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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 tc 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 tb o
depreciate as the time away increases. Thus attractions of the pre-
vious residence should be stronger thé 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 142 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 pzrcent (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 interdiviéionally between 1971 and
1972, 17 of whom also migraggd;between 1968 and 1971 and are hence
potential return migrants. Twelve of these 17 families (71 percent)

Kk
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 percen.; 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
aumbers 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 aud Morrison (forthccming)).

A
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migrants in our sample are return migrants. Seven of the 17 nonmili-
tary repeat migrants reported 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

av. likely to provide informégibﬁ'ab0ut job opportunities in the.poten~...

tial return destination.

Most previous studies of repeat and return‘migration have used
census data which compare (1) an individual's pléde 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 rince they do not count moves back to places last lived
in four or more vears 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 + 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',
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4#;;gions, and superregions) that, when return migration is defined as
a move back to a place where a person lived sometime in a lé4-year
period, 86 percént of return moves occur within five years of the ini-
tial move. ﬁft

Turning to the polychotomous logit reqé}ts in Table 7, we see that

families are more likely to move to an aréakwhere 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.,
if PVi?T > 0); the size of this effec; 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”déééinations, families are hypothe~
sized to select the one where the present value of wage gains is
largest, other things the seme. Hence, we expect that the higher the
present value of the diﬁference 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 famiiy is to choose destination
. . S

To test this hypothesis, variables have been defined that measure,
for each potential destination .j for both the huéband 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 a&ded to form family present value
variables for each area j, PVi?m, which are similar to those used to

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

*
Since PVfam 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
bsolute value; presumably positive nonpecuniary returns compensate
for this).

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

each potential destination j. As before, Wy is adjusted by wi/wi,

T




-87-

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 éreas where all the
measures of wage gains are highest. 1In 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 are multiplied

by the numhe: of hours the husband (wife) worked in 1970, dlscounted
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.

g 1()()
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)
For places lived in vefore the difference is even more striking:‘

Destinations }ived in before but

Chaééniﬁiﬁces (n=12) Lfil 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 C e
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

k%
in their potential return destinationms.

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

Chosen destinations (n=18) Destinations not chosen (n=204)
Husband's PV - §35,520 $14,870
Wife's PV 12,940 930
.Family PV 48,460 15,800 - .
Wife's share

of family PV 26.7% 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.

k..
Alternatively, it could be those families for whom the present
value associated with the initial move (PV[Wi - Wj*]) was algebraically

smallest who chose to return, where i i1s 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.
* k%
Note that the present values assoclated 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 PVi?m « Here Before is
positive. If the family had equal probability of choosing cach dgsti—
nation j (P(j) = 0.125), a $10,000 increase (decreafe) in Pviiz 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
Téould 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 pviam yould be associated with a 4.8 percent increase in the prob-
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 1ived in
j* within the last three years. e

*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 showing 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). s
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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 migratien period and
hence may have been affected by the intervening migration.* Studies
that vompare the two, e.g., Wadycki (1975), show that beginning of
period unemployment variables do perform closer to expectations than
end of peribd 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 1 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).

*kk
In using the average divisional unemployment rate at destina-

tion as my measure of the probability of unemployment at j, I am 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 for 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.

ot
(o)
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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, distanée may be a surrogate for inter-
vening opportunities; the greater the distance between i and 3, the
greater the number of possibly attractive intervening opportunities.
Several studies (Wadycki, 1975, and other papers referenced therein)
have shown that the inclusion qf variables measuring the best inter-
vening alternatives substantiéii? reduces the size and statistical
significance of the deterrent effect of distance. Unfortunately, our.
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 iatervening
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 pfevious
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—
hvbndary, or repeat)uﬁig;étion than to "new" migration. This>appears.to
be true, for the average distance to the destinations chosen by pre-
vi.ous migrénts (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 increaées. The éBefficient is negative, as expected, but
is not. significant at conventional levels. The coefficient indicates
' that, other things the samc, an area 1000 miles aQay 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 fdrces 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), I 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;dlso 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 -likely.to move to an

area the highen the percentage of the U.S. white male militarywﬁsggfil;w“}'

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 sémple. 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.

10¢



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 nrevious
research (for example, the seeming absence of "push" of origin economic
conditions), whereas athers.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 behayior. 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) nevéf investigated before brcaiuse
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:

s »

- ¥

How do families respond to economic adversity? Does unemployment

"pugh" a family to move?

Analyses of migration behavior based on aggregate data have re-
sulted in conflicting and often paradoxical answers to the questionw
of the strength of economic '"push'. We can now, based on household-
level data, offer some specific insights into how economic adversity
affects the pgobability 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, origiu 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, espacially
its repetitive aspects. Chronic ﬁobility 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 fecent past. This effect
results mainly from a strong tendency for people to return to places
they have recently left. A substantial portion of potential return
migrants do in fact return. Recent arrivals who are unable to find
acceptable employment are especially likely to move again and to retufn
to places.ypere they lived before.

Furthérmore, we have shown that families who made several moves
are more likely to move again than families who made one or no recent
moves 7f those multiple moves were a series of nonreturn moves; fami-
lies whd 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 has underscored the impcrtance of using
longitudinal data to study ''chronic mobility": since many return and
repeat moves occur within 4 few years of the initial moves they follow,

census data seriously understate the importance of both phenomena.

Is the wife a passive ''secondary' m i ‘nfluence on the
family's migration? Does a working wi i, .urage 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 thdugh we have less detailed in-
formation on ines' than on husbands' characteristics, the character-
istics of the wife (hours of work, share of earnings, etc.) add sig-
nificantly to the explanatory power of equations explaining whether
a family moves. Furthermore, families with working wives are not
necessarily less Likely to move than families with nonworking wives,
other things the same. Families in which the wife works but does not
garn 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 move than families with nonworking wives. Alsd, fami-
lies who choose to move tend to select destinations wl:re 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 gailn is largest.

How do_the husband's and wife's age and education affect family

migration?
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 determinants--many of which vary with age or education--are held

.

congtant .
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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 induced to leave. Such policies may just
provide 'a costly duplication of the already effective in-
fluence of private market forces.

‘0"'Policies‘of.investment,to expand economic opportunities in
depressed areas are likely to help prevent economically forced
outmigration.

¢ 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

*s

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 resul@ measuring
om

a true behavioral effect (and is not due to s unknown bias
in the way we have constructed our income measures or speci-

fied the rest of the migration equation, or to any peculiari;}

of our particular sample), it has a very important policy ¥ %
implication: wunless 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

*
See the naext subsectlion on suggestions for further research.
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to subsidize their staying in the current locatiop rather than
to finance job search in other labor markeﬁs. ‘
Policies that affect net wage rates--for example, minimum

wage laws, wvage 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 af’ ' the profitability of an investment
in migration; th ... ’ ~nce‘is ambiguous a priori. An
increase in the L ' ov and/or wife's wage rate that is

local only (or is national 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 elsewhgre relatively more than those in the
labor market where the family currently resides may increase
migration.

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 (especiaily 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).

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 digsatisfaction 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 repeated moves should help to improve
the efficiency of migrﬁéion‘

11l
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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 thie study but has
nonetheless shot >+ 7 "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 example, certain
parameters may differ by life-cycle stage.

Other sugges:ons for extendixng the research given k¢ include

the following:

1. The whetiz~ to migrate and choice of destination g;ClﬁionSw
should b: considered together, since it is likeiy .hat fami-
lies base their decisions regarding whether to move or stay
on whether there are destinations worth moving to. 1In the

‘ present study we used summarylindicators of the costs and
benefits of migration in general, e.g., maximum benefit/cost
ratios, t' explain whether c¢r not a family moved, but we were
unable re zonsider tradeoffs and interactions betseen the
various attributes for a particular destination. TYovr example,
how mucx. mgher does the present value of wage gains need to
be to iwizize a family to move an additional 500 miles? What
is the trmmeoff baetween increased wage gains and an increased

probabilicy of unemployment? A statistical technique for
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analyzing choices among multiple alternatives, e.g., poly-
\ cbotomous logit analysis, sh;;Id 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 (cens%g
divisions) and between which relatively few people migrate.
Two different, thoueh 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. Expléining choices among more than
10 #tternatives becomss unwieldy empirically.

The firs. restciztion could be circumvented by using a larger

data set. @e.p.. census data, to estimate the wage equations

for a (lurees; -umber of smaller areas and defining the ex-

planatory <::.3bles to be measures available both in that

data set and in the one being used for the migration analysis.

The coeificients of the wage equations estimated using the,

say, cenrus, epuld then be used to impute wages tO persons in

the, sa . IDF wuta, using IDP values of the explanatory vari-

ables. .:n talaxing the second restriction, we want to rede-

fine tte motsntial destinations so that the number of them

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

migrant.. zc. .ibilities include the folicwing:

a. The slternative destinations could be classified by thelr
pro; .. .0 the current labor market. e.g., moving (a)

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

*Future work +hewiz look for a way to incorporate the ex-post
experiences of migr s (measured, over a number of years, if possible)
into the calculati. : «° ex ante expected earnings gains, but should
be careful to avold se.ctivity biases.

P
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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 charact=ristics 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 destination§ for
blacks may be different from that for whites. '

d. Since a substantial proportion of moves in a giveh 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 cholce
among these methods to define the set of alternative destinations
should be based on an evaluation of the validity of the assumptiona
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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 looking 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
fﬁrther work is reguired to see if they hold for other time
periods, other demographic groups, and within age and educa-
tion subsets of the group considered here. 1In 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 employment probabili-
ties within and among destination-type categories. One wants to choose
categories whose within-category variance is small relazive to the
between-category variance. To evaluate criterion (3) one would deter-
mine whst proportion of all moves are made to the eight or ten most
popular destinations. Furthermore, different methods may imply dif-
ferent zeographic units to be used for estimating the wage equations.

*
Ti:is should be done regardless of whether 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 migratibn propensities of unemployed persons differ
by the reason for leaving the last job (quit, layoff,
etc.)?

o Does the method of job search used vy the head o1 wire
affect the probability that the family will move?

0 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?

In 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. Tﬁesé could
be imputed, using a methodology similar to that used to esti-
mate destination wages hers, from regressions of the incidence
of 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 proportion of the persons
moving in a given time period have also moved before. It is
likely, for this subset of 3ersons, 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. 1In previous research, the causes of migration have

*
typically been studied separately from the effects, and

*

The conceptuaXly correct measure of individual and family conse-
quences of migratiorn would compare the postmigration earnings and em-—
ployment stability cf migrants with what they would have experienced

Q .IMI(S
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scant attention has been given to the question of how changes'
over tiﬁe 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-term
determinants of migration shou.d enable us to lear ' more

about the role of migration as an adjustment to economic
change. An integrated study of the determinants and conse-
quences of geographic mﬁgility should help us to undgrstand
better the causes of repeated migration mnd the phenomenon of

the "chronic mover."

Such a study may -enable us to identify
the types of people likely to become unrlanned 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
RUBIT EQUATION

The probit technique estimates the parameters, B, of an index,
I = BX, which relates family characteristics to the probability of mi-
grating, P, through the formula for the cumulative normal distribution

function:

I

P = /% f exp (—t2/2)dt:.

=00

slope = 0P/ 3 X

~/4// I=1"

L —
—

I* 0 I=8X

Unlike OLS, where ap/axi = Bi in a linear specification, how a change in
a variable Xi affects the probability in a probit equation depends on
the value of I and, hence, the value of P:

3P _ exp (—I2/2) . B

aX; Jom 1

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

comes smaller %s P approaches 0 or 1. The factor that premultipliss
- -14/2
8, (2m)H/2Y

Oas I"'imn

has a maximum of 0.3989 and asymptotically approaches
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In Table 4, the Bs for the probit index are presented in brackets
in the second subcolumn of Eq (11). 1In the first subcolumn, aP/axi has
been evaluated at I = —=2.15, or P = 0.0158, which is near the mean inter-
divisional migration rate for this sample. BP/BXi has been calculafed
by multiplying the index Bs by 0.04. Thus, thé BP/aXi presented in
Table 4 show how a family which has a 1.58 percent probability of mi-
grating would respond to an dincremental 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 3P/3Xs 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

=l)
o the family currently lives in a division with a 6 percent un-
employment rate (Unempl. Rt. = 6)

0 the maximum cost/benefit ratio = $1000 (PVfam = 1)

o family nonwage, nonlocation-specific income is $300 (Nonwg.
Inc. = 0.3)

o the husbang s and wife's wage rates are $3.75 and $2.50, respec-
tively (Wg' = 3.75, Wg¥ = 2.50)

o the wife works half-time [1000 hours] (Hrs/yr = 1)

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

.. of earnings = 0.25) h

o0 the head has 12 years of education (Educ = 12 = 1).
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group to which they.pertain the weighted average is very small and

*
often negative. Thus, we see that the push" of ori in unemployment

0

the.majority who have jobs. , )

Policy Implications o . , |

These results have important policy implications for they demon-
strate. that, contrary to the findings of many ‘other" stddies (e g.y o
Lowry,Jl966 Lansing and Mueller, 1967), local economic\conditfons do
affectloutmigration, 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 jobs, are more likely to move than those

vq‘\

" not actively looking" for—work bringing into question the need for \
policies to induce the’ unemployed to move. Fuithermore, we have seen
that recent migrants whp are searching for work -are considerably more
'likely to move than recent arrivals who have found acceptable employment
or than other persons looking for work indicating that persons who
migrate and cannot find acceptable employment tend to move onj;. we will
see below that many of them return to places where they have lived = .

before.

RETURNS TO MIGRATION (PRESENT VALUE OF WAGE DIFFERENCES)

The Conceptual Variable ‘ .

As-~ noted earlier, human capital theory views migration (like many
other types of .behavior) as an investment in oneself whether the in-
vestment is undertaken is governed by the expected payoff, or return,
on the 1nvestment. For most families the main domponent of the return
to migration’ is likely to be the present value of\\:eidifferenCe between

potential lifetime earnings after migrating and what would be earned

The weighted averages for Table 3 range between +0 00064 and
-0.00046 for Eqs. (2)-(5).

-
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- listed above--using a fample.of persons living. in that division.
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at origin in the ‘dbsence of migration. The probability that the family
will leave origin i should be poaitively 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 Empiricsl Variable

Measuring- the return to migration is not a trivial or straight- ..

‘forward matter. The ideal measures of the potential earnings returns

to migration would be the differences between the expected present

values of famiiy earnings at j, for all j # 1, 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 here is as follows: It is as-
sumed that the potential migrant would earn at j the same wage rate as
earned by current residents of | with similar characteristics.‘ The

characteristics consilered here include age, sex,.race, marital status,

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

employer, “éducation, occupation, industry, disability status, veteran-. y - 2
.1 -

status, and whether ‘a union member. -+ For each census division I have

‘estimated wage equations for both husbands and wives-—regressions of

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

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 value measure discussed here, we need lifetime earn- A
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 . o R

Years on cur1ent job, disability, veteran, and union status are
not reported in the IDP da\a for wives.

IDP data are used Lo es imate these equations.- Census divisions \\\i
rather than smaller more h% ogeneous ‘areas were chosen to'be the geo- ‘ b

‘graphic units so that the sample sizes would be sufficiently large ‘to
permit estimation of separd e equations for each area. All five years

of the panel have been pooleg/to provide large enough. sample sizes for
each of these wage regressﬂo 8. Time dummies have been included to

“allow. the intercepts to didfer each year. The R%s for many of the wage
'equations exceed 50 percent. Some equations ‘include more than one

N
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Estimating wage equations separately for each division allows for.divi%
sional différences in parameters. Thus the labor market "value" of
various personal characteristics differs gebgraphica;ly.* Peopie are
hypothesizeﬁ‘to‘locate in the area where their characteristics are
valued most ﬂighiyl‘ For each husband aﬁd>wifé in the sahple, a wage

is imputed from these equations for each of the niﬁe‘divisions,ginclud—

)

ing the one wherﬂ

the family lived in 1971). These provide estimates

of what a pdtenti%l»migfant could earn in each potential destination
** ' : 5 ,

3. * '
t

Y

g 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) . L

*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 the 1960 Census to model 1955-60 migration (DaVanzo, 1972; 0'Neill,
1970; Schwartz, 1968; and Bowles,.1970), the return variables (1) are
based on income rather than wage data; (2) use postmigration. (1959)
incomes (which may have been affected by migration during 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 effect of one spouse's wages on the other's’
migration); and (4) assume migrants earned the same at origin and desti-
nation as others there of the same age,.race, sex, and education. 'In.
the present study, we were able to observe each person's actual pre-
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. o , I '

’ © ,Kaluzny (1975) uses'a weighted average of the average- tricome . in
each area to construct his measure of expected gaisi; previous migra-

/ \1 tion rates are the weights. - .~ - )
R Polachek and Horvath (1976) estimate a regression explaining earn-
/ . ings changes between year t and year t + n (n = 1 or\4) and include
" a-dummy indica;iﬁg whether the family migrated bétween\xgars t and
t + 1 and interactions of this dummy with four’personal characteristics
. . for husbands (age, premigration earnings, years on cgrregk job, and a
/ professional occupation dummy) as explanatory variables in is earnings
ébange equation. This equation is then used to impute what si@;lar
-nonmigrants could have earned had they migrated. However, such“an

approach is likely' to suffer from a selectivity bias (séelLewiS3‘19]4,
for.a discussion of this problem in migration- studies) for there ma§\\\<\\\

be uncontrolled differences between the earnings differences available .

to the two groups that made migration attractive to one and not to the

other. Especially when. ared of origin is not controlled for, it is not . .
correct. to assume that nonmigrants would have reaped the same gain hHad | ~

‘ they moﬁed as "similar" persons who did move.

. | 5,
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These impuLed 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/&i,’the ratio of the ‘
actual to the imputed_wage at i, to adjust for the fact that, due - to
‘certain unobserved'characteristics (e.g., abilityf, persons who earn
higher (lOWer) than expected wages at 1 are likely. to earn higher (lower)
than expected wages at j. ** (3) All divisional wages are deflated by
their respective divisional’ cost-of~1living indices. é*

Then, for=each 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 ‘a 2.5 percent annual rate of

Wj is estlmated twice, once setting the union dummy and the years
on the current job variables equal to their 1971 values, and once set-
ting them equal t» zero. When constructing present values, the disad-
vantage of losing the 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 welght given
"to' the adjusted wage decreases over time and is assumed to equal Zero .
after five years. '(This is done only for j#i. )

" 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 yeaxs-
lhon— the-current-job variables are not reported ‘for them.

*k
. However, this overlooks the fact that some persons may stay at
(leave) i precisely becausé their relative position in the wage distri—
bution is higher (lower) there than elsewhere. However, W. not adjusted

k|
by W /W 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 pérformance' 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 probabillf 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 the person worked the previous year (1970),
and summing over the number of years until he (she) is ‘65 years old.
The husband's and wife 8 present values are then added These measures
can be inLerpreted as the lifetime returns that a knowledgeable prospec—
“~tive migrant family might anticipate ‘to be available by moving to desti—
nation i. . : o |
For the whether to migrate analysis, these eight family present
‘values (one for each potential destination) are collapsed into a single
measure that indicates the size of the 1ifetime wage gains available to
the family if it migrates; in dom g so,/aécount is taken of the fact
that. some of these wage gains are mofe/costly to attain than others. To
approximate presentvvalues net of costs for each potential destination,
each family present value has been divided by .the natural'logarithm of
the distance between i and j, the proxy for many of the costs of moving
' from i to'] (see p. 91); % the resulting variable can be viewed as aﬁ

benefit/cost ratio. The mazimum of these benefit/cost tatios, PVfam

Kk |
is the measure of the” potential returns to‘migration.

T

* Ihe implicdtion 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 'were 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 of growth ‘which differed among areas (défined as one-

" quarter of the coefficient of the 1972 durimy in the wage equations (see
‘footnote 2 on p. 36) or deriwuod from estimated experience paths) have
also been* t'ied but did not perform as well as the present values based
on the same rate of growth fo each area. :

¢

w

** 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 1is

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 numbuv problem.) 3 o \\ ’
Kk ‘

"1t would have' been more appropriate to sugtrdet costs, but dis-
. tance cannot 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.

S kkkk . I ‘ =
, To sum’ up the preceding discussiOn, the formula for the PVf

‘variable is

“

“

£

9‘:
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Hypotheées Testod Here
We expect{@%e coefficiént of this measure of eXpected'féturns to
miération, PVfam, .to be positive. Furthermore, we hypothesize thot
.families whose heads are looking for jobs,’ especially those with un-
employed heads, should be more respoasive 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‘ A

of this hypothesis.

-

‘ T ouh. (ﬁir.‘t -.,'Wlil)(l +g)t 7 W (ib‘.’ - WA+ ot \ - - I |
X = — + z ' —— )+ In(pyy) o+ 1000
3 (1+ 1) - 1+ r) o S Co
\ t=1 . ‘t=1 - ‘
. . - . .
" where H" = number of hours worked by the husband in 1970
“#" = number of hours worked by the wife in 1970 ’ : y
%h _ A*h_. w /W ) o ‘
Yie = Wyt - A - ‘ .
A* L4 . »
b estimated‘wage the husband could earn in area j,
jt given his personal characteristics (imputed from _
/ . the wage equation fof division j), adjusted for union
o ' mémbership, experience on current job (see footnote 1
“ ‘ n o P 45), and cost. of living ¢ : : |
- ‘ Wi.= average hourly wage ‘husband earned last year im di- - ' o
‘ ., vision i, adjusted for cost of living ' _ /
1? = estimated wage at i, -adjusted for cost of living (im- ,”,W
, ' puted from wage equation for division 1) ’ /
" W= WY W . :
’ R e L
&g,(wq)f= wife's imputed wage at j(i)
WY = wife's actual wage at i -

. (All wages are adjusted or cost of 1iving.)

g = real rate of growth = 0.025
'r = discount rate = 0.08 — _
Th = working life. remaining = 65 -~ Ageh if Ageh < 65
: =1 if Agel > 65
TV = same’ as Th substitutlng_wife s age ’ .
In(D,,) = proxy for costs = natural 1ogarithm of the distance between

13 _i and j
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Empirical Results S R

Returning to Tables 2 and 4, we see that. the migration response
to a change in the family s potential earningu gain does vary by the
head's labor force status, as well as by which sample is used (Table 2)
and by how' the explanatory variable measuring income effects is defined '
(Table 4) _ '

Families with employed heads not looking for work appear to be in-.
sensitive to the expected returns in deciding whether to move? The
vorlillcient of PVfam + NOLK-E is always insignificant. However, curi-
musly, families in t(g_;otal sample with heads not in the labor force .

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

uositively, and signiFicantly, to the level of PV in deciding whether

o move.
"

When_the nonwage, nonlocation-specific income variable, Nonwg.
Inc. ,vis used families with unemployed heads appear to respond nega-
*ively to the PVf variable, the coefficient is significantly different

trom zero for the total ‘sample, but is incignificant for the more

_policy—relevant large subsample. However, when total family income is -

used to measure income effec:s.(EqQ. (8) of Table 4), the large subsample
fam

ocoefficient of PV . JLK-U becomes positive and significant with a’

t-statistic exceeding 3, and is now larger than the PVfa“~l coefficients
for the JLK-E or NOLK group. Qur . inability to find a consistently .'

positive relationship for families with unemployed heads may be due to

. the assumption made in. corstructing the PVf ™ variable that the family

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 PVf . JLK—E, on the other hand

appears to be relatively insensitive to . how the "income variable is'"

a

Perhaps the NOLK—Oth group contains some students -or military
men who did not report they were looking for work at the time of the
survey but completed school or left . the armed forces, gearched for jobs,
and moved before the next survey. : \

o
Lt
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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.

Lo To sum up, it appears that families with heads who are employed ~
but looking for a different job are quite reronsiVe to the size of
expected returns to’ migration in»deciding whether or not to move,“while
families with employed heads not looking for work are unresponsive to
opportunities elsewhere. The reswits for families with unemployed heads
are ‘mixed, being sensitive to sample composition and to the definition
of. another explanatory variable and probably biased by measurement error
in the construction.of the PVf 8M yariable. .But for families with ci-
vilian~working—age, nonstudent heads,'they indicate elther no signif—'
icant relationship between migration and PVfam * JLK-U or a signifi-
cantly positive one. . - I ' . ‘

These results are encouraging in the support they give to. the y
‘;methodology used to estimate what potential migrants could earnxin al-
ternative destinations.f In Sec. V, we see that the imputed wages also-rﬁ
- explain how a family choog&s*’ among alternative destinations.: \ '

Policy Implications

. The findings discussed dn this section imply that, other things
the same, any policy that' réduces (increases)_the dispersion of the
distribution‘offafter4tax,'costfof;livingfadjusted wages availableﬁin"'
, alternative geographic labor markets shouldireduce’(increase) migratibp.
‘of persons who.are_unemployed or dissatisfied with their current‘jobs.l
fhis would include policies that might affect wage rates per?se; e.gﬁ,
‘minimum wage laws, as well as policies that:affect the real value of
the portion of the wage kept by the'employee, for example, an income ‘-
. maintenance program s implicit tax on wages, such a tax would reduce.
the Slze of the net wage gain return to migration available to program

k%
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 wifed: component was positive, but 1nsign1ficant.

*%
] " Changes in net wage rates also affect the opportunity costs of \
migrations as discussed later in this section. |




'

3

~50~

FAMILY INCOME *

! “

public prcgrams that change 2 family's income.

li

/
'/

*
How Family Income Might Affect Migration -

Even when the return- to migration 1s ‘held constant, the level of
a family ] income may affect its propensity ‘to migrate (O Nelll 1970
DaVanzo, 1972). 'The direction of the relationship betWeen the level
of family income and the probability the family will migrate is ambig—
uous . a priori. on thelone hand, the greater the family's income, the
better able it is to-afford the costs’of movingl(DaVanzo,‘l972). But
in addition to this f1nancing effect, income may. have a consumption
effect on migration (o' Neill 1970; DaVanzo, 1972) If migration or'
the nonpecuniary returns to it are the types of goods that people buy
more ‘of 4s their income increases (normal goods), the consumption
effect will be positive and reinforce the positive f1nancing effect.
However, if the migration process or the nonpecuniary returns to it
are 1nferior goods, - the consumption effect will offset the financ1ng
effect and the sign of the income effect will be 1ndeterminate, a
priori. ]

The sign, and size of the income effect have important policy im-
plications for they indicate the potential effect on migration of

o .

°

The few previous studies that have attempted to estimate income
effects have genérally found them to be posdtive. ' Using aggregate
data, O'Neill (1970) found the coefficient of origin income. to be posi-.
tive in explaining interdivisional migration when the difference be-
tween origin and destination income 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 the distance moved and is negative for relatively short moves.
This evidence 1is consistent with a .positive financing effect and a nega-
tive consumption effect (The positive coefficieént of the income-
distance interaction can be interpreted as indicating that the - financ—
ing effect is more important the costlier (longer distance) the move.
The distant-independent influence: of income on migration was negative,
indicating the. influence of either opportunity costs 1ndependent of
distancé or a negative consumption effect.)

Kaluzny (1975) uses 'total family income to measute 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 :

433
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‘Defining the Income Variable ‘ 4 : " ; '

To estimate the income effect one should use .an income measure
likely'to induce .the same behavioral response as an exogenous change
in income Such as would be brought’ about by an’ income supplement or a '
relocation bonus. A variable measuring the family's nonwage, non-
location-specific inceme, 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 their own independent
effects on migration. .For purposes 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 unemponed‘heads;* it is much -smaller in absolute magni—.

tude, but still negative andpsignificant, for families-with'heads‘who L ‘;
‘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. e ; = oo T . e

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.r For the unemployed group, it appears

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

hardship and necessitated depleting theLI savings and selling their

assets (or those who did not have assets torbegin with) are the most "

.

*This relationship’ is. 70t 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 income"of 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_ pZan to move.

ik .
It is interesting to note ‘that the. income _effect is signifi- - = .
cantly positive for nonlooking employed persons in the equation- ex—“~----~-¢~--
plaining changes of residence. '

°© o
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likely to move.* And since ‘many of the unemployed were laid off these
vresults are consistent with the c0n1ecture “that those with the largest
nonwage incomes can best afford to wait for their old jobs to become_l
available again. ‘ . L ' a '
In .-Table 4 Eq. (8), I try the’ Total Family Income variable, which"
includes wage income and returns on location—specific capital (farm, B
business, and professional income and‘thefimputed return to equity in
'the family' s house), to determine the" sensitivity of estimated income
‘effects .to the defin1tion of the income variable.** We can see in ‘Table
4 that income effects. estimated using this income variable are smaller
in absolute magnitude, less s1gnif1cant Statistically, -and sometimes
' have a different sipn rhan the corresponding coefficients of Nonwg. Inc.
" \The most dramatic difference is for the JLK~E group whose income effect.‘
is negative and s1gn1ficant when the nonwage, nonlocation specific

¢ . . L

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-.——m \, Sne—;
unempldyment or who were forced to take emergency measures. to make ‘ends \\
meet, e.g., drawing on savings, were more likely to plan to move ‘than y
families less seriously affected by the unemployment. '
Money réceived as unemployment compensation is included in both of
the, ingome variables. Although state unemployment compensation is
transferable when one moves (the state that collected the insurance .
premiums will pay the benefits even if the recipient no ionger resides \
in that state), some people are apparently .not aware ‘of this fdct ,
(Lansing and Mueller, p. 172). If individuals think they will lose
their benefits when they 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 o _ DN

e i .
If wage income and returns 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-
T efficients of the wage and location—specific assets variables, which
are included in one income measure but not in the other, that should
change) ’ - : :
. Many of the components of wage and location—specific income - - o
(wgh, wg¥, Hrs/yrw Own house) are controlled for here, but the actual
amounts of income are not-entered as explanatory ‘variables. -(Variables
measnring farm, business, and - professional income have been tried as
explanatory variables, but their coefficients were never significant )

o . . A e . - .. : L L. ) . el
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variable is used but is positive and significant with the total family

income measure.

Policy Implications

It appears that the income effect is not robust across alterna-
tive methods of estimating it.** This is disturbing because of the
important policy implicatlons 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

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

Fesults presented here are consistent in indicating income effects to

be generally insignificant for persons not looking for work but signifi—

cantly negative for the unemployed implying that staying, rather than

‘of an income bonus is conditional'upon its being used to help defray

the costs of moving,: income supplements giVen to the unemplo3ed may be

used to subsidize their staying in the1r current location rather than

e 2

to finance job search in other’ labor markets.’

~

nThisfsign 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 negative'effect on migration, would bias
the Total Family Income coefficient in a negative direction.

k%
It is interesting to note that ‘the problems in estimating income
effects on migration are similar. to those ‘encountered in estimating
income effects on labor supply (see Greenberg, 1972; DaVanzo, De Tray,

"and Greenberg, 1973; and Smith, l975)2j'1n“56th cases one wants to, es-—

timate * separately the effects of' the wage and nonwage -components of
income, for only the latter can give. estimates _of pure-income effects.
When estimating incqme.effects on labor-supply, care ‘must be. taken to
exclude types of nonwage income that are work—related (eig., transfer
payments such as unemployment compensation or welfare, whose receipt
is conditional on not engaging in workT; - Analogouslysy” ‘in estimating

income effects on migration one wants to -exclude from the income .

measure components that are returns on. location—specific capital.
Furthermore, the level of assets, or the flow from those assets, 1s
likely to be eudogenous to.most family decisionmaking. Because assets

. are generated from past labor supply and,’to-some extent, “past migra-

tion, life—cycle patterns of assets, labor supply, and migration are
likely to be simultaneously determined- by similar ~economic factors,
including position in the life . cycle.“i1 e

.
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E the wage effects that work: through the present value and the wife s

HUSBAND'S WAGE RATE: . ! Y
As discussed in Sec. II, the higher the origin wage rate, theb

- 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 to be

. less'likely to-migrate the higher their.wage rate, other things the

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

tively related to the amount of time the migrant must spend moving and

searching for an acceptable job and negatively related to the proportion S

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 pcrson who was unemployed before moving &
than for one who was working full time. ; .

In the nmpirical analyses in- this report, potential opportunity '

*
costs ‘are measured by the husband' 's and wife s wage rates. The wage NESN

coefficients, which are allowed to differ for the NOLK, JLK-U rand

JLK-E groups for males, are expected 'to be negative when family fhcome

_and the husband s and wife 8 potential returns to migration, all of

which contain wages as a component, are. held constant. /,

When Fam. Iac. is the income variable (Eq.. (8) of Table 4),

i

coefficients of the wage variables show the effect on migration of a. ‘-v'

eompensated change in wage rates, to calculate uncompensated wage ef-

_fects, one must add the corresponding income effect, weighted by the

number. of hoéurs worked by the spouse under consideration, as well as_,

earnings share varlables.v In Tables 2 and 3 and most of Table 4;

Nonwg. Inc. is the income variable. 1In this case the wage coefficient

measures the wage ‘effect, “not compensated for the. income effect (though )
-~ T

Imputed wage rates ate used for persons whose. wage are:not re-
ported in the survey.
Wage rate *+ Hours- -of-work interactions have also been tried to

"allow the opportunity cost effect to vary with the number of - ‘hours

wonked but the coefficierits of these. interactions were/ insignificant
when the wage rate alone was also entered. Because the 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
variable--the number -of hours being- worked. before moving-—especially
for persons unemployed at the timé of the survey

.
. : .
. . . . .
) , ) . ¢ . . .
K . . .
. »
- . L : -
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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 we1:1ted:by +h2 numbexr of hours worked by the appropriate
spouse. . C

Empirical Results . e

In*Tables 2 and 4, the husband's wage coefficients are insigni—

ficant in explaining interdivisional migration for families whose heads'

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 Signi—
"ficant if the husbanf is employed buz looking for a different job, \but
 is posit1ve and significant if he ‘is unemployed. Ve expected that the
opportun ty cost effect might be weaker  for families with unemp loyed
. 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.
z measwres the income effect, and sincé one subtracts a negative income

effect, the compensated wage effects calculated from the equation using

Nonwg. Inc. dre even larger in algebraic value compared with those from .

the equation that includes Fam. Inc. “In, fact the JLK—E wage effect
from the 1nterdivisional equation using Nonwg . Inc. is pos1t1ve if the
hours worked by the husband exceed 1650. T

! . : '

| 3 . ’ . ‘e

>

I suspect that this result stems from the measurement error we'

'@‘_ noted previqusly regarding the constrmction of the PVfamv- JLK-U vari-

able. In constructing the present value variable, it was implicitly
assumed that in each period the potential migrant- would work the same
number of'hours at destination after ‘he 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 persons are likely o be

'responding to expected increases in hours as well as to wage changes

“when - deciding_whether to migrate. For a. given expected hours 1ncrease,ir

the higher the destination wage W,,>the greater the earnings ga1n as— '
sociated with that hours increase.. If Wy and Wy are positively "cor-

" ‘related, .as seems very likely, this could explain the positive coeffi—
.clent of Wgh + JLK-U; unlike' employed husbands looking for'a job, who
are less likely to migrate the higher their wage, presumably because
the opportunity costs of moving (foregone origin wages) are higher,
unemployed husbands are more likely to migrate ‘the higher the wage they,
could earn if they.worked, presumably because their opportunity costs _

'3.of not moving (foregone destination wages) “are higher.

~68-
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| These same relationéﬁips hold for the probit equatidn; the com- } \

. \ . ‘ )
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 becoqqg.positive as hours of work

increase.
N

_ Looking at Table 3 we see that compensated and uncompensated wage
effects for both the JLK-U and JLK-E'groups become lerner in algebraic
value as the average distance of the type of migration under considera-
tion becomes smaller (the latter is posifive and signifiéant for inter-
county moves);* IThis is consistent with the expectation that the
opportunity cost of moQing should be inversély related to the average

distance uoved.

Policy Implications

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

Ysubéidies or minimum wage laws, are likely to bring about an uncompensated
crai."« 1in wage rates. Thus, to estimate thei; effect on migration,
w. = ot also consider wage'effects on migration that work through the
present valﬁe and wife's share variables (and Fh£0ugh'the income vari-
able when Fam. Inc. is used), as well. as the esti&ated éoefficient of
the wage rate variable. Such an exercise does ch yield a simple,
unambiguous answer. Not only does the size of th; 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 husband's and wife's wage rates and hours of
work,** the number of gdditional years he will work, and whether the

a

*Recall that the present value variable is not included in the
equations explaining shorter distance moves so we are unable to hold
‘{ts .effect constant. Note that a comparison of Eqs. (1) and (la) in
Table 3 shows that the interdivisional Wgh ¢ JLK-E coefficient becomes
larger wﬂbn the present value variable is not included.

*The husband's wage eéfect on migration that works through the
wife's earnings share variable is negative when the wife's 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-considération is local or national.* It doeéfappear\
> that a policy that increases (decreases) wages only in the local- labor
-'market will tend to reduCe (increase) the probability that & person
who is employed biit searching for work will migrate interdivisionally,
whereaé policies that Fhange wages everywhere will have an effect simi-~ -
1ar 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

*k
~unaffected by changes in!wages. ! ' ’
| .

IR _ | /
: ! . . /
WIFE'S WAGE RATE ' S / e ]

’

move. Families whose heads are not looking for work will be relatively//

As noted in the prePious subsection, the wife's wage rate is in-~,

cluded to test for the hypothesized negative influence on opportunityﬁ

kkk
costs of wages foregone while moving and 1oo ing for work. The /

wife's wage coefficientJis always negative and significant at 10 per-

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

equation estimated for the small subsample), even the probit coefficient
‘ A
* ' ’ :
, Ifxthe'net wage a |particular person |could earn is assumed t
change everywhere, for example, because of a change in national etonomic

conditions or a new tax]rate applicable 'ifi all areas (through, say, a
federal income maintenaqce prcgram), the change. in tHe size of the

present value variable will be much smaller than if the same wage change
only occurred in the lahor market of currént residence; in either case,
the present value effect must be weighted{by the discounted sum/ of

hours to be worked in each year until retirement divided by thﬁlloga—

rithm of distance.

/

It seeins inappropriate to, draw poli¢y implications for lamilies
with unemployed heads begpause of the_aforementioned problems due’ to the
apparent measurement error in the PV am ., J\K-U variable. (The calcu—
lated. uncompensated wage\effects are positiv for this g oup. ) )

For migrations shorter than interdivisiqnal, we are unable to con-
sider, thé differential effects of local and n tional wage changes be-
cause the present value variable has not been\defined for thTse types

of geo raphic mobility. {The total wage. effect BP(Mig)/an?, is always

positiv in these regressions, being largest foy the JLK-U group and
smalles for the NOLK-E group. - ‘x

Again a Wage rate |* Hours—of-work interaction was tried but
was insignificant. : 4
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is significant at 10 percent. However; when the wife's wage- effect
estimated in an equation using Nonwg. Inc. is compensated for the in-
come effect}\\;e compensatea wage effect is positive if either the size
of thelapprdbr‘ te income effect or the number of hours the wife works
is not very Smai}\in absolute magnitude.k Note, however, that theﬂ '
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
~s~--—— gppear—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 out-
weigh the direct wage effect in absolute magnitude. Thus, an increase
in the wife s wage that did ‘not 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
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 PVfa 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

N 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 avallable elsewhere but does

not change the wagc available in the labor market of their current

‘ - | S -7
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residence will unamblguously increase migration, ceteris_paribus, when-

: . fam *
ever the coefficient of PV is positive..

WIFE'S HOURS OF WORK AND SHAKE OF EARNINGS

Over the years, and especially recently, it has become increasingly
common for women, both married and unmarried, to work. The: 1abor 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 1ikely to have important effects on family decisionmaking
in general and on family migration in particular. of particular in-
terest to policymakers shguld be the potential influences on migration
of policies such as the Equal Rights Amendment that might further in-
Crease women 's attachment to i‘he labor force. ‘

"Several recent studies have shown that families in wLich the wife
works are less likely to migrate than families with nonworking wives ’
(Long, 1974; Sandell, 1975; Mincer, 1976). Long and Mincer show in
simolevtabular onalyses that families with huobanﬂs 30 years of age or
older whose wives were employed in 1965 were less likely to be 1965-70
inrerstare 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 suboequent five years than men whose wives were
.not working in 1965 (13.9 percent versus 13.1.percent). Sandell, in a
regression. analysis of the "Parnes" data on middle-aged womon, finds
that fémilies 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
wifo's labor force commitment, the number of years she had BEr job,
also had a'negative influence on family migration.

Sandell hypothesizes that the lower migration propensity of fémi—,
lies with working wives is due to their husbands' being leos:likely to
search distant labor markets and to the opportunitf 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.

2
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alwavs have a negative effect on wives' earnings.* Mincer formulates
a model about 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 husbard's mean gain t8 held eonstant 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.** However, both, the Sandell. and Mincer argu-
ments assume that the wife will always make -a negative contribution to
family returns t& migration, on average. But if the wage,the.wife
could earn in the destination where her family's‘net return is' maxi-.
mized, Wj*’ exceeds the wage- she. earns now, wi, an_ increase in thef'i
number of lifetime hours she plans to work ‘will increase her- returns
to migration. 1f. Wj* > W{ and if her returns rise faster with an
increase in her hours than her costs (i. e.,'costs rise less ‘than pro-
portionately with hours), as seems likely, an increase in the ‘wifels:
attachment to the labor force will increase the probability that the
family will move.***

None of the referenced studies is able to disentangle th2 total
effects of wife's work into its components——its effect on opporLJnity
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

Y

. Sandell finds that wives-who'migrated 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 decreasge) than the nonmigrants 'in mimber 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 negativ\\family net gain by more than it increases

the standard deviation of the distribution of this family gain.
Kkk
Of course, if the partial derivative of costs with respect .to

hours exceeds one or if W,, < wi, an increase in the wife's lifetime
work hours would further decy:ase her negative net returns and would
reduce the probability that the family will move. -

“ '
v} . . v
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‘vacy not only with the gggree 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'a]low for the : ot
‘latter. The square of the wife's 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, both of which are controlled '
for here, married couples in which -the wife earns all of the income
may behave much like couples where the husband earns all of the -income.
' We .noted in Sec. II that unless the wage opportunities for hus- T
bands and wives are perfectly cecrrelated in all potential destinations"
‘ (and this is certainly not the case for the imputed wage opportunities )
. ,estimated for this, study), it will be more difficult-for the family to, »

et o, maximize the opportunities of both spouses than for one spouse only.

RN P e cntad
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In families where both’spouses contribute to family earnings, 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 our definition of the family present value variable.
However, the construction of that and othar variables may not ade—

" quately allow for other possible differences between families in which
_only one sp0use works and families in which both spouses work. On the
one hand, the’ costs of job- ssarch and possible losses of job specific
capital are likely to be higher when botb 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

k%
are searching for work than when only one plans to work.

¢

- o
. Measures of longer term sttachment, 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 minimize 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 effectiveély 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.

74
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: Holding all other variables‘con%tant;(including those that contain
Hrs?yr as a component), we sée that regardless of the type of m1gration
being considered, the speclfication of the equation, or the estimation
technique, the coefficient of Hrs/yr is nearly always negative and sig-
nificant at 5 percent or“better, the main exceptions being the insignif-

icant coefficients for the subsample of families with milltary, retired,
norAstudent heads and for the-plans to move equation.* A dummy variable
indicating whether Hrs/yrw 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 emtent of the wife's work, not‘just,whether
she- works, that is 1mportant. A ]
As with the wage - rate variables, the coefficient of Hrs/yr vari-.
able 1ndicates the size of the totally compernsated hours effect when

K y
‘Fam. Inc. is the. income measure. - The uncompensated effect is dis-

v €A By O IV P L SR e
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cussed below. ) _ ‘_ _

Holding constant the wife's wage and hours, the husband'stwage,
the expected family earn1ngs 1ncrease, and family income, we f1nd 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 r1sk-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, ahd'for both the OLS and probit
equations. In :the large subsample the effect on migration‘of the.wife.

contributing to family income is always.positiye except for families
" in which her share is'yery large (> 75 percent for interstate migraQ‘
" tion, > 90 percent for interdivisional- > 95 percent for intercounty).
The function peaks.around 40-45 percent. .’ ‘
The many avenues through which the extent of the wife's work 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 to a survey question, wher  the other dependent variables refer

to- actual family migration. '
*k
As before, an adjustment for the income effect, "this time weighted

by the wife's wage, must bé made when Nonwg Inc. is used. ‘ S
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paribus effects (which'call for.compensating changes in other wvari-
ables) make it difficult to see the overall 1nfluence on migration of
the wife's working To calculate the uncompensated effect,'dP(Mig)/
W(Hrs/yr ), one must consider the hours effects that work through the
other variables that contain Hrs/yr “as a component——PVLam, Fam.JInc.,

and the wife's earn1ngs share var1ables. When reasonable assumptions

R

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— ) B

)
pensated wife's hours effect may be positive 1n 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 > Wi) and she is fairly” young and hence has a number of yeags

3 “hk
over which to receive this wage increase. The size of BP(Mig)/B(Hrs/yr )

becomes smaller algebraically the larger the value of Hrs/yr , other
th1ngs the same. Ignoring the present value component (i e., assuming

QZLE I e X P e :w— e e A s s ea -n--.“n ST,

wj < WY ), aP(Mig)/a(Hrs/yr ) will always be Tiegarive- ~£or. families 1n

"which the wife earns close to half or more of,the family wage income. T
0 Thus'we_see that the'effect on family_migration of the"wife' work~
ing is not as simole as indicated in recent studies,~which generally
- est1mate it to be negative. The size of the effect varies with the
wife s age, wage, hours of work, and her contr1buticn to family earnings,u
and may in certain cases be positive _
There are 1mplications in these’ findings for the effects on migra~'
“tion of polic1es 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/yr coefficient 4is 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/yr¥ .< 1875. The coefficient of Wg¥ is also insignificant when the
_share variables are excluded. The share coefficients are smaller in
absolute magnitude when the Hrs/yr¥ and Wg" variables are not included
. 'in the equation but still have the same signs and are significant. The
' share function peaks earlier (around 30 percent when Wg¥ and Hrs/yrV¥
are excluded. Thus the same general implicarions arise. regardless of
the specification used. . ‘ ‘ ! -

Note this is consistent with Long s finding that young familieq
(the husband is 25-29) are more likely to migrate if the wife works.

‘ .
o
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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
. those of others (particularly those whose wives make a substantial con-
tribution to family 1ncome in the current location and do not have good

opportunities elsewhere)

LOCATION-SPECIFIC CAPITAL

- The term "location-specific capital” refers to assets that are more
valuable in theirfcurrent location than they would be in other areas;
such assets are costly to dispose of, replace, or transfer,to another
localitv., 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 onb
their jobs, such as a clientele, seniority, and specific oh—the¥jobv,
training. The potential transactions costs of replacing such assets

or losses in their value represent a cost of moving. _Thus it is hy-

pothesized'that“theNgreater the amount of location-specific capital

the family possesses in 1ts area of current‘re31dence, the less 1ikely - -

it is to leave that area, other things the  same. . o,
} Prevxous studies (e g., Lansing and Mueller,‘l9675'have shown that ;
certain types of location—specific assets do indeed discourage migra—
. tions families who own their homes or have friends or relatives nearby
exhibit lower rates of geographic mobility.‘ Nonsalaried ‘workers. in
- jprofess1ons that require heavy investments in capital equipment or the
building-of clienteles, or persons.in professions with nonrec1procal“
- licensing requirements that restrict interstate mobility, have also
¢ ,- ' been shown to have low migration rates (Ladinsky, l967)
In the empirical analysis here,. the family's amount of location-

v gpecific capital is measured by:

o whether the family owns “{ts hom&,
o whether the family has relatives nearby, and ‘ B

o the occupation ‘and industry of the husband and wife.

%

. - . . . ‘
Other measures of location-specific capital have also been tried
in the empirictal analysis but are not included in the regressions

'- T
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Q:Turning to the empirical results, we see that home ownership and
proximity of relatives inhibit migrgtion, as hypothesized.- Although
the coefficient of:an house. becomes larger and more significant as.thep
average distance of the type of migration under consideration becomes
smallér (home ownership is the most significant variable in explaining
intercounty and residential‘mobility), the elasticity remains about the
- same regardless of the type of m1gration 6f1course, it is possible-
: that home ownership may be. simultaneously determined with decisions !
regarding geograph1c mobilitj--families that plan to-move may choose 4
‘not to buy homes (or families without: homes may move to buy homes) . -
" The Relatives nearby coefficient fluctuates in sign and s1gn1f1-'
'cance for the various types of" migration considered here. . It is sig-
n1f1cantly negative in the equations explaining resident1al m1gration R
" and plans ‘to move. E : ' ° |
Originally, dummy variables for each of ‘the standard census one—;n
d1g1t occupation and two digit industry groups, for both ghe,husband
" -and wife, were included in the equations. Groups whese, coefficients

were not significantly different from zero have been dropped groups,wwf”‘

whose coeffic1e1ts were not significantly different from one another

e g T

" have been combined The rema1n1ng‘groups are husband s occupation
profess1onal husband s industry med1cal/dental or educational
‘w1fe s occupation = managerial or:clerical, and w1fe S industry," per-
sonal .services. The problem with such5a~categorization is that the

'presented here because their coefficients were not statistically signif-
. 1cant (although they generally had the expected signs) These include.

o whether the head receives bus1ness, professional, or farm in—
- ‘come,. and if so, how much,
whether the family head 1s self- employed
number of years the family head has been at his current job
whether-. the household"” head'belongs to a labor union, '
- whether ‘the: family has school ~-age children, and if so, how ;
many, . S
"o number of years the: family has lived id its presenL house or
" apartment (this variable is included in Eqs. (6) and (7) of
~ Table 3, - ‘ S ‘
‘o ' number of neighbors known, and .
.. 0 . .other indicators of social ties to the area, e.g., attendance

o«

: rat PTA meetings, church, or 'sdocial organizatiors. -

0o o0O

Two- or three-digit occupations dre. not reported in’ the l968 72,
IDP data. \ . Co

o . o ' - AR 78 - .




'.(/ne d1g1t occupation that conta1ns people most 11ke1y ‘to build up .- L

NI T . e -

locatlon spec1f1c capital in their Job——professlonals——also contains

people lLkely to have the largest geographlc labor market and the most
ff1c1ent job search mechanlsms (elg N professional meetlngs), and v1ce//
‘versa. Thus, the coefficient of the occupation dummies can only te}l
us the net result of these two opposing 1nf1uences - i
We find that families w1th male heads who are professlonals or
with female heads who have managerial (or clerical) occupatlons are
Lore 11ke1y to make lodg d1stance moves than those with other occupa-
tlons, The size-of - market effect appears to be stronger than that .of oy
"location- spec1f1c capltal-°on average.

amilles 1n wh1ch he husband is in the educatlonal or med1ca1—

dental f1e1ds or- the w1fe s industry is personal services are less
" likely to move long dlstances than otherwise sinilar fam111es in other
1ndustr1es ~ These are all flelds in which one may build up locatlon—
spec1f1c capltal through a c11entele (and perhaps a 11cense)

o | ) | , |
PREVIOUS WIGRATION EXPERIE CE ! oL
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‘ Why Previous Migration Might Affect Subsequent Migration

Other research (e. 8- Morrison,‘1971‘ Van Arsdol et al., 1967;
Lan31ng and Wueller, 1967) has shown that prev1ous (especially recent)
‘mlgratlon is a strong.correlate of subsequent: migratlon. The positive
ef fects offpast migration on current_migration‘may be'nartly-due to the
fact that (1) recent arrivals have had less time than long—time resi-
dents to build up locatlon—spec1fic capital in ‘an-.area or that (2) they

have lasting personal charadteristics, e.g., age, educatlon, or occupa-,

- tion,_ that canseathem to bé more mobile in general. Nevertheless, the

.effects of previous me111ty are ex:s:cted to persist, but' to be smaller,
even when these other factors are controlled for. t”is“hypothesized

that certain xnob ervecd factors (for example, wanderlust or a greater

?v

. A separately entered dummy 1nd1cating that the family head was
self-employed was insignificant. Perhaps careful use of self- -employ-
ment, occupation, and industry interactions would help disenténgle the g
slze of market and location-spec.fic capital effects, but the result—.
‘ing cell sizes are likely to be small.

e "
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x ' responsiveness to opportunities elsewhere) cahse some people to be more -
\\‘. mobile -than others, and“also that - there is some learning by doing as—'
A sociated with mov1ng—-families who have moved before f1nd it easier

N and less costly to move again—thanrthose~who—have never moved. .Further- -
- \. more, dissatisfaction with one move may' cause a famlly to move again,

-\ perhaps returning to the original location. :
mm%—. The above d1scuss1on suggests not only that prev10us migrants are

~'more likely to move again than those without recent m1gration experience,.

d_

ut also that there should ‘be systematic patterns according to the

mber and recency of those moves . |

Morrison'f1971) and others have shown that the lOnger the family _

lived in its current locality, the less likely it is £ move again. T
VﬂﬁmﬂﬁultA s“plau81ble to suppose that duration of, stay in -an area is cor- ’
rel; ed ‘with the amount .of location—specific capital~a-family-hag buple s
- s up. ' \The longer a family remains in an area, the more costly it is to

leavey .in terms of potent1al losses of location spec1fic capital, in-
_cludiQ% fr1endsh1ps and 1nformation about that,area.

Holding constant the recency of the last . move, the probab11ity
that ‘a family will ‘move ‘again -is likely. to be related ‘to- the number of
moves it has made 1n the past, reflecting a- I"learning by doing" effect.
-However, if mult1ple movers have lived-in the area of current residence

: before they f1rst ‘moved (i. e., the multiple m0ves 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 theh/
same number of moves who had not lived in the current area before their
most receng move there. For a given date of (most reCent) arrival in
an area, previous multiple movers who also lived in that area before
are likely tb have more location—specific capital in that area than
. 'nonreturn multiple ‘movers to that area. Also, the fact they returned

“ ‘may indicate that they did not feel their initial m1gration lived up

‘to expectations, this may lead them to conclude that migratipn is not

/a worthwhile investment for.. them.
i Whether migrants move again is likely to be in large part deter-.
)

mined by the extent to which the first move lived up to ‘expectations.

Persons who moved to steady work at high wages are more likely to be
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’satlsfied with the1r origlnal move than mlgrants who' are still looking

“for work  The latter group may become d1scouraged ahd move on

with IDP data to illuminate the phenomenon of repeat movement In thej.

emp1r1cal analysls, we test the Eollow1ng seVen hypotheces about the

-

This dlscusslon‘suggests a number -of hypotheses thdt can be tested Sy

effects of prev1ous m1grat10n on the probablllty .of subsequent migra-

ation:

e g s et e R e

o _
: ; : ) . //. . .. »
Families who moved before are more szeZy to move again. than.
those who have never moved ': , . : ' .//.
2. The more reeent %he last move, the greater the probabzlzty 7 // .
that the family will move in the current period. AZternatzveZy,

stated, the longer the family has lived in the area of its.

'méurrent“residenée;*the Zess szeZy it is to ‘move.

-

3. Families now living in area 1 whose head grew up in 1 are Zess

1ikély tb leave i than those whose head grew up eZsewhere

4. Holding eonstant the reeeney of the Zast move, the probabzlzty‘

that the fhmzly will move agaan s?ould be poszuzveZy reZated -
" to the nwnber of moves made in the past. )

5. Multiple movers now. living in < “who lived in < befbre the pﬂe~

8. Of f&mzlzes wzth vrevzous ngratzon experzenee, those whose ' e

" and so on, are held constant.

vious moves are less. szeZy to move agazn than muthpZe moversk-

who were nonreturn ngrant to 1. SRR

|
head is Zookvng for a (dzﬁfepent) Jjob: should be more szeZy : :

', to move in the ﬂurrent oerzod than those whose head:zs nvt

. looking fbr work. They snouZd also be more szeZy to ngrate

than oﬁhers Zooking fbr work but without recent ngratzon
experience.

i

o The above hypotheszzed efj\\ts of. past ngratzon on eurrent

"-4mL3ratzon should be smaller, .but are expected. to perszst

when other variables measuring other nigration determznants,

such as location-specific capital, age, edueation, oeccupation,
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"The Subsequent Mobiliﬁy of Previous Movers (Test of Hypothesis l) N ) ¢

Data in the table below show that prev1ous m1grants are indeed ™

. more likely to move aga1n. The total sample of 1952 families contains

142 families who made at least one interdivisional move between 1968

and l97l. Of these families with recent migration experience, 25

(l7 6 percent) moved between 1971 and 1972; less than I percent of the
families W1thout recent 1nterdLV1s10nal migration experience changed
‘the div1sion of ' the1r 1esidence between 1971 and l972 Over half of
‘the 1971-72 interd1v1sional migrants 1n ‘our sample also moved inter- {.
divisionally between 1968 and 1971. Comparable figures for 1nterstate,
intercounty, and residential moves are also given in the table. We '
can see that similar results hold for 1nterstate and intercounty mi— S
gration.. The subsequent m1gration rates of previous m1grants all
exce%d,lS_percent, the subsequent mobility rate for all previous movers
is»nearly 35 percent. Ovér 50 percent ‘of l97l 72 migrants also migrated
at least once between l968 and 1971, and over 80 percent of all 1971~ 72
movers also moved:, between l968 and l972 that is, .less than 1 of every -
5 families who moved between l97l and‘l972 did not also move during ' )
thf prev1ous thret years. For’all types of geographic mobility, then ' . :7x3*

m1grat1un rate of those’ w1th recent (same—type) migration experience

\
jrelative to thar of recent nonmigrants (col .6)’ increases as the aver-

age distance moved increases. A family thatcmigrated 1nterdivis1onally
between 1968 and 1971 is nearly 18 times more likely to migrate 1nter—
d1visionally between 1971 and l972 than one without recent interdivi-

sional migration.experience, l968 71 1ntercounty migrants are only six

\tlmes morqgligglytto change county between 1971 and.l972 than families

.who have lived in their currentxcounty for at least three'years.- - ] .

~ 1, .
- 7 oo

SUBSEQUENT MIBLLLITY OF PREVIOUS MOVERS .

n
(O (¢33 (3) (43 ‘ 5y 1 (6

Ho. (I) tn No. (%) of 1968-71| 1971-72 Wuhilllv 1971-72 Mobility 1971-72 lwbllity Kate

Total Sample" < No. (X) to Movers Who . Rate of | Rate of . of Recent Movera

Who Moved At Total Sample Also Moved Between 1964-71 Thase .Without Recent Relative to Receny

Type of. ~leAst Once Between Who Moved 1971-72 . Movers (1968-71) Movine Experience Nonmovers

. Migration 1968-72 Betveen 1971-72] (%=col. 3'col. 2) (col, Jicol. 1) (col. 2-col. ]).1_(N-cul. 1 « {col. 4ical, 5)

TInterdivistonal 1462 (7.27%) W3 (2.20%) 25 (58.1%) 17.6% S0 oy 17.4

Interstate 189 (9.683) 56 (2.17%) 30 (55.6%) 15.9% [R5+ . 1.7
- tntercounty 320 (16.3%7) 96 (4,927 52 (54.2%) 16,31 . . 1u% b.04

" AL moves 803 (41.147) 1 (17.62%) 277 (80.9%) 34.5% DR VS0 5.92 .
(including . . X " a . . [

{ntracounty)

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

2Tot~1 sample 18 1952 (N). ' e . N
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How Hypotheses 2-7 Are Tested

. In the replcsalons in Tables 2 through 6 (Pp. 29 Lhrough 34), a
series of dummy variables is used to jtest hypotheses 1 through 7.*
Iu the interdivisional regressions, I have used dummies indicating
whether or not an interdivisional move was made in the three previpus.
pairs of years of the Panel data, 1068-69, 1969-70, and 1970-71. /All
possible’ combinations of these dumﬂies are used to explore the effects
on current migration of the timing and number of previous ‘moves. This
allows the cumulatlve inertia effeét (hypothesis 2) to vary with the

number of. recent moves (hypoﬁhesis 4) and vice versa. (In Table 5,

,variables indicating the number . of “moves and the duration of residence

are entered separately to estimate these effects independently ) A \

dummy indicating that the family HWead grew. up in the area provides the
. . ‘

test of hypothesis 3. f oy

A dummy variable (Mult. mvs - 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: ‘i@dicates that the family head grew up in

' the area "of current (l97l) residence is also included to test for this

prior- return—migration efFecL over a longer retrospective period

Interactions of a dummy indicating that a previous "move was made and -

. dummies -indicating whether or ot the familv head is looking for work

are»used to test Hypothesis 6. nHypothesis 7 is tested by observing
in Tables 5 and 6“"how the ‘oefflcwents of the measures of past migra-
tion change when other explana ory variables‘are added to the migration

equation. Table 5 presents interdivisional %esults for the total

'sampln and the two ubsamples, Table 6 reports interstate and inter- -

counry ‘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 variables may, with the de-
pendent variable, be jointly dependent ‘on the explanatory variables and
hence correlated with the equation' sverror. However, no attempt has
been made to correct!for this (see Nerlove and Press, 973 . 1 am

‘ implic1tl" assuming these previous migration explanatory variables to

be predetermined as of the start of the migration period under cpnsidera—

tion.
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hterstate movns; the grew

rp here dummy indicates wheLh r the family
head grew up in the gtate of his 1971 residence
\ ‘

. In the moncontiguous
county and intercounty migration cquations in Tables 3/and\ 6 the ex-
lanatory variablts measure 11968-71 zntereounty moves; |the

dummy is also measured at the county level
residential moves are £h

rew up. here

Dummies irdicating recent
\c explnnatory variablcs in the equations fo
residentidl moves and pl

—
pns no move in Table 3; the nudbcr of \years
the |(family .has lived in its house is included to measurne duration of
residence. /

, : o E
‘ mei

ical Results of Tests of dypotheses l 7

!

| .
lTurning yb the estimates in Tables 2 through 6, wL see that for

all three samples, all types of\geographic mobflity, hd all specifiica-
‘tions, families that have moved | before are usually moqe likely to mgve
again; confirming hypothesis l l - As hypothesized,

n1ficance) of this effect differs

thd size (and sig

{
according to when the previous move
were made, the number of previous

héad is looking for wor!, as well

s .
moves, and whether Of not the famil§
as by the type of

1igration We see
in Table 3 that in general the previous. migration effects become weake f
as thd average distance of thn type of move under consideration bccome; _—
nsmaller ' ) X Co T x
. ﬂhe hypothesis of cumulat
|

ve inertia (hypothesis 2) is often not
supponted for ttie short (three- year) retrospective period considered

here l Families who have lived in their aréa of current residence less

than l #ear are in general less likely to move thathhose who have
lived there longer

e

Except in the intercounty equations, famllies who
moved 1 to 2" years before (M-2 or Dur

1-2 yrs) -ate .usually. the most
likely to mave or to plan to’ move again, perhaps indicating that
‘ recrnt]y arrived migrants are willing to allow some time - for adjustment
v before jdeciding whéther to move agaid‘ gamllies who grew up, in the
- ‘; In E ‘ \\““'
o o
The previous‘migration coefficients are often insignificant in
«= ~|"theTinferdivisional equation estimated by probit.
: cell  si .
this ty
. HA**

zes for su.e of the explanatory variables are quite small for
intﬁrco

This may be because
pe of migration when the large subsample  is used.

Morrison (l97l) found a similar- reshlt in his invéstigation- of

unty migration using the Social Security Continuous Work History
Qo /- |

Y .

|
i
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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 gize of the coefficient is always rtiatively small.

P! 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 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, noncontiguous state, and ' interstate
migration for the large subsample. ‘
Among previous migrants, those returning to the ar2a where they _.

grew up are less likely to move, .again than others with recent migra-

~tion experience, as hypothesized in 5 . The coefficient of M-t + Grew

up- here 1is usually statistically significant, especially in eXplaining
interdivisional and total sample migration. S

Previous migrants who were not employed 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

1. were employed. The size of the effect varies somewhat among the -

n

Data: persons who lived in a county less than one year vere less likely
to move than persons who lived there 1 to 2 years.

For recent multiple movers 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 differ from families without
réecent 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 moves are return moves, this may explaln why |

_Morrison (l971) finds that when duration of residence is held constant,

those who moved twice in the recent past (eight years in his case) are
less likely to move agald than those who moved zero, “one, 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—l 3 -and.

" M-2-3 coefficients were negative. o

(9
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component groups and depends on which sample, specification, and migra—
tion measure is used, but 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 usually'become somewhat
smaller in magnitude, but areﬁstill 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

A

Summary of Main .Findings Regarding Chronic Movers

_subset of 'chronic

To sum"up, our findings provide a basis for disentangling the

causes of repeat migration by showing. which persons”aL‘risk to chronic

movement (recent migrants) do in fact become chronic movers. We have
seen that recent mlgrants who are unemployed or employed but looking
for a different JOb are considerably more likely to move again than
recent arrivals who have apparently found acc*ptable employment. It
has been shown that families who made several recent moves are more Y
likely to move_again if those multiple moves were a series of nonreturn
moves, but-that persons who made multiple moves that ‘concluded with al
return to a place lived in'previously may be no more likely .to movel_

‘(again) than persons who have not moved at all. .- We will show below

. that many apparent chronic movers-—previous migrants who moved again—~do

in fact return to places where they llved before, bringing into ques—

tlon the predicrion of cont1nued hlgh migration propensities for this

" -

movers.

AGE AND EDUCATION. _ - | .

The likelihood that the family will move 1s* expected to be negi-

t1vely related to the age of the male family head. The relationship

. -

— N

For families whose head is looking. for work or not in the labor
force, the effect of previous migration.’ is not distinguished by fre-~
quency or timing. To calculate the total effect-of previous migration
for such familles, one must add the coefficient of the appropriate

‘M-t"+ JLK variable to that of the appropriate M—l M-2, ..., variable..
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is not expected to be as strong as that usually found in other studies
‘bccause many of the other explanatory variables--e.g., amount of
location-specific capital, family income, the present values of wage
differences--may be correlated with age and already adJust 1or'many of
.the reasons often given for expecting a negat1ve relationship between
‘age and migratiOn. Nevertheless, certain .costs of moving, e.g.,
psychic: costs or costs related to the number of belongirgs, may in—
crease with age. The relationship between the family s.migration and
the age of the wife is also expected to be’ negative, bt weak for the
same reasons. .

Originally, age dummies for all five year age groups for both
husbands and wives.were included in the regression :pecification to
test these hypotheses while allowing the age- migration relation to be

, nonlinear As w1th occupation and industry, gr0ups,with insignificant
coefficientb have been dropped and those whose coefficients were not
significantly different from one another have been combined. . Based ™ “”T-m
on' these criteria, only ‘three ‘age dummies. appear in the regr*ssions—— .
.Ageh'- 25 29, Ageh > 65, Age < 20. ALl three have negat ve coeffi—
cients and are significantly different from zero in the total example,
but only the coefficient of Age < 20 iswsignificant in the large sub-
sample. Tuie, furthermore, that the Age < 20'coefficiZnt'hccomes i
larger in algebraic value as the average distance moved- decreases; its
coefficient is positive and significant in explaining 1ntercounty and
residential .moves. Thus married couples w1th very young wives are less:
likely than other couples to move long distances, but are more likely

to make short moves.

11gration studies typically. f1nd that age~spec1f1c migration rates
for ‘five-year age groups decrease as age increases for ages > 20 24,

We do observe that families with lmsbands 65 or over and those with
wives less than 20 are less prOne to long distance nigration, but ‘con-
trary to expectations, in our total sample males 25- 29 are s1gnificantly
" less likely- té 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 arée students
or in the military are less mobile. The coefficient of Ageh = 25- 29

s negative, very largr in absolute magnitude, ‘and s1gnif1cant in the

s

e
“".87‘ ’ ' o,
. o, “
°
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smallhsubsample that contains only students, military, and retired
families, but 'is insignificant in the tivilian 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 capital——are correlated with age and
capture specific effects that in past studies had been lumped together
'.in 'age." ' - '
E Along with a negdtiVe age relation, a positive relation between
oY education and the propensity to migr. te is one of the most consistent
IS findings_in other migration research,. A number of hypotheses have been
proposed to explain lhis relationshiph“ Educated persons have"been
hypothesized to be more efficient~at—processing information, to be.
better: able to deal with .economic disequilibria, to be more adaptable
to change, to have larger geographic job markets, and to prefer geo-
graphlc to, occupatlonal mobility ‘because of investments in occupation-
specif1c rraining (Schwartz, 1976; Mahoney, l968 Schultz, 1975) .
Thus it is expected that the probability that a family will migrate
will be positlvely related to' the educat10n of the husband and to the
education of the wife. As with age, occupation, and industry, ini-"
't1ally dummies for. all levels of husband s and wife's education were
1ncluded to test this hypothesis and to allow the. education—mlgration .
relatlonship to be nonlinear. As before, groups whose coefficients
were not signl-lcantly different from zero have ‘been dropped and those
" .whose coefficients were not significantly different from one another
have been combined. The only variables which ,remain . using these cri-
teria indlcate whether the husband has.exactly twelve years of educa—
'Ption and whether the wife has less than f'welve years of schooling
- Like the age results, the educataon toefficientslare«also different.
than expected. Families with male heads who have completed high school

© Jl

When these explanatory variables are left out and the age dummies
are the only variables included in an equation explalning interdivi-
sional-migfation for. the large subsamples, the Ageh = 25-29 coefficient
is positive: (0,009, t = 1.3) atid the Age¥ < 20 coefficient is still
-negatlve but is-less than half its large subsample value (-0. 013

= -0.7). The simple correlation between husband s age~and interdi-
vi31onal migration is only -0. 096
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(Educh = 12) are less likely to move than those whose maleﬂheads have
less than'12 years of education (and also less likely to move than
those with more education, as expccted) For wives, education appears
to have a negatiye rather than a positive effect on migration when . the
husband's education, is held. constant; families with wives with less
than 12 years of SLhOOling are more likely to move than those with
‘wives who have finished high school, although the coefficient is not
: significant for the large subsample.**. For husbands, these same gen—
eral effe ts prevail even when the other explanatory variables are
omitted from the equation (in fact, the negatlve Educh = 12 coefficient
becomes larger in absolute magnirude and more significant) However,ﬁ
‘for wives, the gduc” LS12 coefficient becomes negative&'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 small—4+0.047'and +0.028,
respectively.***‘ _ 3

) Aside from the fact that important migratiOn determinants that .
are correlated with age.and education are already held constant, another
pooslble explanati0n fo1 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 197l and 1972, whereas the data
documenting the *yplcal age and education patterns are usually not,
iflever; marita status speciflc. It is. posslble that the typlcally
observed age and'education patterns may in large part be due' to the

migration of persons who are not yef married, entering marriage, or

When dummies for all education groups were included, this nega-
tive relationship between the wife's educatipn and migration prevailed
throughout the range when hushand's education was also held constant’.
f(Husband'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 couriterparts.

o .
_ Polachek and Horvath (1976) in their: analysis of IDP daty- also

find little relation between migration and husband's ‘age and educption -

and find a signiricant negative relationship with the wife 8 educ tlon.A
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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.

o

PLANS TO MOVE

Dummy variables indicating whether the head/thinkS'he.will move
in the next cduplé-of'ygaré have been included in Table 4 to determine .
whether people who think they will move are .in fact‘more likely. to
migrate when other migration determinants are held honstént:* We see
in Table 4 that families whose heads think they will move for job-.
related reasons‘are indeed Significantiy more likely to mig;afe‘inter—
" divisionally. . Those who plan to move for other reasons are aiso more
likelyvko move, though the coefficient is not nearly as large or as §
significant as for job-related plaﬁs. No£e in Table 4 that'édding the
pians to move explanatory variables has little effect. on the sizes and
t-statistics of the other ekplanatory variables. Mbst of the coeffi-
cients become slightly smaller in absolute magnitﬁde, but some acﬁually
increase in vélue.** v '
in.Eq. (7) of Table 3, the job—related plans dmey is thg depen-
dent“variable so that we can see whether thelsame_variaﬁles #Hat affect
actual migration decisions a130;affect'plans to move. Most of thehkey

results have already been noted earlier in this sectiom. We see that

*persons 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), "purposive.consumptive reasons" (housing or mar-
riage), and "other" (response to outside events, e.g., armed services,
health reason: etc.). Dummies measuring 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. o o _

"+ " A variable indicating whether the family head was willing to move

 to another community if he could get a good job has also been tried

“but was insignifieant .when the variables indicating moving plans were
“included. : : ‘ : :

e v - . : .. - | _
¢ WHen the plans variables were added to the equations explaining

shorter distance moves (results not reported here), the coefficient of

....the job-related plans, variable became larger and more significant as
shorter- and shorter moves were considered. The coefficient is 0.105
(t = 5.57) in explaining intercounty migration.

)

“90
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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 effect is inverscly
related to the unemployment rate in their county of origin, persons
/ 'who are unemployed are less likely to plan to move the higher the un-
N employment rate .in their county of residence but are, we have seen,
more likely to become actual 1nterc0unty or 1nterstate migrants. Plans
’ .to move seem relatively unrelated to families incomes, wages, hours
and composition of earnings, although fumilies with unemployed heads ,
are significantly more likely to think they will move ‘the higher thelr
~ income. However, we see in Eqs. (1) through "(6) that exactly the op-
posite relationship'holds for actual migration behaviorf—the,higher
athe‘family nonwageﬁincome,fthefless likely the unemployed are to move.
'The’influcuce of previous migration.experience on subsequent plans to
moVE’iE‘Eimilar to that on actual mobility, although families who moved
eveéy year .in the past three years are much more likely to{plan'tOj
-migrﬁte again than to actually do it.*_ '

@

~—————THE FAMILY APPROACH--THE INFLUENCE OF CHARACTERISTICS OF BOTH SPOUSES

‘'The model underlying the regressions presented 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 ‘shown
to affect the family s migration decision. We have seen that several
of the variables pertaining to the wife——her wage rate, hours of work
rand share of_family earnings; her occupation .and industry; her age and
education——have'significant.coefficients. One test of the.family model

K . C L . M

‘o

Of Jourse, persons who say in l97l they plan to move may not move.
between 1971 and 1972 _but ‘may still effectuate these plans later. How-
ever, Duncan and Newman (1975) find that most of the planners who ‘do -
in fact move do so within the first year of stating their iftention.

. 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 and Newman 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-relatved movihg
e plans are not fulfilled because they are too costly. They find family
' income to be a maJor (positive) determinant of which planners do in

“fact move (although their bivariate results imply that th° relation-

sh‘p is nonlinear and largely negative)

. . v

N o
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is to see whether these wife's variables as a set add significantly

to the explaratory power of the equations. A partial F~test shcws that

indeeéd they do.’ The value of the appropriate F- statistic for the in-

terdivisional eduation‘is 2.4, which is significant‘at the‘Q.OlS
Tevel.” ' L R

1

OTHER EXPLANATORY VARIABLES TRIED

In earlier stages of this research other explanatory variables
were also tried to determine the effects of migration of factors often

hk
hypothesized to_affect geographic mobllity. These included

o number of persons in the family unit

o ages of children o -

o whéther the family receives;welfarc,;and if so’ how much

o whether the family head is a veteran )

o whether the family head is‘disabled

o ~whether the family lives in a metropolitan,area

o ,_whether the family®lives on a. farm -
o the IDP' s measure .of risk avoidance
© - various measurés of climate

0  area population size
olb area size in’ square ‘miles ”

o ; 1968~ 1972 ‘rates of growth of male and female wage rates in the

area R ' O ‘ o

"o

average area male and female wage/rates.

Wl °
e -~
— e —

. o s . s K - -~ ) L : ' : )
None of these variables had.significant effects on interdivision®?
. - B /,,- s - . . .

migration. - s > ‘ o s '

Note that the equatlon includes some varlables, e.g., PVfam,

~ Nonwg. Inc., that contain the w1fe s components but were not excluded
for this test.

. -A similar test on the husband s var1ables produced a larger T value.
Ak 08
See the footnote ol p. 64 for other measures of locatlon—

.spec1f1c cap1tal that were considered

PR




Ll -
[

S

and inmigration (destination choice) Some studies focus only on in-
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’
4

V. CHOICE OF. DESTINATION ANALYSIS

’
- .

The analysisuin the preceding section dealt with the determinants
of geographic mobillty, identifying those variables that influence ’
whether or. not a famlly migrates. ' In this section we focJZ on those
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. v that, contrary to the find1ngs of many stu-
dies (e. 8 Lowry, l°66), ‘economic conditions at. origin (as well as the .
husband s and wife S personal characteristics) do 4ffect outmigration.
Having shown push to be operative, we now turn to. the question of
whether mlgrants choose to move to areas where the pull" of better
_job opportunit1es is strongest.

" To my knowledge, the only multivariate studies of how migrat ng
famiiles choose" ‘among alcernative destinations have used aggregate
census data (e. g., Lowry, l966,_DaVanzo, l972, and Wadycki 1975 IR

Greenwood l975a, contains a list of such studies). Oftentimes, these .

' studies explore the determinants of net migration (e. g.‘ Fields, 1974)‘

and thus only estimate the combined effect of the influence of an ex-

planatory»variable, say ,the unemployment rate, on both outmigration

migration, but typically the denom1nator of ‘the migration rate,.if in
fact a rate ig’ calculated is not the pop ~ion at risk (see DaVanzo,'

l976b) By ‘using’ household level data we .rc_able,to"avoid these

problems. ‘. . R - .
The choi<e of destination analysis presented infthis section is
restr1cted to a consideration of 1nterdivisiona1 migration so that the
number of alternative dest1nations is empirlcally manageable.‘ The-
number of migrants oa which the empirical work is based-~43 (30 non-
milita}y)—*is very small. Nonetheless;'the results{illustratevthe

promise of this approach and provide hypotheses that ‘can be tested in

* further research R i o o ’ - P

One technique appropriate for _explaining how the attributes of

.o
LN -
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alternatives affect the choices among them is MacFadden s maximum like-
lihonod mdltlnomial logit technique (often referred Lo as conditional p
logit"), an extension of dichotomous logit analysis to the case where
there are more than two choices (For a.description of this technique,
see MacFadden, l9/§ ) Below we esLimate an equation explaining\desti4

|

/nation choice using this technique. } L L
",x/. However, with such a small sample we are unable to invest1gate
' 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 ther 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 family income;
DaVanzo (l976a) estimated distance effects to be negative and s1gn1f1—
cant for. nonreturn. migration but positlve and significant for return
migration. The type of data used here should _permit further~tests for
such relationships using more appropriate data, but unfortunately the |
small sample for this study precludes thls possibility here.. Pooling
_various years of the data- and adding other demographic groups ‘to in—
i crease the sample size, as suggested in Sec. VI, _should enable one to

consider these pptential influerices on destination choice.

y . The cond1t10nal logit model presented in Table 7 contains onlyI.
four variables representing four of .the maJor factors often diSCLSSEdi-
as potentially important determinantp of destination choice

For each famlly there are eight observations, representing the
eight possible destinations, j. The explanatory variables are: Pvijm,

the present value of the difference between what the’ family could earm .~
at destination j and" what it ‘would earn if it ‘stayed in its 1971 ioca-
) tion, ‘i; the unemployment rate at j, and ‘the natural logarithm of the .

_distance between i and j. In additionm, there is an interaction between.
ip\ _ PVf?m and a dummy, Here Before,-that indicates whether the family re—_

'sided in area j recently (betWeen 1968 ‘and 1970, - This intoraction
will enable us to test’ whether ‘the effect of the’ present value variable

- 1s different for potential return migrants than for persons—who have

not lived in “an “area’ ‘before.- —The- Here Before: dummy was- tried—alOne~to

h,__.

test whether, independent of the values of the other explanatory
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Table 7 ’
. o ,
CONDITIONAL LOGIT EQUATION EXPLAINING CHOICE OF
DESTINATION FOR 30 NONMILITARY MIGRANTS
_1'_— -c. . a
Variable, X Coefficient, 8 et
Family present value of wage 1o
d#fferences (in- $1000s) ‘
(Pvﬁm) B : . 0.00548 (1.53)
PVf?“‘*'- ‘Here Before, 0.0139 ©(1.46)
Unemployment Rate, = 0.00909 .(0.05) -
Ln g-,-;stanceij -Ih . . | —0.322 . (-0.81)
-2 "« 1ikelihood ratio = 119 ~ X2(4)"
(significant at better than 0.995) ’ G

AThe conditional loglt model estimate‘ coefficients, 3, for'
" the following equation :
} . s . L
‘ ' BXL" ’
. _;_/_,._.} - . | P e:. iJ N
’ o P (3[Xy5) i
: i ij -J --Bxik
i : X .e . - -
k=1
fwhere j inader.s ernatives 1 individualé, J is the total

t
; number of Qhaitesl}acing each indivdidualf,
.Vexplanatorﬂ variables;

end X is a vector of

boo o0 :
B
' Z"Pj(j) = 1 for each i -
- e . - :‘
- . ! . ’
" Note that 7 . a o . \ E
. SP(1) . omrir e |
Q) < gep(5)-11-R(3)]. / i
SR i ' -
. . T - (] B
I' IR LT e ' : e, - 'i v : . ’
;'_, ‘Iﬁ'ail:destinatlons had equal pnobability of beibg chosen _
. =70 (0.125), eaph coefficfent would be multiplied by 0.109" to cnn—v
=2 vertsit te a partial derivative. :j_ P _ B
LDt HE R & : s "r-??{\4  7 e //f,i
: ’ .;- ! . ..v.’ .
) K N ; e . . N L I . )
(< . b L QR e , , B
oS T / 2 N RN T I




. possible to investigate iﬁfthe more appropriatermultivariate analysis.. |

"RETURN MIGRATIOh (PRhVIOUS RESIDENCE IN"1)

., lived before than Lo move to a new place. ;ThUu, in modeling destlnation ;

. back to the place of bﬂrth

-83-
lvariables, people;are mnrce likely to move to places where thay lived‘ g j
before, but the .computer program'never converged when this variable
was included.*' Thus the specification used here constrains theleffect'
of previous residence to be dependent on the size of the expected
(gross) earnings gain, |
In addition, in several. instances below T contrast the average

characteristics of chosen destinatlons with those of nonchosen alter—
%%

, natives to'tentatively indicate the direction ef relationships not

As 1in Sec. IV, “the discussion is ordered by categories of explana- o |

tory variables; again, for each’I d1scuss the hypotheses and the rele—-‘

vant findings of previous research and then the results of rhie empi- |
rical. analysis. (The small size ot the sample upon‘which the f1ndings !
are based makes 1t inapproprlate to draw policy implications from

‘them.)

i
i
N

I S
._w

P

We showed in Sec., IV that families who moved recently are more
'likely to mcve aga1n than families without recent mieratlon experience;
It is possible that many of these families are return1ng t0/the origin
of their in1tial move. Eldridge (I965), Lcng and Hansen (bﬁ?S), Lee ;'_
(1974), and DaVanzo (l976a) all find a high propcnsity to #eturn among '

Kok
those at risk 't¢ return migration, thatnis, persons with previous

-

migratlon experience are ‘more’ liKely to. return to a place where they

N . { R . .

ot PV . 1 /
. . e

S , |

‘There is a pOSithe probability that|the mAKimum likelihood esji—
mates w1ll not ‘exist. Sometimes the iterative technique ddes not con-
verge when. an explanatory variable. is too ‘good a predictor of the de- S
pendent variable; perbaps this is the case with the Here Before dummy . _ L
For, example, if each person in our sample had lived.in one place, ji, A
before and eath, moved to j{ in the period under consideration, the
Here Before dummy ‘would be asperfect. predictor of destination choice
and the computef"plogram would never converge.

ET)
. The ﬂatter is .the- hverage across. sample- famiiies and\across the
seven nonchOsen destinations for each family. S ’

~

Kokk T ———
*"Ihe referenced stud1es are based on aggregatefcensus data, they.

use a f1ve—year migratlop period and define a reFurn ‘move as a move '

| o
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