or helping us to understand the effects

of past behavior on subsequent behavior. Future studies should pay

close attention to family interactions and should try to take further

advantage of the longitudinal aspects of the IDP and other newly avail-

able panel studies, such as the "Parnes" National Longitudinal Surveys.

Also, further research should explore the applicability of the

results presented here to other time periods, other demographic groups

(e.g., nonwhites and persons not currently married) and across the

demographic subgroups aggregated together here; for exempla, certain

parameters may differ by life-cycle stage.

Other suggestaions for extendilig the research given h' include

the following:

1. The whev.= to migrate and choice of destination , cidions

should b.t considered together, since it is likely _hat fami-

lies base their decisions regarding whether to move or stay

on whether there are destinations worth moving to. In the

present study we used summary indicators of the costs and

benefits of migration in general, e.g., maximum bpnefit/cost

ratios, t explain whether or not a family moved, but we were

unable tc, ,...:ansider tradeoffs and interactions bet,ween the

various 410,:ributes for a particular destination. For example,

how mucl. 2:agher does the present value of wage gains need to

be to a family to move an additional 500 miles? What

is the7r7:eoff between increased wage gains and an increased

probability of unemployment? A statistical technique for

I 1 2;
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analyzing choices among multiple alternatives, e.g., poly-

, chotomous logit analysis, should be used for such a combined

analysis.

2. The approach used here of imputing wages that could be earned

in various potential destinations to explain whether a family

moves and how it chooses among potential destinations appears

very promising, but implementing it led to the choice of
/

geographic units that are large and heterogeneous (censUs

divisions) and between which relatively few people migrate.

Two different, thon01 related, considerations led to this

choice:

a. the areas had to be large enough to provide sufficient

sample sizes for estimating regional wage equations.

b. the number of areas had to be small enough to model

choices among them. Explaining choices among more than

10 ':,Iternativs becomeza unwieldy empirically.

The firs,: restri:tion could_ be circumvented by using a larger

data set, ,e.17_, census data, to estimate the wage equations

for a (13J -lumber of smaller areas and defining the ex-

planatory 7,1:_ab1es to be measures available both in that

data set and 4n the one being used for the migration analysis.

The coeificient of the wage equations estImated using the,

say, celdus, cTuld then be used to impute wages to persons in

the, sa IV? ca, using IDP values of the explanatory vari-

ables. t.A.axing the second restriction, we want to rede-

fine tht. -,,Drential destinations so that the number of them

is still kAilLy small but that there are 1 larger number of

migrant_ ?c, _lbilities include the forlowing:

a. The lltmrnative destinations could be classified by their

AD the current labor market, e.g., moving (a)

within cairrent labor market, (b) to the best adjacent

Future work ,..514?A.. look for a way to incorporate the ex-post

experiences of miz (measured,over a number of years, if possible)

into the calculatiA ex ante expected earnings gains, but should

be careful to avold e.ctivity biases.
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labor market, (c) to the best alternative with a 100-mile

radius, and so on, where "best" might be defined by a

weighted average of wage opportunities and employment

probabilities; alternatively, we could have a move (a)

within the county, (b) to a contiguous county, (c) to a

noncontiguous county within the same state, (d) to a con-

tiguous state, and so on. The main problem with this ap-

proach is summarizing the relevant attributes (average?

maximum or minimum?) of each alternative.

b. Alternative destinations could be classified by type--e.g.,

large metropolitan labor markets, small rural markets, etc.

The main shortcoming of this method is that it will be dif-

ficult to control for the geographic dispersion of these

types and hence to consider distance as an explanatory

variable. Also, again it will be necessary to somehow

summarize the characteristics of each type of destination.

c. The choices could be defined to be a certain number, say

eight to ten, of the most popular destinations and one or

several residual categories, perhaps geographically de-

fined, e.g., "other southern areas." The definition of

the choice set could differ among demographic or skill

groups; e.g., the set of most popular destinations for

blacks may be different from that for whites.

d. Since a substantial proportion of moves in a given period

are return or repeat moves and since these repeat migrants

appear to respond differently from nonrepeat migrants to

the variables that influence migration decisions and des-

tination choice, one may want, for certain questions, to

restrict the sample to persons and families who have moved

previously and model their decisions among the alterna-

tives of "staying," "returning," and "moving elsewhere."*

*
Each of these methods (a-d) is based on an implicit assumption

about the way migrants evaluate alternative destinations. The choice
among these methods to define the set of alternative destinations
should be based on an evaluation of the validity of the assumptions

11 4
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3. Other pairs of years should be considered, both to determine

whether parameters vary over time, say with the business cycle,

and also to increase the number of observations considered.

If observations from a number of years are pooled, care should

be taken to use econometric techniques that allow for the

joint dependence of migration decisions in various years

and for the intrafamily correlation of residuals over time.

4. More attention should be given to understanding and modeling

the migration behavior of the unemployed and others looking

for jobs; special attention should be given to considering

migration as a type of job mobility, to understanding which

job searchers choose to move, and to modeling job search in

a family context. We have shown in this report that unem-

ployed persons are more likely to move than persons who are

not lopking for work. Furthermore, we have shown that, of

the unemployed, those who have low incomes, high wage rates,

or have lived in their area of current residence less than

three years are the most likely to move. However, these find-

ings are based on a small number of unemployed persons and

further work is required to see if they hold for other time

periods, other demographic groups, and within age and educa-

tion subsets of the group considered here. In addition, a

number of other interesting questions could be investigated:

o How does the availability and receipt of unemployment in-

surance influence migration?

underlying each. For example, the second method is based on the as-
sumption that all large metropolitan areas offer the same opportunities
to the potential migrant, and that the opportunities offered in one

small rural market are similar to those available in another, and so
on. To test the validity of this assumption one should compare, for

various skill levels, the variances of wages and employnent probabili-
ties within and among destination-type categories. One wants to choose
categories whose within-category variance is small relative to the

between-category variance. To evaluate criterion (3) one would deter-
mine wht proportion of all moves are made to the eight or ten most

populaT destinations. Furthermore, different methods may imply dif-
ferent i;eographic units to be used for estimating the wage equations.

*This should be done regardless of vhether years are pooled.
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o Does the wife's unemployment have the same effect on family

migration as the husband's?

o How do the number and length of spells of unemployment

affect migration?

o Do the migration propensities of unemployed persons differ

by the reason for leaving the last job (quit, layoff,

etc.)?

o Does the method of job search used b., th, head di. ,ile

affect the probability that the family will move?

o Are unemployed workers less likely to move when the average

national unemployment rate is high than when it is low?

How do the relationships discussed here vary over the

business cycle?

La addition to including explanatory variables that would

enable us to answer these questions, the effects of expected

destination unemployment on migration and choice of destina-

tion should be estimated using more personalized measures of

the probability of unemployment after migration. These could

be imputed, using a methodology similar to that used to esti-

mate destination wages here, from regressions of the incidence

cf unemployment or number of weeks of unemployment on a set

of personal characteristics, with separate regressions esti-

mated for each (type of) destination area.

5. We have shown here that a sizable prorortion of the persons

moving in a given time period have also moved before. It is

likely, for this subset of persons, that the consequences of

one move are in part the determinants of the next. And even

for persons who have not moved recently, changes in their

wages, hours of work, and incomes over time, as well as the

levels of these variables, may affect their migration deci-

sions. In previous research, the causes of migration have

typically been studied separately from the effects, and

*
The conceptua=y correct measure of individual and family conse-

quences of migration would compare the postmigration earnings and em-
ployment stability cf migrants wit whst they would have experienced

/16
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scant attention has been given to the question of how changes

over time in a family's characteristics, and well-being may

affect its propensity to move. Longitudinal data make such

investigations possible. Careful analyses of the longer-tyrm

determinants of migration shou:d enable us to lea: more

about the role of migration as an adjustment to economic

change. An integrated study of the determinants and conse-
:.7

quences of geographic mobility should help us to understand
4

better the causes of repeated migration:and the phenomenon of

the "chronic mover." Such a study may enable us to identify

the types of people likely to become unnlanned return or re-

peat movers and to suggest policies that-may help discourage

such costly and apparently unproductive series of moves.

had they not moved. The latter, however, cannot be observed. In pre-

vious studies it has been proxied by the experiences of "similar"

nonmigrants at the origin (e.g., Wertheimer, 1970), "similar" nonmi-

grants at the destination (e.g., Masters, 1972; Yezer and Thurston,

1976), or the premigration experiences of the migrants (e.g., Saben,

1964; Sandell, 1975). The last is preferable since it controls for

unmeasured characteristics of the migrants that influence their ex-

periences in all time periods.
*Fuller use of the longitudinal nature of the data is not without

its problems. The IDP, for example, surveys households, not indivi-

duals, per se. Sometimes, a series of family composition changes re-

sults in a primary respondent in later years who is unrelated to the

person who was the main respondent in the first several years.
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Appendix

RoBIT EQUATION

The probit technique estimates the parameters, 8, of an index,

I = $X, which relates family characteristics to the probability of mi-

grating, P, through the formula for the cumulative normal distribution

function:

1

1727
exp (-t

2
/2)dt.

Unlike OLS, where ap/axi = 8i in a linear specification, how a change in

a variable X
i
affects the probability in a probit equation depends on

the value of I and, hence, the value of P:

ap ezr.p. (-12/2)
D xi Vg .

Waxi (Vi) is largest in absolute value when I = 0 (P = 0.50) and be-

comes smnller as P approaches 0 or 1. The factor that premultiplies

(3, (270 e
-1/2 -12/2

, has a maximum of 0.3989 and asymptotically approaches

0 as I 03.
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In Table 4, the as for the probit index are presented in brackets

in the second subcolumn of Eq. (11). In the first subcolumn, 3PPXi has

been evaluated at I = -2.15, or P = 0.0158, which is near the mean inter-

divisional migration rate for this sample. @P/aX, has been calculated

by multiplying the index as by 0.04. Thus, the aP/axi presented in

Table 4 show how a family which has a 1.58 percent probability of mi-

grating would respond to an incremental change in each explanatory

variable. A family with characteristics that make it much more likely

to migrate, e.g., one with previous migration experience and/or whose

head is unemployed, would be more responsive (unless P > 0.9842). A

family with characteristics that give it a 50 percent probability of

migrating would be ten times more responsive to a given change in X'

(have @P/DXs ten times those in Table 4) than the average family de-

picted in Table 4.

For example, I = -2.15 for the following type of family:

o the head is employed but looking for a different job (JLK-E

= 1)
o the family currently lives in a division with a 6 percent un-

employment rate (Unempl. Rt. = 6) -

o the maximum cost/benefit ratio = $1000 (PV
fam

= 1)

o family nonwage, nonlocation-specific income is $300 (Nonwg.

Inc. = 0.3)
o the husbanes and wife's wage rates are $3.75 and $2.50, respec-

tively (Wg" = 3.75, We = 2.50)
o the wife works half-time [1000 hours] (Hrs/yrw = 1)

o the wife earns 25 percent of family wage income (Wife's share

of earnings = 0.25)
o the head has 12 years of education (Educ

h
= 12 = 1).
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unemployment:rate effects baXe each-weighted by the x lative size of the

group,to which theypertain;7the weighted average is very small and

often negative.
*

Thus, we see that the "push" of,ori in_uneMployment

rates is effective but only for those who are without jobs; thb aggre-

.

gate effects appear to have been eclipsed by the abse e of "push"c for:

themajority who have jobs.

Policy Implications

These results have important policy implications for they demon-

atrate. that, contrary to the findings of many'other'stUdies (e.g.,
1

Lowry,i1966; Lansing and Mueller, 1967), local economic, conditions do

affectioutmigration, but only among the,subset of,people most seriously

affected by those conditions--the unemployed. In addition; we have

showh that, even without direct .policy influence, unemployed persons,

as well 'as others looking for joba,'are,m0re likelfy-to move than those
,

not actively looking.for-work, bringit4 into question the need for
\

policies to induce the unemployed to move. Furthermore, we have seen

that recent migrants.who are searching for work-are considerably more

likely to move than recent arrivals who have few-t acceptable employment

or than other persons looking for work, indicating,that persons who 1

migrateand cannot find acceptable employmenetend to move on;, we will

eee below that many of them return to places where they .have lived ,

before.

RETURNS TO MIGRATION (PRESENT VALUE OFWAGE DIFFERENCES)

The Conceptual Variable

As-noted\farlier, human capital theory views migration (like many

other types ofj)ehavior) as an inveetnient in oneself; whether ihe in

vestment is undertaken is governed by the expected payoff; or return,

on the investmenc. -Por most families the main Component of the return

to migration'is likely to be the present value ofthe Clifference between

potential lifetime earnings after,Migrating and wha would be earned

*
The weighted averages for Table 3 range between ±0.00064 and

-0.00046 for Eqs. (2)-(5),
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at origin in the absence of migration. The probability that the family.

will leave origin i should be positively related to the,present dis-

counted. value of the difference between what the husband and wife could

earn.elsewhere and what they could earn at i.

Constructing the Empirical Variable

Measuringthe return to migration is not a trivial or straight-

lorward matter. The ideal measures of the potential:earnings returns

to migration would be the differencea between the eXpected present

values of'family earning0 at j, for all j i, and the expected present

value of the family lifetime earnings at i. However,. the "data-necessary

to construct such measures are not available, and a number of"assump=

tions must be made. The procedure/used bere is as follows: It is as-
.

sumed that the potential migrant *mild earn at j the same wage fate as

earned by current residents of j with similar characteristics.. The

characteristica conaidered.here include age, sex.race, marital'status,,

number of years since leaving school, number of years with current

employer,--edlication,occupation,/ industry, disability status, veteran-.

status, and whethere: union memberi- For each census division I have

estimated wage equations for both husbands AndrWives--regressiOns of

the natural logarithm of the hourly wage rate on the 'characteristics

listed above--using a ,sample.of persons living, in that division.
***

Even if we did observe the entire lifetime stream of earnings, it
would only be for places in which the person actually lived. To con-
struct the present valde measure discussed here, we need lifetime earn-
ings streams at origin and at all possible destinations. For nonmigrants
we.would need to know what they could have.earned if they had moved and
for migrants we would need to know what they would have earned had they
not moved.

**
Years on curient j b, disability, veteran, and union status are

not reported in the IDP d ta for wives.
***

IDP data are used p es imate these equations.. Census divisions
rather than smaller more hoMoge eous areas were chosen to'be the geo-
graphic units so that the sample sizes weuld be sufficiently large to
permit estimation of separe equations for each area. All five years
of the panel have been pooled/to provide large enough sample siZes for
each of these wage regressi4s. Time dummies have been included to
allow the intercepts to differ each year. The R2s for many of the wage
equations exceed sU percent. Some equations include more than one

0

56
...
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Estimating wage equations separately for each division allows for divi7

sional differences in paraMeters. Thus the labor market "value", of

various personal characteristics differs geographically. People are

hypothesizedto locate in the area where.their characteristics are

valued most highly. For each husband and wife in the sample, a wage

is iMputed from these equations for each of the nine divisions_(includ-
,

ing the one wherelthe family lived in 1971). These provide estimates

of what a potenti4lmigrant could earn in each potential. destination
**

J.

observation for a particular person, but no adjustment has been made
for Possible intercorrelations. among an individual's error terms.

I am implicitly (though unrealistically) assuming each division
to be a (group of similar) labor market(s).

**
Despite some shortcomings; measures of the potential returns to

migration estimated by this'approach should.be better than those in

other studies. In the studies based on the human .apital approach which

used he 1960 Census to model 1955-60 migration (DaVanzo, 1972; O'Neill,

1970; Schwartz, 1968; and, Bow1ee;,1970), the eetUrn variables (1) are

based on. income rather than wage data; (2) use postmigration.(1959)
incomes (which may have been affected by migration auring the period

being.considered); (3) use aggregate.data in which husbands and wiVes

cannot be matched (in fact, only one of these studies (DaVanzo) even,
considers the possible elfect of one spouses wages on the other'S'

migration); and (4) assume migrants earned he same at origin and desti-

nation as Others there of the same age,.raca, sex, and education. In

the present study, we i4Tre able to observe each person'g actual pre7

migration wages at origin and are able to base our estimates of their ,

potential wages at all possible destinations on a more detailed list

of personal characteristics. -

.Kaluzny (1975) useg'a weighted average of the average.inOome,in

each area to construct his measure of expected gai s; previous migra-

tion rates are the weights..
Polachek and Horvath (1976) estimate a regressi n exPlaining earn-

ings changes between year t and year t + n .(n = 1 or\e) and include

a dummy indicating whether the.family migrated betweerc\years t and

t + 1 and interactions.of this dummy with four'personal\characteristics

.
for husbands (age; premigration earnings, years on current\Job, and a.

professional occupation dummy) as explanatory variables in this earnings

change equation. 'Ids equation is then used to impute what similar

nonmigrants could have earned had they migrated: However, such\en

apProach is likely'to suffer from:a selectivity bias (see, Lewis.,

for\,a discussion of this problem in migration-studies) for there may

be uncontrolled differences between the earninge differences aVailable

.
to the two groupethat made migration attractive to one and not to the.

other: Especially when.ared-of origin is not controlle&for,.it is not

correct,to assume that nonmigrants would have reaped the same gain had'

'they moVed as "similar" persons who did Move.
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These imputed wages are then adjusted in three ways: (1) Migrants

are assumed to lose some of the premium they receive for'specific job

.
experience (years on current (premigration) job) and union membership.

(2) The imputed wage at j is multiplied by Wi/Wi,'the ratio of the

actual to the imputed wage at i, to adjust for the fact that, due to

certain unobserved characteristics (e.g., ability), persons who, earn

higher (lower) than expected wages'at i re likely.,to earn higher (lower)
**

than expected wages at j. (3) All divisional wages are deflated by
***

their respective divisional'cost-of-d.iving indices.

Then, foreach potential destination j, the present value of the

difference between what the person could earn at j and what he (she) -

does earn at i has been calculated using e 2.5 percent annual rate of

*'
is estimated twice, once setting the union dummy and the years

on the current jcb variables equal to their 1971 values, and once set-

ting them equal t7 zero. When constructing present values, the disad-
vantage of losing Oe wage premium due ,to specific work experience and

union membership is assumed to decrease over time. The imputed opportu-

nity wage is taken to be a weighted average of the experience/union
'adjusted imputed wage and the one,not so adjusted. The weight given
to the adjusted wage decreases over time and is assumed to equal zero
after five years. *(This is done only for jii.)

Many men who belonged to a union before they moved did not after

they moved.
These adjustments cannot be made for women because union and years-

on-the-current-job variables are not reported,,for them.
**

However, this overlooks the fact that some persons may stay at
(leave) i precisely because their relative position in the wage distri-
bution,ishigher(lower).therethanelsewhere,tinwever,W.rmt adjusted
by Wi/Wi did not perform as well as the adjusted ones.

***
Present values that used wages adjusted for cost of living per-

formed better in explaining migration than measures not adjusted for

geographic differences in the cost of living.
Adjustments for the expected probability of employment, defined as

.one minus the area unemployment rate, have also been tried but did not

improve the performance of the present value variable. Aside from the

problems associated with using the area unemployment rate to construct
a measure of the probability of finding an acceptable job (see footnote

on p. 36 and footnote 3 on p. 90), Fields found that his migration
equations had considerably more explanatory power when meaSures of em-
ployment probability were entered linearly than when they were multi-

plied by annual earnings,'suggesting.that these probabilit'es may exert
an effect independent of that on expected earnings.
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growth of real wages, an 8 percent discount rate, weighting each wage
**

by the number of hours thee person worked the prrvious year .(1970),

and summing over the number of years until,he (she) is .65 years old.

The husband's and wife's present values are then added.''' These,measures

.can be interpreted as the lifetime returns that .aknOwledgeable prospec

tive migrantfamily might anticipate to be available by moving.to desti-

nation j.

For the whether to migrate analysis,these eight family present

values (one for each potential destination) are'collapped into a single

measure that indicates the size of the lifetime wagegains available to

the family_if it migrates; in dolvo, laCount is taken of the fact

that. some of theSe wage gains are m6ie costly to.attain than others. To

approximate present values net of costs for each potential destination,

each family Present value has been divided by the naturaljOgarithm of

the distance between i and j, the Proxy for many of the costs of moving
***

from i to .j (see p. 91); 'the resulting variable can be viewed as a

benefit/cost ratio. The maximum of these benefit/cost iatios, PfamV ,

is the measure of the'potential returns to migration.

*
The implication of using the same rate of growth for each area is

that 'the wage paths associated with various,possible destinations will
.not cross. This means that we are modeling migration as' if it mere a
once and for all decision, for the best choice in 'period 0 is implicitly'.

assumed to.be the best choice in all subsequent periods'. Present values
that use rates 9f growth which differed among areas (defined as one-
quarter of the coefficient of the 1972 dutmy n the wage equations (see
'footnote 2.on p. 36) or deri,h:Jd from Otimated experience 'paths)' have
also been'tlied but did not perform as well as the present values based
on the same rate of growth for each area:

**
Ideally, we would like to multiply each future year's Potential

wage gain by the number of hours to be worked that year at that location,
but since we do not have information on.the latter, the number of hours
Worked in 1970 is used to measure the, average number .of hours the hus-
band and wife are expected to work each year in the future. This is

assumed to be the same for all j. (Even if we could observe differenCes
among areas, hours should be assumed to be the:same\in each area to
-avoid an indeX numb..r problem.)

***
It would havebeen more approPriate to subtaCt cOsts, but dis-

tancecannot be readily converted into dollar terms. present values
not deflated by distance have also been tried but did not perform as
well as the deflated measures.

- fam
To sum'up the preceding diScUssion, the formula for the PV

variable is
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Hypotheses Testejr4d Here

. We expectthe coefficient of this measure of exPected returns to
fam

migration-, PV , to be positive. Vurthertore, we hypothesize that

families whose heads are looking for jobs,' especially those with un-

employed heads, shOuld be more, responsive to the opportunities available

elsewhere than families whose heads-are not looking for work; interac-

tions of the present value variable and the JLK dummies provide the test

of this hypethesis.

T
h

h .whlti g)t
H

jt 11\

(1 + r)t

+ E
t=1-

(W - Ww)(1 + g)t
J

: ln(D.

(1 + r)t

where H
h
= number of hours worked by the husband in1970

Thw = number Of hours worked by the wife in,1970
'1,11 "*h h "h
Wjt Wjt. Wi/Wi

^*11'
W
jt

= estimated wage the husband could earn in area j,
given his personal characteristics (imputed from

.the wage equation foi division j), adjuSted for union
membership,experience on current job (see footnote 1
p: 45), and cost. of livJ.ng

W
h

= average hourly wage .husband earned last year irr di-
vision i, adjUsted for cost of living

^11
W
i
= estimated Wage at i, .adjusted for cost Of living (im-

puted from wage eqUation for division i)

= w. w"!/ww
j i

.(Ww) .= wife's imputed wage a
i

W
w

= Wife's actual wage.,at i

(All wages are adjusted .or cest of living.)
g = real rate of growth = 0.025
r = discount rate = 0.08

T = working life.remaining = 65 - Age h if Age- < 65

='1 if Ageh > 65

T
w

'same as T. substitutink_wife's age
ln(D

ij
) = proxy for costs = natural logarithm of the distance between

and j

j (i)

ely
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Empirical Results

Returning to Tables .2 and'4, we see that...the migration response

to a change in the family's potential earnings gain does vaty by the

head's labor fOroe status, as well as by which sample is used (Table 2)

and bY how'the explanatory variable measuting income effects is defined

(Table 4).

Families with employed heads not looking for work appear to be in-.

sensitive to the expected retutns in deciding whether to move': The

co?fCicient of py
fam

NOLK-E is always insignificanti However, curi-::

ously, families in the,total sample with head's isot in the labor'force

and not claiming to be looking for work (NOLK-Oth) appear to respond

uositively, and significantly, to the level of PV
fam

in deciding whether

to move.

When the nonwage, nonlocation-specific income variable, Nonwg .

inc., is Used, families with unemployed heads Opear to respond nega-

,

"

tivelTto the PamVf variable; the coefficient is significantly different

trom zero fOr the total sample, but is insignificant.for the more

policy-televant large subsample. HoWever, when total Iamily income is

used to measure income effects,(Eq. (8) of Table 4), the large subSample

°coefficient of PfamV JLK-U becomes positive and.significant with a'
fam

t-statistic exceeding 3, and is now larger than the PV coefficients

.for. the JLK-E,or NOLK group. Our.inability to.find a consistently 7

positive relationship for families with unemployed heads may be due to

. the assumption made in.constructing the PV
fam variable that the family

head will each year work'the same number of hours in i and_pach_poten-

tial destination j as he worked in i in 1970. (Most men uneMployed

at the time, of the survey did work nearly full time in 1970). Un-

employed persons may be responding to expected hours changes as well .

as to wage differences.

The size of the coefficient of PV
fam JLK-E, on the other hand,

appears to be relatively insensitive to how the income variable is

Perhaps. the NOLK-Oth group contains some students-or.military
men who Aid not report they were looking for work at,the time ofthe

survey but completed school or left.the armed forces, searched fot jobs,

and moved before the next survey.

61-
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defined, always being positive and significant, .With a t-statistic ex-

ceeding 4 for the large subsample. The Coefficient is even .larger and

is much more significant (t > 8) when the.total.sample is,used.

To sum up, it appears that families with heads who are employed
, .

but-looking for a different job are quite responsive to the size of

expected,returns to migration ini deciding whether or not to move, while

. families with employed heads not.looking for work are unresponsive to

opportunities elsewhere. The resy.its for families with unemployed heads

are mixed, being sensitive to simple composition and to the definition

of another.explanatory variable.and probably biased by measurement error
fam

in the consmAction. of the PV variable. .But for families With ci-

vilian woxking-age, nonstudent heads; they indicate either no Signif--
fam

icant relationship betWeen migration and PV JLK-U or a signifi-

cantly positive one.

These results are encouraging in th.s. support they give to the

:methodology used to estimate what potential migrants could earn

ternative destinations. 'In Sec. V, we see that the imputed wages also_

explain how a family choosres'among
1

alternative destinations.
'

PS

Policy Implications

The findings diScussed in this section implythat,, other things,

the same, any policy that'reduces (increases) the dispersion of the

distribution'ofTafter-tax, cost-of-living-adfusted wages availablean

, alternative geographic labor markets shoul&reduce (increase). migratiop

'of persons who are unemployed or dissatisfied with their current jobs.

This would include policies that might affect wage rates pet se,

.minimum wage laws, as well as policies that affect the real value of

the portion of the.wage kept by theemployee, for example, an income,

maintenance program's implicittax On wages; such a tax wOuId reduce,

the size of the net wage gain return to migration available to program
**

participants.

In a regression not reported here, the husband's and .wife's com-'\

-ponents of the present value variable were entered separately. The

coefficient of the wife(!:: compbnent was positiVe, but insignificant.'
**'

Changes in net wage rates also affect' the oppOrtunity costs Of

migration; as discUesed later in this settion.

6,44"1
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How Family Income Might Affect Migration*°

Even when the:return to migration iaheld Constant, the level of

a family's income!may affect its propensity to.Migrate (O'Neill, 1970;

DaVanzo, 1972)'. 'The direction of the relationship between the level

oflamily incoMe and the probability the family will migrate'is ambig-

uous a priori. On the one hand, the greater the family's income, the

better able it ie to-afford the costs 'of moving,(DaVanzo,.1972). But

in addition to this financing effect, income may have a consUMption

effect on migration. (O'Neill, 1970; DaVanzo, 1972Y. If migration or

the nonpecuniarY returns to it are the types of goods that people.buy

more of their Income increases (normal goods), the consumption_

effect will be positive and reinforce the positive financing effect.

However, if the migration process or the nonpecuniary returns to it

are inferior goods,-the consumption effect will offset the financing

effect'and the sign of the income effect will be indeterminate, a

priori.

The sign and size of the income effect have important policy im-

plications for they indicate the potential effect on migration of

public pregrams that change dfamily's income.

The few previous studies that have attempted to estimate income

effects have generally found them to be positive. Using aggregate

data, O'Neill (1970) found the coefficient of origin income to be posi-7,,

tive in explaining.interdivisional migration when the difference be-

tween origin and destination inceme was held.constant, DaVanzo (1972),

using a similar model,.found that the Size of the.partial derivative-

, of the migration'rate with respect to origin income is positively re-
lated.to thedistance moved and is negative for, relatively short moves.
This evidence is consistent with a.positive financing effect and a nega-
tive consumption effect. (The positive coefficient of the income-
distance interaction can .be interpreted as indicating that .the,financ7
ing effect is more important the costlier (longer distance) the move.

The distant-independent influence.of income on migration was negative,

iRdicating the.influence,of either_opportunity costs independent of

dist3Ta ora negative consumption effect.)
.

Kaluzny (1975) uses total family income to measnte income effects

in his analysis Of migration with micro '(IDP) data. He estimates in-
..
come effects that are positive at younger ages but become very small

or negative for middle-aged'persons.



Defining the Income Variable

To estimate the.income effect one should use.an incOme measure

likely to induce.the same behavioral response as an exogenous change

in income tuch.as would be btoughtabout by an income supplement or a

relocation bonus. A variable measuring the family's nonwage, non-

location-specific income, Nonwg. Inc., is included to measure such a

concept. It excludes total family income components such as wage

Income and returns on location-specific'assets (e.g., farm, business,

and professional income) which are'likely to have theiraown independent

effects on migration. For Turposes of.comparison, results are presented.

in Eq..(8) of Table 4 using,an income variable,.Total Family.Income,

.that does not exclude these.componentS.

Empirical Results

The coefficient of Nonwg. Inc. is always significantly negative

and fairly large in absolute magnitude.in explaining the 'migration of

families with unemployed heads; it is muchsmaller in absolute magni-

tude, but still negative and,significant, for families with heads who

-Are employed but looking for a different job, The Nonwg. Inc. coeffi-

cient is typically insignificant for families whose heads are not look-
* *

ing for Work.

The.negative income Coefficient for the JLK-U and JLK-E groups

Appears to indicate that the migration, process,or the returns to it,

are on balance an inferior good. For the unemployed group, it appears

that those whose unemployment has.caused them the greatest.financial

hardship and necessitated depleting thei.x savings and selling their

assets (or those who did not have assets toobegin.with) are the most.

'1k .

This_relationship'is.not due to a positive correlation between
nonwage income and age; even though nonwage inCome and age are posi-.
tively correlated; at each age the'aVerage nonwage incomaof nonmovers
exceeds that of movers;. the former is usually two to ten times larger ,

than.the latter.
Note, however', that the income effect is positive and significant

in explaining Which unemployed,plan to move.
4c*

It is interesting to notethatthe_income effect is signifi-
z. cantly pcisitive for nonlooking employed persons in the equation-ex---7-'---

plaining changes of residence. ;



,

s,

likely to move. And since many of the unemployed Were laid,off, these

, results are consistent with the conjecture:that thosewith the largest

nonwage incomes can best afford to wait for their old jobs to become

available again.

In Table 4, E4. (8), I try the Total FamilY InCome variable, Which'

includes wage income and returns on location-specific capital (farm,
,

business, and pro,fessional income and the Imputed.return to equity in

the family's house), to determine the.sensitivity of.estimated income

'effects .tip the definition of the income variable.
**

We can -see in Table

4 that income effects estimated using-this income variable are smaller.
-

in absolute magnitude; leas significant btatiStically, and sometimes

have a different sir,n tllin the corresponding coefficients of Nonwg: Inc.

:The mbst dramatic difference, is for the...11KE group whose income effect

is negative and significant when the nonwage,, nonlocation7specific
.

Lansing and Mueller (1967) also found that the incentiVe to move

becomes stronger when unemployment becomes a hardship; families with

unemployed heads whO*experienced.large income-losses because of-the.----

unempl8yment or who were forced to take emergency measures to make ends \

meet, e.g., drawing on savings, were mote likely to plan to move than

families less seriously affected by the unemployment.
Money received as unemployment compensation is included in both of

theinsome variables. Although state unemployment compensation is
transferable when one mOves (the state that collected the insurance

premiums will pay the benefkis even if the recipient no.longer,resides

in that state), some people are apparently not aware of this fact

(Lansing and Mueller, p. 172). If it-dividuals think they will lose

their benefits when ehey move, those receiving unemployment compensa-

tion, especially those living in high-benefit states, may be reluctant

to move. This is another possible explanation for the negative income

coefficients estimated for the unemployed. I

**
If wage income and returhs on location-specific assets were

also included per se as explanatory variables, the income effect,should

be the same regardless of which income variable is used (it is the co-

efficients of the wage and location-specific asiets variableS, which

are included in one incoMe measure but not in the otheri, that should

changq).
.
Many of,the components of wage and location-specific income

(Wgh, Wgw, Hrs/yrw, Own house) are controlled for here, but the actual

amounts of income are not entered as explanatory variables. (Variables

measitring farm, business, and professional income have been tried as

explanatory variables, but their coefficients were never significant.)

^
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variable- is used, but is positive and significant with the total family .

income measure.

Poficy Implications
/

Itappearsthattheincome effect is not robust across alterna-
,

, **
tive methods of estimating it. This is disturbing because of the

iMportant policy implications of this variable. More work is needed.

\

, .

before we can determine whether migration is a normal or inferior good,

\ and can confidently predict from nonexperimental data-the effect'on mi-
\ ,

. , gration of an income supplement, or relocation bonus. Nevertheless, the

. results presented here are Consistent'in indicating income effects to

be generally inaignificant far peisons not looking for work but signifi-

cantly negative for the unemployed, implying that staying, rather than

moving,, is the normar good for.this latter group. Thus, unless receipt

of an income bonus is conditional.upon its being
//

Used to help defray

,.the costs Of moving,,'income suPplements given to tne unemployed may be

used to subsidize their staying in their current lOcationrather than
\ fr-

to finance job search in other.labor markets.

THIa. sign change is puzzling because it was expected that the in-
clusion in the

-
income variable of wage and location-specific income,

each of which should have a negativeeffect on migration,'woUld bias
the Total Family Indome Coefficient in a negative direction. .

**
It is interesting to note that the problems in.estimating income

effects on migration'are similar_to thoseencountered in estimating
income effects .on labor supPly (see Greenberg, 1972; DaVariza, De Tray,
and Greenberg, 1973; and Smith, 1975).17In-bOth cases one wants to es-7
timate'separately the effects of-the wage and nonwage components of
income,.for only the latter can give-estimates_of pureAncome effects.
When estimating income effects On labor-Supply, care tmstbe.taken to
exclude types of.nonwage intoMe that are Work-related tiansfer
payments such as unemployment compensation or welfare, Whose recipt.

. .

is conditional on not engaging-in Work,t. -Analogouslyin estimating
Income effects on migration one wants to.exclude from the,income
measti& componentS that are returneon4Ocation=specific tapital.
Furthermore, the level of assets, or the flow frotithose assets, is
likely to be eudogenOus.to.Most faMily decisionmaking. Because assets
are generated from past labor supply and, to_some extent,ipastigra-
tion, life-cycle patterns of assets, labor supply, and migration ate
likely to be.simultaneously determined,by similar economic factors,
including position in the life.cycle, \

.
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HUSBAND'S WAGE RATE

As discussed in Sec. II, the higher the origin wage rate, the,

greater.the opportunity cost of leaving a^job at origin to migrate and

look for a new job. Thus we expect husbands with jobs at origip 0 be

less likely totigrate the higher their.Wage rate, other things the

same. For a .given,wage rate, the strength of this effect will be posi-
x

tively related to the =mint of time the migrant must spend movingand

searching:for an acceptable job.and negatively related to the proportion

of that time he.would have spent working had he not moved. Hence, for

a given amount of search time, the negative effect of a'particular wage

rate'should be weaker for a person who was unemployed before moying

than for one who waa wOrking full time:

In the empirical analyses in,this reporpotential opportUnity
*

costs are measured by the husband's and wife's wage rates. The wage ,

coefficients, which are alloWed to differ for the NOLK, JLK-U,land

.JLK-E grouPs for males, are ekpected 'to be negative when familY income

and the husband's and wife's pOtential returns to migration, all'of
-

which contain Wages as a.componeni are. held constant'.

When Fam. Ind. is the income yariable (Eq., (8) of Tablei4), the

coefficients of the Wage variables show the effect on migration of a.
,

comp&na'ated change in wage.rates; to calculate uncompensated.wage ef-
14

fects,. one.must add the corresponding income effect, weighten by the-

number .of hours worked by the spouse under consideration, aS Well as.;'

the wage effects that work through the-present value and the wife's
/

earnings share variables. In Tables 2. and 3 and most of Table 4,
,

Nonwg. Inc. is the incoMe variable. In this case the wage.coefficient

measures the wage'effect, not compensated for the incdme. effect (though
?

,.,.*
a

.

Imputed wage rates re used for persons whosevage are.not re-

ported.in the survey. ,

Wage rate Hours-of-work interactions have also been trled to

'alloW the opportunity cost effect to, Vary with the number. Of-hours

worked, loput the coefficients of theseinteractions were Insignificant
when the wage rata alone was also,entered. Because th hours variable

'refers to the number-of hours'worked the year preceding the surVey, it

is not necessarily a good measure of the,ConceptUally appropriate .
_ .

variablethe number-of hours heing.worked.before movlingeapecially
,

for -leraons unemployed at the tiriA of the survey.

'6 7
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it is still compensated for the wife's share and present value effects);_

to calculate a fully compensated wage effect, one must subtract the

income effect wei.:hted by Jt number of hours worked by the appropriate

spouse.

EMpirical Results

In'Tablea2 and 4, the husband'a'wage-cOefficients are insigni-

ficant in expilaining interdiyiaional migration for families whose heada

are not looking for work or who are not in the labor. force. The com-
.

pensated husband's wage effect is nezative, as,hypothesized, and aigni-

'.ficant if the husband is emplOyed bun looking for a different job,,bikt,

is positive and significant if he Is unemployed. We expeCted that the

opportun:ty Cost effe.:t might be weakerfor families with Unemplbyed
*

heads, but'did not expect it to be pOsitive.

The estimated wage coefficients for the JLK-U and JLK-E groups are
. -

larger in algebraic value when Nonwg.'Inc. is used than when Fam. Inc.
4 .

measores the income. effect; and sinck one subtracts a negative income

effect, the coMpenagted wage effects calculated from the equation using

Nonwg, Inc. are even larger in algebrait yalue compared with those frOm

the equa4on that .includes Fam. Inc. '.1n,fact, the JLK-E wage effeCt

.fro the interd{visionalequation using Nonwg. Inc. is positive if the
,

hours 1qt:ir1ced:by the huahand exceed 650.

I. *I suspect that this result steps from the measurement error we
noted previously regarding the cionstnlictión of the INfax4. ..JLK-U vari-,
able.. In constructing the present Value variable, itwas implicitly
assumed that.in each period the potential migrant.would work the same

. number or:hours at'destination after be moved as he'would at origin if
,he did not move, both being set equal:to the number of hours he worked
the year before the survey'. But unempLoyed persona are likely.b3 be
,resPonding,to expected increases in hours as well asfto wage changes
'when.deciding whether to migrate. For a_given expected hours increase,
the higher the destination wage W1,'-the greater the_earnings gain as-."
sociated with that hours increase.. If Wi and Wri are Positively'cor-

related,,as seems very likely, this could-explain the positive coeffi-

cient. Of Wgh JLK-U; Unlike' eMployed husbands looking for'a'joh, whO
are less likely to migrate the higher heir wage, presumably because

. the opportunity costs of moving (foregone/origin wages) are.higher,
unemployed husbands are thore. likely.to.migrate'the higher the wage they
could earn if they.Worked.,' presumably because their opportuni'ty costs
of. not.moving (foregone destination wages) are-higher.

0

6 8
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These same relationships hold for the probit equation; the corn-
\

pensated wage effect is always positive for 'the JLK-U group and larger

than that for the JLK-E group; it is negative for the jLK-E group when

the number of hours.worked is low but becomes positive as houts of work

increase.

Looking at Table 3 we see that compensated and uncompensated wage

effects for both the JLK-U and JLK-E groups become ler,er in algebraic

value as the average distance of the type of migration under considera-

tion becomes smaller (the latter is positive and significant for inter-
*

county moves). This is consistent with the expectation that the

opportunity cbst of moving should be inversely related to the average

distance Noved.

Policy Implications

Most policies that would affect net wages, e.g., new taxes, wage

,subsidies or minimum wage laws, are likely to bring about an uncompensated

cl-ak; in wage rates. Thus, to estimate their effect On migration,

N, also consider wage'effects on migration,that work through the

present value and wife's share variables (and through the income vari-

able when Pam. Inc. .ia used), as well. as the estimated coefficient of

the wage rate variable. Such an exercise does liqt yield a simple,

unambiguous answer. Not only does the size of the direct wage effect

vary by employment status and type of migration; but the magnitudes of

the various indirect effects'depend on a number of other factors as

well; the size of the husbandIs and wife's wage rates and hours of

**
work, the number of additional years he will work, and whether the

*
Recall that the present value variAle is not included in the

equations explaining shorter distance moves so we are unable to hold

'its.effect constant.. Note that a comparison of Eqs. (1) and (la) in

Table 3 shows that the interdivisional Wgh JLK-E coefficient becomes

larger_ weep the present value variable is not included.
**

The husband's wage eifect on migration that works through the

wife's earnings share variable is negative when t,he wifels 'earnings are

smaller than the husband's share (< 0.45 in the divisional equation)

and is 'positive when the wife's share is larger. It is zero when either

the husband or wife, does not work.
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wage change under consideration is local or national. It does appear\

that a policy that increases (decreases) wages only in the local. labor

'market will tend to reduCe (increase) the probability that a person

who is employed but searching for work will Migrate interdivisionally,

whereaa policies that /change wages everywhere will have an effect simi-
i

lar in direction but much smaller in magnitude. Programs that increase'

wages elsewhere,more than in the current location are likely to in-
,

crease the probability that persons engaged in on-the-job search will

move. Families whose hAds are not looking for work will be relatively
.**

unaffected by changes in wages.

WIFE'S WAGE RATE

As noted in the previous subsection, theiwife's wage rate is in-,
I

cluded to teat for,the hypothesized negative influence.on opportunity'

costs of wages foregone while moving and loOliing for work. The /

. / /.

wife's wage coefficient 4s always negative, and signikicant at 10 per-
. /

cent or better (except for the plan to move/equation and the:divisional

equation estimated for the small subsample)1; even the probit coefficient

1.

*
If.the net wage a particular person

change everywhere, for example, because o
conditions or a new tax rate applicable i
federal income maintena ce prcgram), the
present value variable ill be much small
only occurred in the labor market of curr
the present value effect must be weighted
hours to be worked in each year until ret
rithm of distance.

* *

could earn is assumed t
a change in' national e onomic
all areas (through, say, a
hangein the size of the
r than if the same wage change
nt residence; in either tase,
by the discounted sum/of
rement divided by the loge-

/

It seems inappropriate to, draw poli y implications for families
with unemployed.heads beFause of the aforeu1prtioned problems due'to the
apparent measurement error in the, PVfam,. J K-U variable, (The calcn-
lated.uncompensated,wage\effects are positiv for this.g oup.

For migrations shorter than interdivisi nal, we are nnable to con-
siderth differential effects of local and n tional wage changes be-
cause 4he present value Variable has not been Aefined for th se types

of geo raphic mobility. flie total wage,effect\ 3p(Mig)/N11,, is always

positiv in these regressions, being largest fo the JLK-U, group and

smalles1t for the NOLK-E g oup.
*** 1

Again a WaDe rate Hours-of-work intera tion was tried but

was insignificant.e
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is significant at 10 percent. However, when the wife's wage,effect
I

estimated in an equation using NOnwg. Inc. is compensated for the in-

come effect, the compensated wage effect is positive if either, the size

of the apprctr' ce income effect or the number of hours the wife works

is not very small in absolute magnitude. Note, however, that the
,

,

direct estimate of the compensated wife's wage effect in Eq. (8) of

Table 4 is negative and significant at 5,percent. Thus there does

--- appear-to be a negative opportunity cost effect for wives.

As with the husband's wage, to calculate the effect on migration

of an uncompensated change in the wife's wage one must also consider

the .effects that work through the present value and earnings share

variables. Again, the size of these effects depends on the numbers of

hours the husband and wife work, their wage rates; and her age, as well

as whether the wage change is local or national. The wife's wage ef-:

fect that' works through the earnings share variable is positive if the

wife's earnings are smaller than the husband's and will usually out7
I

weigh the direct wage effect in absolute magnitude. Thus, an increase

in the wife's wage that dicrnot 'Change (much) the present value variable

appears to increase migration if the wife earns less than the husband,

but to reduce the migration propensities of families In which the wife

A

earns the majority of the couple's wage income. A wage increase that

is local only will reduce the present value of the earnings returns to

migration. For the JLK-E group, the only one in the large subsample

whose PV
fam coefficient is positive, an increase in local wages will

always reduce'the migration of families in which the wife earns the

majority of family earnings. In families in which the wife earns less

than the husband, the negative present value effect of a local wage

increase will usually outweigh the positive wage effects if the wife

is now and plans to continue working full-time. For wives who work

half-time or less, the overall effect on migration of a local wage

increase will be negative only if the wife is quite young
#
(and hence

has a large number of years over which the reduced earnings differen-

tial would be received). For both husbands and wives, a labor market

change that causes an increase in the wage available elsewhere but does

not change the wage available in the labor market of their current
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residence will unambiguously.increase migration, ceteris paribus, when-
*

17ever the coefficient of Ffam is positive..

WIFOS HOURS OF WORK AND SHARE OF EARNINGS

Over the years, and etpecially recently, it has become increasingly

common for women, both married and unmarried, to work. The labor force

participation rate of married women has increased from 22 percent in

1948 to 43 percent in 1974 (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 1975). Such

changes are likely to have important effects on family decisionmaking

In general and on family migration in particular. Of particular in-

terest to policymakers shrld be the potential influences on migration

of policies such as the Equal Rights Amendment that might, further in-

crease women's attachment to :.he labor force.
1

Several recent studies have shown that families in which the wife

works are less likely to migrate than families with nonworking wives

(Long, 1974; Sandell, 1975; Mincer, 1976). Long and Mincer show in

simple tabular analyses that families With husbands 30 years of age or

older whose wives were employed in 1965 were less likely to be 1965-70

interstate migrants than those with nonworking wives, although at ages

25-29 men with wives working in 1965 were slightly more likely to move

between states in the subsequent five years than men whose wies were

,not working in 1965 (13.9 percent versus 13.1 percent). Sandell, in a

regression analysis of the "Pernes" data on middle-aged women, fiads

that families in which the wife worked in 1967-were significantly less

likely to move to a different.county or SMSA by 1972 than families in

which the wife did not work in 1967. An alternative indicator of the

wife's labor force commitment, the number of years she had her job,

also had a negative influence on family migration.

Sandell hypothesizes that the lower migration propensity of fami-

lies with working wives is due to their husbands' being less likely to

search,distant labor markets and to the opportunity costs of the wives'

foregone wages; furthermore, he seems to assume that migration will

Similarly, a nonuniform wage change that increases wages elsewhere
much more than wages in the current location may increase the proba-
bility of migration.
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always have a negative effect on wives' earnings. Mincer formulates

a model atout the.migration propensity of a group of families, for whom

both the husbands' and wives' mean net gains are'assumed to be negative.

He shows that when the husband's mean gain is heZd constant, increasing

the wife's share of the family gain will reduce the proportion of fami--

lies who move if the husbands' and wives' gains are not perfectly cor-
**

related across families. &Weyer, boththe Sandell.and Mincer arguT

ments assume that the wife will always make-a negative contribUtion to

family returns tO migration, on average. But if the wage the wife

could earn in the destination where her family's'net return is'irtaxi-,

mized, Wj*, exceeds the wage she earns now, Wi, an.increase in the

number of lifetime,hours she plans to work.will increase herreturns

w ,
to migration. If WIw * > and if her returns rise faster with an

increase in her hours than hef-E6S-ES (i.e;, costs rise less than pro-

portionately with hours), as seems likely, an increase in the wife.'s

attachmentto the labor force will increase the probability'that the

***
family will move.

None of the referenced studies is able to disentangle 011 total

effects of wife's work into its components--its effect on opportunity

costs, family income, and the expected present value of family earnings

gains--since none' of these studies controls for these variables. In

addition, the influence on family migration of the wife's working may.

Sandell,finds that wives-whcrmigrated.between 1967 and 1971 ex-

perienced a smaller absolute earnings increase in that period'than

otherwise similar nonmigrant wives: However, the difference appears

to be due to the fact that migrants experience a- smaller increase

(larger decrease) than the nonmigrants In nUmber of weeks they worked

in 1971 compared.to 1966, rather than'migratiOn causing a decrease in

the wage.rate the wife earns. The labor supply reduction by migrant

wives may represent a Voluntary response to their husband',s migration-

induced increase in earnings rather than.an adverse effect of migration.

**
This is because the increase in the wife's share increases the

absolute size of the negative\familY net gain by more than it increases

the standard deviation.of the distribution of,this family gain.

***
Of course, if the partial derivative of costs with respect to

hours exceeds one or if Wi* < W an increase in the wife!s lifetime

work hours would further aecr !ase her negative net returns and would

reduce the probability that the family will move.

7



vary not'only with the degree of her attachment to:the labor 'force

(most of.the'referenced studies considered-only whether She worked) ,

but also with the contribution that work makes to family earnings:. In

the empirical work here, the number of hours the wife worked in 1970

'is used to measure the,former, and the share of family wage income

earned by:the wife (wife's earnings share) is included to allow for the

latter. The square .of the wifels share term-is also included to allow

its effect to be, nonlinear;, it is,expected.that for given faMily income

and expected family returns to migration, oth of which are controlled
'-

for here, married couples in-which-the wife earns all of the income

may behave much like couplesyhere the husband earns all of the-income.

We,noted in Sec. II that Unless.the wage opportunities for hus

bands' and wives are perfectly correlated in all potential .destinations.

_(and this is certainly not'the tase for the imputed.wage opportunities

.estimated-for this,study), it will be more difficult-for the' family to,
11

maximiie the opportunities of both spouses than for one spouse only.

In families where both spouses contribute to family earning's, the family

will maximize the sum of the husband's and wife's potential wage gains

-rather than the.individual components. This should already be taken

- into account in bur definition of the family present value variable.

However, the construction of that and other variables may not ade

quately allow for other possible differences between families in which

.only one spouse works and families in which both spouses work. On the

one hand., the.tosts of job,search and possible losses of job7specific

capital are likely to be higher when both spouses work, but on the

other hand, there may be the potential for risk pooling; the chance

that (at least) one spouse will.find a job will be higher when both
**

are searching for work than when only one plans to work.

, Measures of longer term attachment, such as a number of,years in

the labor force, are not available in the 1971 IDP data.

**For instance, if the family wishes to minimiie the amount of time

one of its members is-without work.after moving, or, alternatively,

maximize the probability of receiving some income by a certain date

(say, when its unemployment compensation or savings runs out), it may

be able to do this more effectively by having two (or more) members,

rather than one, looking for work. The income earned by one (say,

the wife), can then be used to subsidize the job search of the other.
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Holding all other variables'contant (including those that conEain

Hrs/yr
w

as a component), we see that regardless of the type of migration

being considered, the specification of the equation, dr the estimation

technique, the coefficient of Hrs/yr is nearly always negative and sig-

nificant at 5 percent oebetter, the main exceptions being the insignif-

icant coefficients for the subsample of families with military, retired,

or student heads and for the plans to move equation. A dummy variable

indicating whether Hrs/yr is greater than zero was also tried to test

for the threshold effect found in the Long, Sandell, and Mincer studies,

but it was insignificant when the continuous Hrs/yrw variable was also

included. Thus it is the extent of the wife's work, not just, whether

she works, that is important.

AS with the wage rate variables, the coefficient of Hrs/yrw vari-
,

able indicates the size of the totally compensated hours effect when

Fam. Inc. is the.income measure. The uncompensated effect is dis-
, ,

cussed below.

Holding constant the wife's wage and hours, the husband's wage,

the expected family earnings increase, and family income, we find that'

the families in which the wife contributes to family, earnings are more

likely to move than otherwise similar families without working wives,

giving some support to the risk-pooling hypotheSis. The wife's share

and share squared coefficients are positive and negative, respectively,

and are statistically significant for all types of migration (except

very short moves), all specifications, and for both the OLS and probit

equations. In ,the large subsample the effect on migration of the wife

contributing to family income is always positive except for families

in which her share is very large (> 75 percent for interstate migra-

tion, > 90 percent for interdivisional, > 95 percent for intercounty).

The function peaks,around 40-45 percent.

The many aVenues through whith the extent of the wife's 1;ork ef-
.

fort can affect migration and the discussion of a number of ceteris

Note the moving plans variable is based only.on the head's re-
sponse tá a survey question, wher . the other dependent variables refer
to actual family migration.

**
AS before, an adjustment for the income effect, "this time weighted

by the wife's wage, must be made when Nonwg. Inc. is used.



paribus effects (which call for compensating changes in other vari-

ables) make it difficult to see the overall influence on migration of

the wife's working. To calculate the uncompensated'effect,-2T(Mig)/

:)(Hrs/yr
w), one must consider the hours effgcts that work through the

other variables that contain Hrs/yr
w

as a component--PV
Lam

, Fam. Inc.,

and the wife's earnings share variables. When reasonable assumptions

are made about ,the values of the wife's age and wage rates at origin

and other locations and about the husband's hours and wage, the uncom-
-*

pensated wife's hours effect may be positive in certain cases, such

as when her share of earnings is not substantial (less than 25 percent)

or when her opportunities available elsewhere are better than those at

origin (W
w

W
w
) and she is fairly'young and hence has a number of yeae

**
over which to receive this wage increase. The si.ze of 3P(Mig)/@(Hrs/yr

w
)

becOmes smaller algebraically the larger the value of Hrs/yrw, other
. .

things-the same. Ignoring the present value component (i.e., assuming
. ,

WO < Ww ), M3(Mig)MHrs/yr
w
) will always be-negative-fox-lamilies in

which the wife earns close to half or more of the family wage income.

Thus we see that the effect on family migration of the wife' work-

ing is not as simple as indiCated in recent 'studies, which generally

estimate it to be negative. The size of the effect varies with the

wife's age, wage, hours of work, and her contributicn to family earnings,

and may in certain cases be positive.

There are implications in these'findings for the effects on migra-

tion of policies that may increase married women's attachment to the

labor force (e.g., the Equal Rights Amendment). They should have mixed

.effects, increasing the Migration propensities.of some families

In fact, the Hrs%yrw coefficient-is positive, though insignifi-
cant when the Wife's share variables are excluded.; when.a quadratic

hours term was also tried, the hours effect was positive as long as
Hrs/yrw,< 1875. The coefficient of Wgw is also insignificant wIlpn the
share variables are excluded. The share coefficients are smaller in
absolute magnitude wtien the Hrs/yrw and. WgW variables are not included

:in the equation but still have the same signs and are signiflcant. The

' share function peaks earlier (around 30 percent when Wgw and Hrs/yrw

are excluded. Thus the'same general implications arise regardless of
the speoification used.

**
Note this is consistent with Long's finding that young families

(the husband is 25-29) are more likely to migrate if the wife works.

7 6
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(especially those with young wives currently located in labor markets,

that offer relatively low pay to women (W. > W.]), while decreasing
j

those of others (particularly those whose wives make a substantial con-

tribution to family income in the current location and do not have good

opportunities elsewhere).

LOCATION-SPE6IFIC OAPITAL

The term "location-specific capital" refers to assets that are mote

valuable in their current location than they would be in other areas;

such assets are costly to dispose of, replace, or transfer.to anothet

locality. Major items include personal ties and relationships, in-

formation about the labor and products.-markets, a family's home, and

location-specific capital the husband and wife have accumulated on

their jobs, such as a clientele, seniority, and specific oh-the-job

ti'aining. The potential transactions costs of replacing such assets

or losses in their value represent a cost of moving. _Thus it is hy-

pothesized-tha-t-the-greaterL the amount of location-specific capital
.....

the family possesses In its area of cur-i-e'ft-Tesidence,,thejess_likely

it is to leave that area, other things the.same.

Previous studies (e.g., Lansing and Mueller, 1967) have :shown that .

certain types of location-specific assets do indeed discoutage migra-

tion; families.who own their homes or have friends or.relatives nearby

exhibit lower rates of geographic mobility. ,.Nonsalaried'workers:in

professions that require heavy.investments in capital equipment or the

building.Of clienteles, or persons dn professions with nonreciprocal

licensing requirements that restrict interstate mobility, have also

been shown to have low migration rates (Ladinsky, 1967).

In the empirical analysis here, the family's amount of location-

specific capital is measured by:

o whether the family owns its home,

o whether the family has relatives nearby, and

o the occupation and industry'of the husband and wife.

Other measures of location-specific capital have also been tried
in the empirical analysis but are not included in the regressions

7 7



-.,,Turning to the empiric;.,1 results, we see that home ownership and

proximity of relatives inhibit MiArationi as hypothesized. Although

the coefficient of ..Own house,becomes larger and more significant as the

average distance of the type of migration under donsideration beComes

smaller (home ownership is the most significant variable in explaining

intercounty and, residential 'mobility), the elasticity remains about the

same regardless of the.type of migration. Of.cOurse, it is possible

, that home ownership may be simultaneously determined with.decisions

regarding geographic mobility--families that plan to-moVe may choose

'not to buy homes (or families without homes maymove to buy homes).

The Relatives nearby Coefficien fluctuates insign and signifi-

cance for the various types of-migration considered here. .It is sig-

nificantly negative in the equations explaining residential, migration
0

and plans to move.

Originally, dummy variables for each of the standard census one-

digit occupation and two-digit industry groups, for both the, husband

and wife, were included in the equations. Groups whcse coefficients

werie not significantly different from zero have been dropped; grougs

whose coefficients were not significantly different from one another
--

have been combined. The remaining groups are husband's occupation =

professional, husband's industry = medical/dental or educational,

wife's occupation = managerial or clerical, and wife's industry = per-

sonal services. The problem with such a categorization is that the

presented here because their coefficients were.not statistically signif-
, icani, (although they,generally had the expected signs): These'include:

o whether the head receives.business, profeasional, or farm in-
come,. ahdif so, how much,

,

o whether the family head is self-employed,
o P number of yeara the family,head has been at his Current job,
o whether...the household'head telongs to a labor union,
o ..whether'the family has school-age children, and if so,. how

many,
number of years the:family has iived'in its present. house or
apartment (this variable is included in Eqs. (6) and (7) of

Table 3,
o number of neighbors known, and

other inditators of social ties to the area, e.g., attendance
'at PTA meetings, church, or. social organizations.

*Two- or three-dig,it Occupations are.not repbrted in the 1968-72,

IpP, data.

8
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4

one-digit. _occupation that contaIns people most likely, o build up.,

location-specific .capital in their job--professionalS--also. contains

.people likelT.to have the largest geographic labor market and the most

efficfent job search mechanisms (e.g. , professional meetings), and vice/

versa. Thus, the coefficient of the occupation dummies can only tell
*

us the net result of these two opposing influences.

We find that families with male heads who are professionals or

with female heads Who have managerial (or clerical) occupations are

Lbrelikely to make lo4-distance moves than thosewith other occupa-

tions, The size-of-market effect appears to be stronger than that.of

'I
-iocation7specific capitali'on average,

Families 'in which 1-ie husband is in the educational or medical-
.

,dental.fieldS or'the wife's industry is personal services are less

likely to mOve long distances than otherwise siMilar faMilies in other

These.,are all fields in which one may.build.up location-

specific capital through 'a clientele (and perhaps a license). -.

PREVIOUS MIGRATION EXPERIENCE

Why Previous Migration Might Affect Subsequent Migration

Other research (e.g., Morrison; 1971; Van Arsdol.et al., 1967;

'Lansing,and Mueller, 1967) has shown that previous (especially recent).

migration is'a strong.corrente of subsequent migration. The positive

effects of past migration On current_migration may be 'partly due to thp

fact that (1) recent arrivals haye had less time than long-time resi-

dents to build up location-specific capital in am...area or that (2) they

have lasting personal charaCteristics, e.g., age, education, or bccupa-
c.

tion,_that cause.them to be More mobile in general. Nevertheless, the

.effects of.previous mobility are ex7i.:cted to persist, buE' to be smaller,

even when these Other factors'are controlled for.-It-E.S-hygethesized

that'certain 2:inobserved factors (for example, wanderlust or a greater

---------
A separately entered dummy indicating that the family head was

self-employed was insignificant. Perhaps careful use of self-employ-

ment, occupation, and industry inLoiactions would help disentEngle the

:size of market and location-spec,fic capital effects, but the result-

ing cell sizes are likely to be sthall.
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\

responsiveness to opportunities elsewhere) cause some people to be more

mobile than others, and-also that.there is some learning by doing as-

\

sociated with movingfamilies who have Moved before find it easier

\' an'd less costly to move agaln--than-thase-who-have never moved. Further-,

\ more, dissatisfaction With one move maY'cause a family to move again?

\ perhaps returning to the original location.

k
The above distussion suggests not otly that previous-migrants are

\pore likely to moVe again than those without tecent migr4tion.experience,

bt.\it

also that there should be systematic patterns according to the

nmber and recency of those moves.

L_Mbrrisph-tIFI) gad others have shown that_the longer the family

halived in its current, locality,' the less likely it is eb move again.

It s plausible to suppose that duration of stay in an area is cor-

\
. Po

re:La ed 'with the amount of locatioh-specifit capital-Lr-famity-habairt----"
A .

up,. The longer a fdmily 'remains in an area,' the more costlYit is to

leave in terms of Potential losses of location-specific capital, in-
/

cludin .friendshipb ahd information about thatarea.

Holding constant the recency of the. last,,move, he probability

theta amily will.move again-is likely.to be:telated-to.the number of

moves it has made In the past, teflecting a-q..learting by doine effect,

-HOwever, if multiple movers have lived-in the area of current residence

before they first moved (i.e., the multiple MOves included a move away,

from and move back to the place now lived in), these former return

migrants should be less likely to move again,than families with the

same number of moves who had not lived in the current area before -their

most recent move there. For a given date of (most recent) arrivaf in

an area, previous multiple movers who also lived in that area before'

are likely tliD have more location-specific capital in that area than

nonreturn multiple movers to that area. Aliso, the facl they returned

may indicate that they did not feel their initial migratiot lived up

to expectations; this may lead them to conclude that migratipn is not

la worthwhile investment for .them.

Whether migrants move again is likelY to be in large part deter-
,

I

mined by the extent to which the first mnve lived up to.expectations.

el PersOns who moved to steady work at high wages are.more likely to be

8
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satisfied'with their-original' moVe thdn'migrants whccare still lookin

'for work The,lat.ter group may become discouraged' Ad mOvb on.

ThiS discussion.suggeits a number of hypOtheseS'that can be tested

with IDP data to'illuminate the Phenomenon ofirepeat movemqn,t. :In the,.

empiqcal analysis, we test the following seven hypotheses about the

effects of previous migration on the probability.of subsequent.miira-

ation:.

,

1. Families who moved before are more likely to move again than

those wh6 have never moved.

2. The more recent 'the last move, the greater the probability

that the family will move in the urrent period. Alternatively,

stated, the longer the family has lived in the area of ita

current residencei-the less likely it is to move.

3. Families now 'living in area i whose head grew up' in i are less

.1

likely tO leave i than thOse whose head grew up elsewhere.

4. Holding constant the recency of-the last move, the probability
,

that the family will move again should be pOsitive,ly related

to the nuMber.of moves made in the past

;I'ultiple movers noW, living in i'who lived n i befbre the pee-

vioua moves are leas:likely to Move again- than mUltipie Movers

who were' nonreturn migrants to 1:-.
,

6. Of families with previous migration experience, thoseiwhose

head is lookiingibr a (different). job.;shou'ld- be mdre likely

to move in the current period than those whose head i nvt
!

, looking' fbr work. They should alsobe more likely:to' migr;ate

than others looking fbr work but without recent migration

experience.

.The above hypothesied effec a ofpast migration On Ourrent'

.,migration should be smarler,,bUt areexpected.topersist,.

'when. other variables measuring other Migration deterthinanta,. .

such as location-specific capital', age, edueation, ifcenip:ation,

and so on, are ivld constant.



'The Subsequent Mobility of Previous Movera (rest of Hypothesis,1).
4.

Data in the table.below show that previous migrants are indeed

more likely to move again. The total samPle of 1952 families contains

A142 families who made at least one interdivisional move between 1968

and 1971. Of these families with recent migration experience, 25

(17,6 percent) moved between 1971 and 1972; less than 1 percent of the

?amines without recent interdivisional-migration experience changed

the division oftheir residence between 1971 and 1972. Over half of

'the 1971772 interdivisional migrants. in Our sample also, moved inter-

divisionally between 1968 and '1971. Comparable figures.for interstate,

intercounty, and.residential moves are also,given in the table. We

can see that similar results holcifor ,interstate and intercounty mi-

gration.. The subsequent migration rates-of previous migrants all

exceed 15,percent; the subsequent mobility rate for all previous movers

is nearl) 35.percent.° Ovgr 50 percentopf 1971-72. migrante also migrated

.at least once between 1968 and 1971,:and over 80 percent of all 1971-72

mover& also move&betlieen 1968 and 1972; that is, less than 1 of. eVery

.5 families whb moved between 1971 andl!.1972 did not also move during
\

the previOus three years. For'all types of geographic mobility, thed.
. ,
migrati,,,n rate of those with recent (Same-type),migration experience

.relative to that.of recent lionmigrants 6)' increaseS es the aver-

age diatance moved increases. A family that:migrated interdivisionally

'between 1968 and 1971 is nearly,18.times more likely, to migrate inter=

diviSionally between 1971 and 1972 than one without recent interdivi-

Sional migration experience; 1968-71 intercounty migrants are only six

-times moreekely to change county between.1971 and 1972 than families

.who haVe live'a in their current.cbtinty for at least three years..

SUBSEQUENT MOBILITY OF RREV10U MOVERS

Type of.
,. Migration

(1) ,

No. (1) in
Total Sample'
Who Moved At

-Least Once Between
1968-72

(2).

, No. (X) In

Total Sample
Who Moved

Between 1971-72

(3)

So. (1) of 1968-71
Movers Who

Also Moved Between
1971-72

(7,col. 3tcol. 2)

(4)

1971-72 Mobility
Hato 'of

1968-71
Movers '

(col. 1:col.-1)

(5) ,

1971-72 Mobility
Rate of

Those.Without Reeent
(196841) Moving Experience
(col...2-col. 3):(N-col. 1)

(6)
1971-72 hobility Rote
of Recent Mov,,
Relative to Recen,

Nonmover's

, (Col. 4;col. 5)

lnterdivioional

Interstate

intercounty

A17 moves
(including
tntracounty)

142 (7.271)

181 (9.68%)

320 (16.391)

803 (41.)41)

*

63 (2.2.0%)

54 (2.171)
.

96 (4.92)

344 (17.621)

25

30

-52

277

(58.11)

(55.6%)

(54.2%)

(80.51)

17.61

15.91

16.31

34.51

. 0.99% '

' 1.361

. 2.701

5.831
,

17.8
e

11.-7
.

6.04

5.91

'

°Tot.1 sample is 1952 (s).

0
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How Hypotheses 2-7 Are Tested

In the regressions in Tables 2 through 6 (pp. 29 through 34), a

series of dummy variables is used to test hypotheses 1 through 7.

1h the interdivisional regressions, I have used dummies indicating

whether Dr not an interdivisional m ve was made in the three previ US,

pairs of years of the Panel data, 1, 68-69, 1969-10, and 1970-71. 'All

possible'combinations of these dummies are used to explore the effects

on current migration af the timingiand'number of previous moves. This

allows the cumulative inertia effet (hypothesis 2) to vary with the

1
number of.recent moves (hypothesis 4) and vice'versa. (In Table 5,

variables indicating the number, of'Aoves and the duration of residence

are entered separately to estimate these effects independently.) A \

dummy indicating that the family head grew.up in the area provides the

test of hypothesis 3.

A dummy variable (Mult. mys -.Ret.) indicating that multiple moves

concluded with a return move back tc the area of 1971 residence tests

hypothesis 5. The interaction of a dummy indicating that a recent

'move was made with one that:A.Edicatesthat the family head grew up in

the area of current (1971)/xesidence is also included to test for this

prior-return-migration effect over a longerretrospective period:

Interactions Of a dummy indicating that a previous-Move was made and
\ "

_
dummies -indicating whPther or Qot thejamily head is looking for woxk

are used to test hypothesis 6: 1-1ypothesis 7 is tested by observing

in Tak.les 5 and 6'how the '.2ciefficients of the measures of past'migra-
1.

tion change when other explana!:ory Variableslare added to the migration

equation. Table 5 presents interdivisional 4esulta for the total

samP10 and the twO subsamples; Table 6 reports interstate and inter- /

county regressions for the total' sample.

In the noncontiguous state and interstate migration regressions

in Tables 3 and 6 the previo.,s migration dummies refer to previous

These previous migration explanatory variablesmay, with the de-

pendent variable, be jointly dependent 'on the' explanatory variables and

hence correlated with the eqdation'suerror. Rowever', no attempt-has

been Made to correctrfor this (see Nerlove and Press, ',:973). I am

implicitl- assuming these previous migration explanatory yariables to

be predetermined as of the start of the migration'period under cposidera-

don.

e

a .
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\

interstate moves. the grew up here dummy indicates whe h r the faMily

ilad grew up in the state cl\f his'1971 tesidence. In .the oncontiguous

co\unty and intercounty migrtion equations in Tables 3 and 6 the ex- .

1

planatory variables measure 1968-71 intercounty moves; the rew up. here
1

duMmy is also measured at the county level. Dummies irdicat ng recent
\

res:dentiat moves are ele explanatory variables in the equations for---

residential moves and pl\ans to move in Table 3; the nuMber of years
i

\ \

the \ family.has. lived in its house is included to measure durat on of

residence. . I

Empi ical Results of Tests of Hypotheses 1-7

Turning tic) the estiMates in Tables 2 through 6, T..1 see that or
\

all three samples, all types of\geographic mobility, alLd all speciica-

tions l, families that have moved\before are usually more likely to m ve

aga16 confirming hypothesis 1. \. As hypothesized, the size (and sig

nificance) of this effect differ's according to when the previous moves

were made, thenumber of preVious moves, and whether ut not the fami1},'
1

head is looking for wor, as well.as by the type of Tigration. . We see

in Table 3that in general the previous migratiOn efrects Ircome weake

as thel average distance of tbr; type of move under colinsideratiOn becomes

'

e hypothesis of cumulat ve inertia .(hypothesis 2) is often, not

supported for the short (three-year) retrospective period considered:
r

here.' FaMilieswho have lived in their area of current residence less

than 1 Year are in general less likely to move thanithose who have
, I

lived there lOnger. Except in the intercounty equations, families who
,

.

moved l to 2' years before (M-.2 or Dur. 1-2 yrs) are.usually.the most
.,

likelyto move or:tovplan.to'move'again, perhapS indicating that

recrfttiy arrived migrants are willing to allow some timefor adjustment
1 '

, **
beforeldeciding whether to move again, irau.ilies who grew up,in the

,
,

4
\

\

he previous.migration coefficiLnts are often insignificant fn
.

.
,

-the-7in erdivisional equation estimated by probit This may be because
cell sllzes far so.le of_the explanatery variablea are quite small for
this/t pe of migration when the large sUbsaMple:is used.

l'*
Morrison (1971) found a similar-resillt in his investigationof
untY migration using the.Social Security Continuous' Work HistOry _

,,

interc
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area of current residence are usually significantly less likely to

migrate than those who grew up elsewhere, confirming hypothesis 3,

although the size of the coefficient is'always relatively small..

general., the probability of, subsequent migration does tend to

increase with:the number of previous moves, supporting hypothesis 4;

although in the large subsample those who Moved every year are less

likely to move again than those who, moved once or twice, implying that

there may be a limit to a family's tolerance for frequent rePeated

mobility. Of families with recent multiple moves, those who returned

to a place where.they lived before are lesS likely to move again than

those who were nonreturn migrants to their current residence, .as hy-

-pothesized. The coefficient of Mult. mvs - Ret. is significantly nega-

tive in'explaining interdivisional, noncontiguoue state, and'interstate

migration for the large subsample.

Among previous migrants, those returning to the area where they

grew up are less likely to move,again than Wiers with recent migra-

tion experience, as hypotheetked in 5. ,

The coefficient of Isit Grew

up-here is usually statistically significant, especially in explaining

interdivisional and total, sample migration.

Previous migrants who were not empleyed or were looking for a (dif-'

ferent) job at the.time of the survey (i.e., NOLK-Oth, JLK-U, JLK-E, or
.

JLK-Oth) are substantially more likely to moVe again than those who

were employed. The size of the effect varies somewhat among the

Data: persons who lived in a county less than one year were less likely

to.move than persons who lived there 1 to 2 years.

*
For recent multiple mevers whose multiple moves resulted in a

return to the area,where they grew Up, one must add the Mult. mvs -

Ret. and M-t Grew up here coefficients to the appropriate M-1, M-2,

.... coefficients to determine how they Offer from families without

recent migration experience. Note that persons who move twice and re-

turn to the area where they grew up (Mult. mvs Ret. = M-t Grew

up here = 1) are in many cases less likely to move than those who moved

only once or than those who have not moved recently. Because a large

fraction.of double moyes are return moves, this may expIain why .

Morrison (1971) finds that when duration of residence is held constant,

those who mdved twice in the recent,past (eight,years in his case) are

less likely to move agaid than those who moved zero,none, or three or_..

more times-, When the Mult. mvs - Ret. and. M-t Grew up.here vari=

ables were excluded from the specification used here, the M-1-3 and.

M-2-3 coefficients were negative.
.
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component groups and depends on which sample, specifitation, and migra-

tion measure is used, hut is nearly always significantly different from

zero.

,As hypothesized in 7, we see in Tables 5 and 6 that the coeffi-

cients of the previous migration variables usuallyhecome somewhat

smaller in magnitude, but are 'still sizable and significant, when the

explanatory variables that control for the other personal and.place

characteristics that affect migration are added. In several cases

(e.g., interdivisional equations for the large subsample), the-change

in the coefficients is remarkably small.

Summary of Main,Findings Regarding Chronic Movers

To sum up, our findings provide a basis for disentangling the

causes of repeat migration by showing, which persons at rlsk to chronic

movement (recent migrants) do in, fact become chinnic movers. We have

seen that recent migrants who are unemployed or employed but looking

for a different job are considerablymore likely to move again,than

recent arrivals who have apparently found acLaptable employment. It

has'been shown that families who made Several reCent moves are more ?

likely to move again if those multiple moves were a series of nonreturn

moves, but.that persons who made multiple, moves that'concluded with a

return to a place liVed in previously may be no more likely,to moye

(again) than persons who have not moved at all...We will show below

'that many apparent chronic movers--previous migrants who moved again--do

fact.return ,to places where they lived before, bringing into Oes-

tion the prediction of continued high migration propensities for.this

.subset of "chronic" movers.

AGE AND EDUCATION

The likelihood that the family will move is'expected io be.

tively related to the age of the male family head. The relationship

* ,

FOr families whose head-is looking.for work, or not in the labor
force, tHe effect.of previous migration:isnot distinguished by fre-
quency or timing. To calculate the total effect-of previous migration
for Such familieS,,.one must add.the coefficient of the appropriate

JLK variable' to that Of the appropriate M-1, M-2, ..., variable.

8 6
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is not expected to be as strong as that usually found in.otner studies

because many of the other explanatory yariables--e.g., amount of

location-specific capital, family income, the present values of wage

differences--may be correlated with age and already adjUst for many of

the'reasons often given for expecting a negative relationship.between

age and migration. Nevertheless, certain :costs of moving, e.g.,

psychiC.costs or costs related to the number of b'elongings, may in-

crease with age. The relationship betWeen the'family's,migration and

the age of the Wife:is also expected to be' negatiVe, bnt veak, for the

same reasons.
,

Originally, age dummies for all fivetytar age groups,for both

husbands and wives.were included'in the regression specification to

test these hypotheses while.allowing the age-migration relation to be

nonlinear. As with.Occupation and industry, groups, with insignificant

coefficients have been dropped and those whose coefficients were not

significantly tlifferent from one another have been combined. Based-'----

on:these criteria, only three 'age dummies.appear ihjhsregrcssions--
,

.Age
h.

25-29, ge
h

65,. Age
w

< 20. All three have negat've

cients and are significantly different from zero in the total example,

but 'only the coefficient of Agew < 20 is..significant ia the large sub-

sample. NuLe, furthermore, that the. Age' <, 20coeffiCiont hocomes

larger in algebraic.value as'the average ,distanca,moved decreases; its

coefficient is positive and significant in'explaining intercounty and

residential.mOves. Thus 'married couples with very young wives are less

likely than other couples to move long distances, but are more likely

to make short moves.

Migration studies typidally find that age-specific migration rates

for .five-year age groups decrease as age increases for ages > 20-24.

We do observe.that faMilies with 1i..1Sbands 65 or over and those with

wives less than 20 are less prOne to long' distance migration, but :con-

trary to expectations, in our total sample males 25-29 are significantly

leSs likely-tO move' than those less than,25 or .those 30-64. However,

this appears to be due to the fact that'Men of this age who are students

or in t,hemilitary are'less' mobile. Ihe Coefficient of .Ageh 25-29

as negatiVa, very largc, in absolute magnitude, 'and significant in the
-
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small.subsample that contains only students, Military, and retired

families, bUt'is insignificant ii the civilian nonstudent sample

The observed patterns also may-be due to the fact,that other explana-

tory variables-,-e.g., the present value variables, income, and the

-measures of location-specific Capitalare correlated with age and

capture specific effects that impast studies had been.1u4ed together
,

.in "age."*

AiCng with a negatii)e age relation, a positive relation between

education and the propensity to mignte is one of the most Consistent

findings.in other migration research,.::. A number of.hypothesea have'been

proposed to explain this relationship:' Educated persons have been

hYpothesized to be more efficient-at-processing information, to be..

bettenable to deal with.aconOmic disequilibria, to be more adaptable

to change, to have larger geographic job markets, and to prefer geo-

graphic to,occupational mobility:because of investments in occUpation-

specificraining (Schwartz, 1976; Mahoney, 1968; Schultz, 1975):

Thus it is expected that the probability that a family.will Migrate

will be positively related to'the education of the husband and to the

education.of. the-wife. As with age, accupationi and industry, ini-

'tially dummies for.all levels of husband's and wife's. education were

inCluded"-to test this hypothesis and to allow the-education-migration
.

.relationship tO be nonlinear. As before, groups whose coefficients

were not significantly different from zero have been dropped and those
4

'whose cOeffiCients were not significantly different from one another

have been cOmbined. The only variables whiCh:reMain using these cri-

teria indicate whether the husband has.eXactly tWelve years of' educa-

tion and-whether the wife has less than tweive years of schooling.

Like the age results, the educati.ao Loefficients,are.also different
.

than expected. Families with male heads who have completed high school

When these explanatory variables.are left out and the age dummies
are the only variables included in an equation explaining interdivi-
sional- migration for the large subsamples, the Ageh = 25-29 coefficient
is positive((1.009, t = 1.3) alid the Agew '< 20 coefficient is.still
-negative but is.less than half its large subsample value (-0,013,'
t -0.7). Tfle simplecorrelation between husband's age,and interdi-
visional migration is only -0.096.
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(Educ
h = 12) are less likely to move than those whose male heads have

less than 12 years of education (and also less likely to move than

those with more education, as expected). Fol wives, education aPpears

to have a negativ// e rather than a positive effect,on migration when.the

husband's edUcat-ion, is held. constant; families with wives With less

than 12 years of schooling are more likely to move than those with

, wives Who have finished high school, although the coefficient is not

significanr.for the large subsample. For husbands, these same gen-

eral effts prevaiI even when the other explanatory variables are

omitted from the equation (in fact, the negatiVf. Ethic = 12 coefficient

becomes larger in absolute magnitude and more significant). However,

'for wives, the Educw. 12 coefficient becomes fiegative, though very

insignificant, when the other explanatory variables are left out. The

simple correlations between husband's and wife's years of education

and family interdivisional' migration are very smail--+0.047'and +0.028,

***
respectively.

Aside from the fact that important migration determinants that,

are correlated with 'age and- education are already held constant, another .

possible explanation for why the age and education patterns observed

here differ (even when cther explanatory variables are not held con-

.,
stant) from thoSe usually found is that the samples for this study

contain only persons married in both 1971 and 1972, whereas the data

.
documenting the *ypical age and education patterns are usually not,

if ever, marita Jtatus specffic.1 It is possible that the typically,

observed age and education patterns may in large part be due to the

migration of persons who., are not yet married, entering marriage, or

When dummiE;s for all education groups were included, this nega-

tive relationship between the wife's education and migration. preVailed

throughout the range when husband's education was alSo held constant%

(1-iusban's and wife's educations are positively correlated.)

**Perhaps educated nonwork: ,g' women are more likely to build up

location-specific capital in' a locality, e.g., volunteer work, than

their less educated counterparts...,

**iv,
Polachek and Horvath (1976) in their.analysis of IDP dat -also

find littlexelation between migration and husbancrs'age and educ tion

and.find a significant negative relationship with the wife's educ tion. .
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leaving marriage, since.other studies have shown that .. persons changing

marital status account for a major fraction of moves made at all ages.

PLANS TO MOVE

Dummy variables indicating whether the head, thinks he will move

in the next couple of years have been included in Table 4 to, determine

whether people who think they will move are.iti fact more likely.to

migrate when other migration determinants are held constant.
-*

We see

in Table 4 that families whose heads think they will move for job-,

related reasons are indeed significantly more likely to migrate inter-

divisionally. Those who plan to move for other reaSons are also more

likely to move, though the coefficient is not near* as.large or as

significant as for job-related plans. Note:in Table 4 that'adding the

plans to move explanatory variables has little effect.on the sizes and

t-statistics of the'other eXplanatory variables. Most of the coeffi-

cients become slightly smaller in absolute magnitude, but some actually
**

increase in value, .

in Eq. (7)'of Table 3, the job-related plans dummy is the depen-

dent variable so that we can see whether the same variables that affeet

actual migration decisions also Affect plans to move. Most of the key

results have.already been noted earlier in this section. We see that

,*
Pe.:sons who answered.that they thought that they might Move in

the near future were asked'why; the answers have been coded into three

..main,categories: "purposive productiVe reascns". (to take another job,

to get nearer work), "purposiveconsumptive rea8Ons" (housing or mar-1

riage), and "other" (response to outside events, e.g., armed services,

health reasom- etc.). Dummies measdring.all three have been tried

but only the first and third were significant in explaining,long-

,distance Migration; presumably most people in.the "consumptive" cate-

gory make short (intracounty) moves.

.A variable ind.icating whether the family head was willing to move

to another community if he 'could get a good joh haS also been tried

but was insignificant.when the variables indicating moving plans were

included.
** ,
When the plans'Variables were added to the equations' explaining

shorter distance moves (results not reported here), the coefficient of

-the job-relate4 plans, variable became larger and more significant as

shorter and shorter moves were considered. The 'coefficient'is 0.105

(t ,= 5.37) in explaining intercounty.migration.

9 0
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persons who are looking for a (different) job are indeed more likely

to think they will 'move, although the size of this effeet is inversely

related to the unemployment rate in their county of origin; persons

who are unemployed are less likely to plan to mO*the higher the un-

employment tate .in their,countyjof,.residence but are,.we have seen,

mnore likely to becote actual intercounty or interstate migrants. :Plans

to move seem relatively unrelated to families incomes, wages, hours,
,

and composition of earnings, although families with:unemployed heads

are significantly more likely to think they will move the higher their

income. However, we see in Eqs. (1) through (6) that exactly the op-

posite relationship-holds for actual migration behavior--the higher

,the family nonwage income,: the.less likely the unemployed are to move.

"The influence of previous migration,experience on subsequent plans to

molfeig-§-imirat to that on actual mobility, although families who moved

every year.in the'past three years are much more likely to plan-t
* ,

.migrlte again than to actually do it.

Tr FAMILY APPROACHTHE INFLUENCE OF CHARACTERISTICS OF BOTH SPOUSES

'The model underlying the regressions piesented in this section is

distinctive in viewing migration as.a family decisiOn; the wife's, as

well as the husband's, characteristics have been hypothesized and hown

to affect the family's migration decision. We have seen that several

of the variables pertaining to the wifeher wage tate, hoursof work,

and share of .family earnings;,her occupationand industry; her age and

education--have significant coefficients. One test of the family model

Of dourse, persons who say in 1971,they plan to move may not move
between-'19.7l and 1972,.butmax still effectuate these plans.Iater. How.-

eVeri.Duncan and Newman. (1975) find that most of the planners who.do
in fact move do so within the first year of stating their Intention.
Only 42 percent who said they planned to move for job-related reasons
actually moved within the next.three years, but 76 percent of these' ,

did-so within the first year. -,See Duncan andINewman for a more detailed
study of. the-differences between the determinants of plans.to move and
actual moves. Duncan and Newman conclude that many Job-related MoVing
plans are not fulfilled because they ate too coatly. They find.family
income to be a major (positive),determinant of which planners.do in
fact move (although their biVáriatatesults imply that the relation-
ship is nonlinear and largely negative). ,

9 I
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is to see whether these wife's variables as a set add significanely

to the explanatory power Of the equations. A partial F7test shows that

indeed they do.' The value of the apprOpriate F-statistic for the in-

terdivisional equation is 2.4, whiCh is significant'at the0.015

level.

OTHER EXPLANATORY VARIAI3LES..TRIED

In earlier stages of this research, other explanatory variables

were also tried tx) determine the:effects of migration Of factors often

hypothesized to affeCt geographic mobility. These included.:
**

o number of persons in the family unit

o ages of children

o whe'ther the family receives welfarc, .and if.so how much

o whether the famhY head is a veteran

o whether the family head is 'disabled .

,whether the family lives in a metropolitan:area

o whether the family lives on a.fam

the IDP.'s measure.of risk avoidance

o various measures of climate

o .area population size

o area size km, square miles

o 1968-19:72:rates of growh of male and female wage rates In .the

area
. .

o average area male and female wage rates.

_

None of these variables had eigiiificant effects on interdivisionl

migration, //.

Note that the equatlon includes some variables, e.g., PV
tam

2

Nonwg. Inc., that contain the wite's components but were not excluded

for this test,
-A similar test on the husband's variables prodpced a larger F value.

*# 0

See the footnote oh p. 64 for other measures of location-

specific capital that were considered,.
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The analYsis-.in the preceding section dealt with the determinants

of geographic Mobility, identifying those variables that i fluence

whether or. not a family migrates. In this section we foc s on those111

families who migrated interdivisionally' between. 1971 and 1972 in an
.

attempt to determine.the factors that influence their choice among the

eight diVisions that were Possible destinations.
.

'We showed in Sec. IV that, contrary to the findings of many stu-

,, - dies (e.g., Lowry; 1966), economic conditions.at origin (as well as the.

husband's -and wife's personal characteristics) do affect outmigration.

Having shown-"Push" to be operative,:we,now turn to- the question of
. ,

whether migrants choose to move to areas where the "pull" of better

job opportunitieS is strongest.

'To-,my knowledge, the only multiyariate studies of how migrat n

families choose:among alternatiVe destinations have used aggregate

census'data (e.g., Lowry, 196.64 _DaVanzd, 1972; and Wadycki,-19,175;i1.2,
..

Greenwood,*1975a, contains a list of sUch studies). Oftentimes, these.
--
studies explore the determinants og net migration (e.g.', Fields, 1974)

and thus Only estimate the cOmbined iifect of the influence of an'eX7

Ipianatory-veriable, say,the unemployment rate, on both outmigration

and inmigration (destination choice). Some studies focu only on in-
.

.

migration, .but typiCallithe denominator of the migration rate,.if in
, .

fact a ivte ia'Calci ulated,'is not the pop. -idn at risk (see DaVanzo,

1976b)... 13.37 using-hoUsehold-level data wL able_t,o_aVold these

-15roblems.

The choiCe of destination analysis presented in this section is

restricted to a consideration of interdivisional migration so that the

number of alternative.destinations is empirically manageable. Thea

number of migrants on which the empirical work is based--43 (30 non.'

military)--4S.very small. Nonetheless;' the.results illustraterthe

proMise of this approach and prOvide hypotheses that oan be tested in .

further research.

°One technique appropriate for.explaining how the attributes of
. ,
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alternatives affect the choices amonethem is MacFadden s maximum like-

lihood mUitinomiaI logit technique (often referred to as "conditional g

logit"), an extension of dichotomouS logit analysis to the case where

th.06 are More than two choices. (For a.description of this technique,

see MacFadden, 197.) Below we estimate an equation explaining\desti-

/nation choice using this technique.

However, with such a small sample we are unable to investigate

the.ceteris paribus influence on migration Of all the factors thought

to affect destination choice, or to look for interactive effects, suCh

as thOse found in other work. For example, using aggregate census

data, DaVan±o (1972) found the absolute size of the deterrent effect-.

of distance to be negatively related to the level of fam/ ily income
.

DeVanzo.(1976a) estimated distance effects to be negatiVe and-signifi-

cant'for nonreturn.migration but positive and significant for return

migration. The type of data used here shoul.d.permit further-tests fOr

such relationships using more:appropriate data, but unfortunately the

small sample for this,study precludes this possibility here.. Pooling

:various years of the data%.and adding other demographic groups to in7

crease the sample size, as suggested in Sec. VI,-should enable one to

consider these potential influences on destination choice.
-

. 1

.

The conditional logit model presented in Table 7 contains only;

four variables representing four of.the major factors often discussed,

as potentially important'determinants of destination choice.

For each family there are eight observations, tepresenting the

eight possible deatinations,, j. The explanatory Variables-are: PVfam. ,

ij

the Present value of the difference between what the,famlly-could earn,'

at destination j and what'it'would earn if it 'stayed In its 1971 loca-

tion, i; the unemployment rate at j;.and the natural logarithmof the

distance between i and j. In addition,, there is an. inceraction between.

9,
PV

ij

fam and a dummy, Here Before,,that indicates whether the family re-

sided in area j recently (between 1968 and 1970). This interaction

'will enable us to test'whether the effect of thepresent value variable

is different.for potential return- migrants than for persons-Who have
_

not lived in ah-afea-before: -The-Here_Before -dummy was tried alone-to

test whether, independent of the values of.the other explanatory

-
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Table 7

CONDITIONAL LOGIT EQUATION EXPLAINING CHOICE OF
DESTINATION FOR 30 NONMILITARY MIGRANTS

Variable, X Coefflcient, 8a

Family present value of wage
differences (in.$1000s)
(kfam)

ij

'fam
PV

ij
Here Before.-

j

Unemployment Rate.

sk).stance .

likelihOod ratio = 119 x
2
(4)'

(significant at better than 0.9.95)

0.00548

0.0139

0.00909

-0.322

(1.53)

(1.46)

.(O.05)

(-0,.81)

a.Th condttionaf"loi
the follo-wing' equation:

Model estimate-7 coefficients, 3, for

e
i ij -J ..13x

ye

_ .

,
;where j inoie..a1, ternatives, i individuals, J is the.total

,

number of. (.+1.ces' acing each indivIdual°and k is a vector of,
f .

explanatory! variables;
I

i

'

Note .that

P

j=1'

for each. i.

\

1)(i) =
3X

j

a all'destpations had equal probability of beint.Chosen
(0 .425), eaCh ,coeffiol:ent would be muittplied,bY, 13.:09-0 con-
vertAt to a parttal detivative.

,

/ ..,

-
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,
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,variables, peoplevare unce likely tO move to places where' they lived

before, but the ,c.omputer prograM never converged when this variable
*.

was included. Thus the specification used here constrains the effect

of previous residence to be dependent on the size of the expected

(gross) earnings gain.

In addition, in several.instances below I contrast_the average

characteristics of chOsen destinations with those of nonchosen alter-
**

natives to tentatively Indicate the direction of relaftonships not

poSsible to investigate in-:the more appropriate multivariate analysis.-

As in Sec. IV, the discussion is ordered by categories Of explana-

tory variables; again, for each°I
i

discuss the hypotheses and the rele---t

vant findings of previous researoll and then the reaults of this empi-

rical.analysis (The sMall,size ok the sample upon which the findings

are based makes it inappropriate to draw policy imPlications from

them.) Li
r

o:4

RETURN MIqTATION (PREVIOUS RESIDENCE'IN7j)

' .We shoWed in Sec. IV that families who moved recently are more

likely to mcve again than families without recent migration ezperience:
[

. It is possible that many of these families are returning to /the origin

of theirjnitial mover. Eldridge (1965), Leng and Hansen (1/975), Lee

.(1.974)) :and DaVanzo (1976a) all.find a high propensity to yeturn among
***

those at risktä return migration; thatils,. persons with previous

migration experienceare-morely to return to a place where they

lived-before than Lo move tO a new place. Thus, in modeling deSlination
_ . _

!*There Is a pOsitive Probability thatj the mximum
mates will not 'exist. SoMetimes the iterative technique ddes not con-
verge when an explanatory variable is too good a predictor of_the de-
pendent variable;"fffEWS this is the case with the Here Before dummy.
For example, if eadn person in our sample had lived,in one place, ji,
before and eabh moved tb ji in the period under consideration, the
Here Before dumu&lWould be aperfect predictor of destination choice
and the compura-T-TTrog'ram would never converge.

A* I

The latter is,the average across sample families and,across the
seven nonchosen destinations for each family.

***
The referenced studies are based on aggiegatecensus data; they,

use a five;-year migration period and.defIne a repurn move as a move
. back to the place of blirth.,_


