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A ABSTRACT

'INTERPROYINQIAL MIGRATION OF THE ELDERLY 'IN CANADA:
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, '+ A MICRO-LEVEL STUDY
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+

This study focuses on interprévincial migration of the

elderly in Canada at the micro level, using a family life .

cycle perspective. The sample was divided according ‘to a
six stage family life cycle typology, in which the final two
stages represent the e€lderly.- Two specifications of a
cost-benéfit 'model were tested on the subsamples, using OLS
regressionh. In addition, LOGIT regression was used as a
method of analysis on the final two stages.

The Individual and Family Files of the Public Use
Sample Tapes of the .1971 Census of Canada were used as
sources of data. . The test of the "traditional"” migration
equation was made on samples for the first five 1life cycle
skages, drawn from the Family File. Stage six families,
defined as widowed individuals'with no,k children 1living at
home, are not included in the Pamily .File and therefore

could not be drawn. The test of ‘the 'second migration

equation, whiich includes those variables theoretically
linked to elderly migration decisions, was made on stage
five and six samples, drawn from the Individual File.

The findings from- the analysis using OLS regression
were generally consistent with those- expected, with -most
coefficients produced having the same direction as proposed.
The second sSpecification of the model, was slightly more
effective in. explaining migration in the fifth and sixth
family life cycle stages -tHfan was the "traditional"
specification. The LOGIT regression analysis produced
coefficients that were higher 'and more significant for the
OLS regression analysis, but the pattern of effects remained
generally the same. "
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INTRODUCTION
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! The following is a micro-level study of.- interprovincial

A miération of the ' elderly 1in Canada, employing Public Use

Sample Tapes of the 1971 Census of Canada as data. The

literature on the topic of elderly migration indicates that

there has been a lack of empirical testing Jof micro-level

theories 'of migration of the general population, and
especially of migration of the elderly, using appropriate,

micro-level data, as is carried out in this study.

The first chapter of the paper includes a statement of

the research problem in general térms, a rationale as 'to why

such study is relevant at this time, and poses the specific .

research question that the study was designed to answer.

I In the second chapter, the literature on
interprovincial migration | in Canada is reviewed. An
overview of general and internal migration theory is
included, and a «critical review of micro and macro-1level

empirical tests of migration theory is provided. Also

reviewed is the -literature on elderly migration.

., The third chapter of the paper details the theoretical
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- framework - used ‘in this, -study. The Family Life Cycle

approach is o , and'its apflicability to the study of

;'elderly migratibn is Wgqued.

.
1

In.qbapter four, &he empirical model is presented.

The methodology used is presented in chapter five.
This section includes a description of the data employed,
the indicators of the general concepts, and the method qf
data analysis used.

Chapter six 1is a presentation and discussion of the
findings, comparing the relationships found to those
hypothesized, and discussing the relevance of such
comparisons.

The final chabter, seven, is a summary and conclusion

of the study, in which the findings are briefly summarized,

and suggestions for future study in the area are made. N

S
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THE RESEARCH PROBLEM

Statement of the Problem

This research is a consideration of interprovincial
migratiorﬂx/~ of the elderly - in Canada, using a micro
perspective. The concern is with the decision-making
process involved in eldgrly migration, the factors which
influence it, and if and how these factors diﬁfer from those
of migration' of the general population, and of youngér age
groups. . . .

The availability of a large data base, in the form of
the Individual and Family Files of the 1971 Census of Canada

(Statistics Canada, 1975), presents an opportunity to

examine this problem and derive conclusions that will be

representative of the Canadian situation. These files

contain individual-level data on the major variables cited

o t

in internal migration literature.

’
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Demographic research into behaviour of the elderly has
been scarce until recently. More attention has Eﬁfh'paid
‘ “'the elderly of late, mginly because of changes 1in the age
) . composition of North América that have resulted from 'the
-post-war "baby boom", and the decrease in fertility in later
years. Canada and the U.S. 3re becoming older ~ountries;
the older sector of the populatioh is representing an
ever-greater proportion of the population of both nations.
The potential social and political consequences of this fact
are being recognized not?® only In academic, but also
political and economic circles. A society, such as that of
North Amefica, that has been geared towards youth, faces
radical change. Knowledge regarding the elderly, which
until recently was neglected, is now becoming increasingly
valuaSIe (Wiseman, 1978; Golant, 1972% Stone and Fletcher,

' 1980) .

[

Migragipn of the elderly is one area in which research
is required.L [n his presidential address to the Population
Association of America, Sieéel (1980) cited the importance
of such research. Existing -empirical research into

migration of the elderly 1is generally descriptive, and

considers macro-level processes.

The significance of research iato interprovincial (or




interstate) migration, including that of the elderly, can be
recognized at both macro and micro levels. At the macro
level, migration from - province to province represents a

redistribution of significant numbers «wf the population and

labour force, with potedfially significant effects on the

-

economies of Canada and the individual provinces. The

recent attention being paid to outmigration from Quebec and.

to inmigration to Alberta is an expression of coﬁcern with
tﬁis topic. At the micro level, interprovincial migration,
unlike local residential moves, representsba majorlchaﬁge to
the 1lifestyle of ythe individual or family involved. Such
migration generally means leaving establisﬁed ‘fémily and
personal relationships, neiqbpourhoods, jobs, st ceteraf‘and
therefore demands that a maiof motivétion and decision be

S

involved.

©

“N\
Knowledge regarding .migration of the elderly can be

useful in predicting future migration plans of this sectdr

of the ?opulation tha£ is becoming more and more dominant
(Wisem%gi 1978). Knowledge 6f%elderly migration étreams and
macro;level processes has become more developed récently,
but, as Golant notes, "to date, research that focuges on
i migration behaviour as a decision-making process has been

virtually non-existant” (1980: 276-277). He cites as one of

[3

the major obstacles to such research,’ the lack of -

disaégregated data. This statement is 'applidable to' both

Amerizan and Canadian research. [A bhis consideration of

o R - - - P T TG
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processes related to migration.

-

Canadian research into migration, Stone (1974) forsee?

.

important payoff from studies conducted into the micro-level

The Research Question
N

This research tests whether or not the family life
cycle is a valid coéntext in which to explain djifferential
. ,
effects o? variables involved in the migration

decision-making procesé of the elderly in Canada. The

By

general hypothesis is .that the effects of variables r&ated

to individual and family migration vary according to stage
. .

in the  family life cycle, and that a specification of thg'
cost-benefit model including variables traditionally used in

explaining interprbvincial or interstate wmigration of tﬁe

.

general population will not adequately

., explain
[} G

interprovincial migration of the older sector of the

population, and a specification of the'model including such

variables as climate and retirement status will be more
< .

effective.
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REVIEW OF .THE LITERATURE . )

.

General Theories of Mrgration

)
¢

'In hisy, two articles fitled "The laws of hmigration”
_Ravenstein ()%85 and 1889) became the first to analyze a
;argé data base and derive theoretical propositioﬂs_on
-migration, laying the ground&ork for., all modern. migration
studies. The first article was based on '19th Century

British census data, the second on similar data from over

+ »

twenty countries worldwide.

Ravenstein devoted page after page to descriptive
statistics. Basically his "laws" represent the tendencies

found in analyzing the data. 1. for the volume of migration

to decrease with greatar distances, and for 1long distance

J
«migrants to go to, major industrial, commércial centres

{cities); 2. for‘miération to take pla in stages, in

currents ("streams" in modern tegmé{ towards cities, and
-// «

from rural to urban areas, leaving a gap that is filled by

migrants from increasingly -remote  districts (in stages)
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until the effects are "kingdom"-wide, the process of

dispersion being the inverse of absorption, exhibiting

s . [ . '
similar features; 3. for each current (stream) to produce a

countér-current’ (counterstream); 4. for more rural than

urban dwellers to migrate; and 5. for females to dominate -

short-term migration (Ravenstein, 1885:198-199;(1889:288;

Lee, 1966: 48).%

y

, Two .additional ™"laws" of Ravenstein's, not normally

cited, are listed by Lee (1966:48): the tendency for
 d

migration to increase with advances in technological means;
and the tendency for an economic-‘motive (inherent in most
R4

individuals, to better themselves in material rfespects) to

influence the volu#e of migration. This final "law" remains

one of the basic assumptions of micro-level migration

theory.

Overall, Ravenstein's notions are generally considered

“knowgs“ by today's demdgraphers. While the articles

considered below reveal advances 1in the field since
4 .

RaVenstein wrote his two classic articles, those articles

still remain the basis of all migration  theory, and all

empirical work based on such theory.

»

— o - - o

lrhis listing of Ravénstein's "laws" is influenced to a
degree by Lee's (1966:48) clear and concise summary of .

Ravenstein, consisting of verbatum exerpts from Ravenstein's
articles.



h

Paterson (1968) provides a useful general overview of
the field of migration studies since Ravenstein, =2wphasizing
the social (as opposed to the strictly economic) viewpoint,
and providing definitions, and some theoretical points.
Migration is generally defined as "the relatively permanent

movement of persons over a significant distance". Peterson

N“;nqtes the variations found in the interpretation of the term

C e

’*ﬁelatively permanent", preferring the Unitead Nations
interpretation of "relatively permanent" as one year.
"Significant distancé“ dependgg on the type of migration
being” studied. International migration is defined as the
move from one cduntry to any other. Gesnerally, significant
distance is considered to be the move from one community

(nation, province, county, et cetera) to another.

’

While migration is commonly treate§ in theoretical
models as the dependent variable in a causal relationship
with several independent variables, there is one theoretical
perspective that ‘recognizes the relationship as one of
reciprocal causation. In discussing his economic theory of

. migration, Spengler (1970) focuses on the ecological
correlates of migration. The importance, and potential
effeéts of international migration on naéional economieg,

are illustrated by Svengler, with the use of limited

‘
1w

empirical data. o

-

-9 -
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Initially, Spengler focuses on relatively short-term
effects. In the proper setting} by affecting the. size of
the population, immigration is shown to have the potential

to increase worker output per head, 1increase the rate at

*
“which a countfy forms capital, and determine the importance

of external trade.
4
In 'many situations, notes Spengler, amigration can
benefit an overcrowded nation by reducing the size of its
I

v
labour force, and possibly encouraging increased investment
) .

by allowing introduction of labour-saving technology.

Overall, strong adverse effects )of emigration are
unlikely in well-populated countries in Spengler's view,
since adversé effects balance the advantages gained. Thinly
populated countries, according to Spengler, would very
likely suffer economically as a result of continous
eamigration.

Through compositional change, the substitutive effects
of mi%ration are potentially powerful as well,‘according to
Spengler, since they are able to affect chaﬁges in
unemployment and wage rate levels 1in either direction.

Unless the volume of migration is very large, however, no

major effects on an economy will be evident.

#

)

. Finally, Spengler notes the potzantial of long term

- 30 -
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economic effecté‘of migration. He cites the history of
migration in America, and how it, to a large degree, shaped

the evolution of the American economic system.

While Spengler's stress is on international migration,

it should be noted that the potential redistributive effects
: .

that he refers to also apply in the case of internal

migration.

e

Micro-level Migration Theory

The micro-level f?ameworks provide theories of
migration at the individual level. Their focus‘ is not on
migiation streams or other macro-level aspects of miqration;
but most often with the process by which individuals or
families make decisions of whether or not to move, and if
so, where. Generally, these modéls can be subsumed under
one dgeneral framework. In this framework, it is assumed
that the 1individual or family unit weighs the wvarious
economic and non-economic factors that encourage or

discourage a move, and make a rational, calculated decision,

based on those. factors.

"
LY

These factors have most' often been labelled "push"

(those that induce an individual to move from an area) and

"pull" (those that attract him or h%r to an area) (Peterson,

& - 11 -
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1968), but may be recognized in similar frameworks that

employ different terminology.

Lee‘(1966) sees individuals as basing their de¢ision to
move on four factors: those associated with l./the area of
origin; 2. with the area of destinaiion; 3. with intervening
obstacles; and 4. with personal factors. Lee uses the terms
fpositives", and’ "negatives” - when referring to an
individual's attraction to or repulsion from ’such factors,
corresponding respectively to "push" and "pull". He a1§o
adds a third descriptor, "zeroes", to indicate personal
indifference to given factors. This is a mere elaboration
of the general model, noting ‘'that each area (origin and
destination) is judged seéarately, according to these

factors.
Y

Intervening obstacles are listed by Lee as 1including
natural inertia, distance, physical barriers,trestrictive
immigration laws, costs of transportation and nmoving, and
other "impendimenta" including children and other

dependents.

The final set of factors, personal factdrs, includes
peréonal sensitivities, 1intelligence, and awareness of
conditions elsewhere.' This 1is especially considered (by
Le;) to affectxthe individual's evaluation of the si;uation

at the point of origin.



Lee refers to personality traits as the irrational !
asbect in mingtion decision~making. Perhaps, more/' :
precisely, such traits should be considered as rational, But
difficult to measure. Other such "irrationals" 1listed
include tran'sient emotions, mental disorders, and accidenﬁal
occurances:\ Lee also notes that life cycle stagés affect |

migration. \

i\

Lee's sckeme is not‘ entirely typical of micro-level
frameworks, gince it brings into play the notion of
"intervening obstacles" as an added factor in the i
decision-making process. This concept actually adds nothing
new to the modé}. What Lee refers to as intervening
obséacles (e.g..\ distance, costs of transportatian and f
moving) would normally be included-in this framework under
the category of "costs" (in Lee's terms, a negative factor
for the area of destination). The concept merely serves to

complicate an already adequate and fairly simple model.

4

+

Lee, like many othéfs, loses any micro-level focus when

v

he jumps from the theoretical to empirical. His attempts to
operationalize the theory result in a shift away from a
micro -lgvel focus. He formulates z series of hypotheses for

\
the wvolume of migration €$?er varying conditions, for the

1 mam omt wheamnt ATae v

-

development of stream and’ counterstream, and for the

4
characteristics of migrants., Reconceptualizing the theory M[, - g
s \ ' . £ ~
in terms of volume, streams, \et cetera, hne foguses on

\
/ A . !
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macro-~level processes.

Stouffer (1940) earlier attempted to take the basic
model a step further! introducing the conc;pt of
“int;:;gning opportunitﬁeé.“ "Opportunities™ is not a
concept well-defined by Stouéfer, appearing to refer to any
or -all major factors. in the decision-making process. In
Stouffer's own test of hif hypothesis, "ppportunigies" is
empirically defined as'potential'(equal) housing vacancies.
Stouffer was attempting to provide a conceptual framework
through which he could explain the relationship (first noted

by Ravenstein) between distance and mobility. He proposes

.in this theory no direct relation between mobility and

distance, hypothesizing that "the number of persons going a

given distance is directly proportional to the number of
. L

opportunities at that distance and inversely proportional to

the _  number of 1intervening opportunities" (Stouffer, 1940:

346). {\ : .

While Stouffer's empirical findings support his
hypotheéis, they can be considered quite limited in scope.
Intervening opportunities weré empirically defined very
specifically as potential housing 'vacancies between the
dwellings’ of origin and those of the ldestinétion for
Cleveland migrants in 1953-55 This was a test of a
particular intervéging opportunity and its relationship to

intracity mobility. Further, the only information available

- 14 - P
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-on the respondents included the address at their place of
origin and destination,  their rent wvalue at their
destination, and the race of the respondent. - The
micro-level decision—maging process cannot Dbe adequately
inferred from such data. In all fairness to Stouffer, he
does note that his is but the first test of his theory, and
~encourages widespread testing by other sociologists.
\

While soge (includiné Peterson (1968)) have viewed the
"intervening opportunities” theory as a valuable
contribution to the field, it can also be said that this
work, much like Lee's 1involving "intervening obstacles".
serves(only to unnecessarily complicate the model. If the
individual is calculating a <cost-benefit analysis of
possible destinations, the distance between origin and each
potential destination would be included as "costs" in each
c;lculation. Since the results of the calculations would
already have included these <costs, the type of "equal"

opportunities that Stouffer uses would no longer exist.

Mincer (1978) provides another, more recent version of
the micro-level model, introducing the family (and not
merely the individual) as the unit of anaiysis. He proposes
various relationships between the variables in his version
of the model, and while he does not test these propositions
with his own data, Mincer does cite the findings of several

x

other studies as support for them.

"15" {
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In his view, migration is not motivated by the net gain
of the "head" of the household, but by net family gain.

This is yet another wversion of the general cost-benefit

. analysis framework, recognizing joint decision-making. As

in the individual's cost-benefit analysis, if the family's
returns of migration outweigh its costs (including both
monetary and non-monetary costs), i.e. a net gain, the
decision is to migrate. As the costs and returns for one or
more additional family members are included in the
calculation, it becomes more difficult to achieve a
universal advantage for individual family members. Married

couples tend to be less mobile. than singles, according to

this argument. Mincer cites published migration statistics.

(rates) verifying this tendency in all groups but the 20--24

year old group.

Mincer focuses on the two member family, with husband
and wife. In the simplest case, Mincer looks at the husband
and wife deciaing to move or not, and to a sinéle possible
destination. For a "move" decision, the family gain (the
sum of husband's and wife's net gains) must be positive. To
achieve this result, both husband and wife migbi
individually havz positive net gain and therefore benefit
from a move, or, Ehis positive family net gain could equal
the sum of one spouse's (larger) positive gain and the other
spouse's (smaller) negative gain, meaning that the latter

spouse is disadvantaged personally by the move. Mincer

- 16 -



labels the disadvantaged partner a "tied mover".

—_—

-

! S;giii%ly, with a decision not to migrate, the result
of calculations showi;g a negative net family gain, there is
the possibility that , neither would be disadvantagéd by
staying, or that there would be one "tied stayer". Mincer
provides statistics indicating that it is the wife who tends

to be "tied mover" or "“tied stayer".

Mincer indicates that "ties" most frequently are seen
in two-earner families. Since income is the major factor in
the net gain calculation, and the husbands' salaries tend to
be significantly dgreater than the wives', moves tend to
maxiqize the husband's income, often at the expense of the
wife's career. Non-working wives have little (that can be
easily measured) to lose by a move that is- good for the

husband.

The more the wife contributes to familyl income,
however, 'the 1less 1likely 2 ©positive net family gain
(indicéting a move) will favour only the husband, A
positive net gain is more difficult to attain in families in
which the wife contriﬁutes 3 significant proportion of total
faﬁily income, and migration for such indivfduals is
decreased. The wife's employmant income, then, |is
identified by Mincer as a factor inversely related to family

higration. He reviews findings 1indicating that families

. - 17 =
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°°with employed wives have lower migration rates thzn do

families with non-working wives.

"Max imum family net gain ‘also determines the choice
between several migration destination, according to Mincer.
This could prevent one, both; or neither spouse from
achieving maximum personal net gain (being tied). When job
opportunities are the prime motivating factors in a move,
and two-earner families are inQolved, the likelihood of both

being "tied" is increased.

Mincer's concepts of "tied mover" and "tied stayer"
seem to carry with them a senée. of psychological
frustration, perhaps supression. It is not surprising that
Mincer indicates that families with marital problems, and

families with "tied" individuals are correlatgqd.

There is an increased tendency in recent years for -a
spouse to choose personal net gain over that" of his/her
family, contributing to marital _separation, or éivorce.
According to Mincer, marital stability demands\that spouses
accept the possibility or necessity of being /"éied“

personally in order that the family may maximize its gain.

At the individual level, Mincer notes that there 1is a
positive relationship between marital dissolution (divorce)

and migration, of‘approxdmately the same strength as the

- 18 -
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inverse rédlationship noted between marriage and migration. -

"

‘In addition to6 citing statistics that show lower. migration

‘

rates for married -individuals, Mincer indicates that
migration rates are highest for individuals in years
"bracketing" marital dissolytion.

o

- : 1

s .
With the recent reality of marriage instability, there

is less of a tendency to compromise and be '.tied, according
T .

to. Mincer. When a spouse does'not consider the family gain
'fo be of paramount importance,/iet _family gain remains a
requisite to a move decis{on, but is not nece§safi1y

sufficient. Migration tends to increase = marital

instability, then, when the spouse's, gains. differ (one

Y

positive, one negative). Unless the concept of ties |is
internalized, the marriage may dissolve.  Marital

-dissolution, in turn serves to increase migration.

2

The major problem with Mincer's study involves the jump

from the theoretical to empirical levels. This involves an
-

empirical definition that appears "incompatible with tie
theoretical . discussion provided by Mincer. As Mincer has

operapiénalized the concepts "tied mover" and "tied stayer,"

he has considered only objective (measurable) economic costs
and returns, such as salary, emploxment, et cetera, and he

has ignored subjective (non-measurable)} non-economic’ costs

o

' (based on, for example, attachment to Mfamily) that are

included in the theory. The individual labelled bx Mincer

N
~
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as a "tied mover" might actually not be "tied"” at all when
f] 1Y

one considers personal,‘ nén—économic factors in the
analysisi The concepts oﬁ "tied mover” and ™"tied stayer",
therefore, do not appear as empirically ‘signif}cant as
Mincer 'might have us believe. His major ,contribution

remains in stressing that the cost-benefit analysis’must

f
take into account the famjly context. ?

|

Internal Migration Theory

Ll

Thénframeworks discussed abave represent literature
regarding migration' in general, and apply toc both

international and internal migration. There is also a body

of literature dealing specifically with internal migration.

Bogue (1959) provides a useful overvigw of the field of
internal migration theory. It emphasizes the potential of

migration as an adjustive mechanism in society, able to

-preserve an existing social system by pfqviding human

resources where they are needed, but also able to disrupt
that society. %
' -
b : o . "
Bogue makes the distinction between the "local mover”,
and '"internal migrant". Theoretically, he states, migration
involves changes of residence that involve complete change

- 20 -
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and readjustment of the individual's community affiliations,
with civil _bounda?ies (generally national, provincial,

county or civic) being traversed.

The various methods used to measure the migration of a
country or area are reviewed and problems associated with
each are  cited. Indirect methods, 1including "vital
statistics", "survival ratio” and "place of birth - present
residence" methods, are considered by Bogue to be to a large
degree inaccurate and unreliable. Statistics of migration
obtained by direct methods allow for a mofe detailed look at

migration. He notes that direct measurement 1is undg;taken

7

in several European and American countries, usually based on
a system of continuous residential registration, or change

of residence enumeration as part of census enumeration, as

in Canada.

From direct'observation, streams are classified, and in
and out-migration .rates computed. Bogue warns against
improper use of migration rates, though, noting that
migration rates should be taken as dependent variables, with
"push™ and® "pull" factors as independenés, in causal
testingl These independént variables would include factors
dealing with attributes of individuals and factors ‘dealing

with attributes and conditions in communities of origin and

destgﬁbgi?n.'
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While Bogue's - internal miérati;n model is not
particularly problematic in terms of what is‘included, it
may be crificized as being too simple, failing'to take into
account that such ecological correlates as wages, employment

rates, and so on, can hawe reciprocal correlation with

migration, as discussed above.
[}
Several of Bogue's recommendations for further research
into internal migration in 1industrialized nations remain

va{id today, over twenty years after he made them. These

*inctlude: that existing data banks be fully exploited, that

multivariate analysis (including multiple regression) be

applied ‘to migration, and that a 1longitudinal . type

/ of
analysis be applied.

Sjaastad's (1962) choice of a “"resource alloc§tion
ffaﬁework' includes the ecological variables missing in
Bogue's model. He recognizes internal migration as a means
of promating ;fficieht resource allocation, treating it not
unlike Sp;ngler treated interﬁational migration. Sjaastad
aims to identify’costs and* returns to migration.’ The resulé

is a consideration of the individual, decision-making

process, and its social (macro-level) implications.

Sjéaétad'é interest is with determining why the process

of migration, despite the potential of its redistributive

s

&
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effects, had not achieved a more equi table income
distribution in America. Towards this end, he places an

emphasis on age and occupational compositions of both areas

S T A T e WA G X
I

of origin and destination of migrants. Migration is seen as

re

an investment entailing costs and returns.

Private costs and returns are listed by Sjaastad, these
referriqﬁ?to the individual decision-making process involved :.
in migration, yet he never specifically considers the
individuals weighing éhese costs and returns. Private costs !

include monetary and non-monetary costs. Monetary costs

include the actual money spent on the move, and increases in

O L

food, transportation and lodging necessitated by the ' o
migration while non-monetary costs include opportunity costs
(earnings foregone when moving and searcﬁing for new work,
et cetera) and "psychic" 6osts (which betome invblved in the
calculation of rate of return, and include loss of familiar‘
surroundings, family, friends). Pri&ate returns of
,migratiqn'listed by Sjaastad include monetafy returns (ngt ;

A

gain'in costs of employment, earnings, prices, et cetera).

i

Sjaastad notes that migration also involves costs and

§

-

s mbea
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returns for nonFmigrants as Qell as mi?rants, again‘ .
differential costs and returns. This is another reference %
to the individual cost-benefit analysis, and the "no move" %
1
decision that is most common. g

|
A
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Four conclusions are listed by Sjaastad as relevant to

§ (macro~-level) empirical study using his perspective:

N '_ 1. returns to migration and impact of migration‘on.earning
g _differentials are best seen in the grdss (rather than net)
é migration, 2. migration rates are not appropriate for
r measuring the effects of migration, 3. age is a significant
i variable to be considered .in interpreting migration and

earnings differentials over time and space, and among
occupations, and finally, 4. the relation between private

and social costs and returns of ﬁigration at best depend on

market structure, resource mobility in general, and revenue

e ot M i A = S PR SE

policies of state and local governments.

.+ . ' Sjaastad's concern is with macro-level processes, as
T his theoretical framework implies. Despite his references
to the individual, there 1is no expliciyf concern with

micro-level processes in his work.

Interprovincial Migration in Canada
In reviewing Canadian studies considering those
4 variables or characteristics listed in the theoretical
frameworks for differential migration, Stone (1974) finds
that age, education, occupation and ethnic origin are

factors that have consistently been linked to differential

_24 -
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migration. -

He reviews the relationship found between age and "
interprovincial ﬁigration, with migration rates falling
between early childhood and late high school yeérs, riging ‘ :
to peak in the mid-twenties, then gradually deélining to the
peak ages in retirement, rising slightly then dropping'again
{ages for peaks being slightly younger for females). With
ﬁhe elderly population, high return and multiple migration

is seen.

A positive relationship between education level and
migration is also evident, according to Stone's own
findings, and those of other Canadian studies he reviews.
Linked to education, those occupation§ requiring'higher than
average percentage of individuals at upper e@ucational

levels show higher than average mobility rates.

Differences in migration based on ethnic origin are
said tol be partly due to language differences (mobility is
reduced if a linguistic group is isolated, concentrated in a

particular part of the country (especially the French in

g o i At s e et d n o o e i

Quebec), minimizing potential destinations for that group.
For groups living in areas where neither French nor English , g
is spoken, the lowest migratidn rates were seen. Thr ee
\

groups are considered in terms of ethnic origin. Thogse of

British Isles origin were the most 1internally mobile, the

- 25 = -
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French were the least, with "others" ranking second. The

differentials were much higher for all interprovincial moves

than for intra-provincial.

.
o

Explanatory analyses of regional migraEion patterns in
Canada have been fairly numerous, according to Stone, with
gtudies indicating a significaﬁt correlatiop between
migration, particularly interprovincial migratéon, and
bopulation size, age, distance, ?istribution of friends and
relatives, and employment opportunities and income.

'

Amgng significant findings of Canadian migration
studies, Stone notes that statistical association has_ been
shown between the 1level®' of ‘geographic "‘mobility and the
tightness of labour markets. The general level of mobility

varies inversely with unemployment rate levels, while job

related factors are significantly 1linked to internal

migration.

\

While Stone stresses 4that important work remains
to be done with respect to the link between micro and macro
theory in this area, he sees no convergence of micro
perspectives themselves. Stone recognizes two dominant
micro perspectives: l. migration as a response to stress,
which is in turn related to change ib family life cycle, and
'2. migration decision-making as a cost-benefit analysis. - It

is difficult to see why Stone can see no prospects for
Y
\.!,
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synthesis of these two perspectives. Basically they are

similar; it 1is mainly in termin&l&qy that there 1is a
conflict. Perhaps it is because Stone's focus has shiﬁted,
for he questions whether the emphasis that has traditionally
been placed on expiaining migration with such factors as
age, education and income, has been misplaced. He advocates
that migration be considered as part of a strategy for
acheiving mobility in other dimensions of one's 1life
(occupational, industrial) .

A S

Stone's review emphasizes the predominance of

macro-level. studies. The area of mic}o analysis of 1
migration (that ‘is, individual decision-making), notes
Stone, has been neglected in Canada, in terms of empirical
analysis., This point of Stone's' is a wparticularly wvalid
one. While many theories discussed thus far present (at the
very least implicitly) some vériation of the theoretical
model of 1individual, cost-benefit analysis in migration
decision-making, most employ macro-level variables, and
conduct research at the macro level. The suggestion by

Stone that more research be focused “on the micro

o
decision-making processes linked to migration, is well

;
i
N
:
!
i

taken.

Vanderkhmp (1968) provides an empirical study of the
time-pattern of migration between Canadian regions, over the
« twenty year period up to the mid-1960's. His theoretical

- 27 -
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perspective considers * migration as related to "net

advantage". Again, implicit 1in this perspective 1is the
rational, cost-benefit analysis, in this case focusing on

employ&ent opportunities.

\
Vanderkamp hypothesizes that an individual is more or

less likely toi move depending upon the employment

s
-
0

opportunity variabﬁéf. He identifies return migrants as a
different group }for consideration, explaining return
migranon as that of disappoinfed migrants who make the
decision to retufn én the basis of more accurate daté than
they had for their decision to migrate originally.
Vanderkamp, it follows, sees return migrants being more
highly affected by "push"” factors, and "new" migrants by
"pull" factors. He tests two hypotheses, both based on
these assumptions: 1. "new" migration rates are inversely

L

related to (national) unemployment rates, 2. "return”

b

migration rates are ©positively related to (national)
—

»
.

unemployment rates.

Vanderkamp uses family allowance transfer data from
Health and Welfare Canada to measure migration, and the
1951-61 Censuses of Canada for data on return migration. 1In
looking at aggregate data, Qigration to net Qaiper regions
is used to indicate migration most influencga\by\ﬁpull"
factors, that is, "new" migration. Similarly, migrat{on ‘to

net 1loser regions indicates "return" migration. Tota

‘.
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miqrétion to net: inmigration regions is shown to Dbe \
negatively related to unemployment. The regressions gerived
from the time series data further supported' Vanderkamp's
hypotheses, with the effect of unemployment on migration to
net gainer regions generally much greater than for migration
in the opposite direction. Unemployment coefficients were

\
often insignificant, or had a positive effect.

Vanderkamp recognizes that while this ‘'evidence' ' is :
consistent with his proposition on return migration, it is
also consistent with the alternative Pypothesis that:W two
migration flows may differ in the cyclical response because
of diffefentiél occupational characteristics.

| \

Overall, \fanderkamp"s* .st—udy il].ustrates the inverse
relationship that exists between unemployment rates and
"new" migration, and the positive relationship between
unemployment rates and "return™ migration. The emphasis on
the "new" versas "return" migfation distinction appears to
be the first tested in a study of Canadian interprovincial

migration. . 4 -

Courchene's (1970) empirical ~ study deals with
interprovincial migration, in the context of "adequacy of
regional readjustment.” . The basic theory is again

e

cost~benefit type analysis, along the same lines as

- 29 -
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Vanderkamp, and at a macroeconomic level, considering the-

ecological correlates of Canadian internal migration.

Average income per worker, unemployment rates, and
federal transfer payments are considered to bqﬁ on the
benefit side of the calculation. An increase in average
income in receiving province and a decrease in average
income in sending ©provinces are hypothesized as being
related to higher migration. The unemploymeng rate 1in the
receiving province is inversely related to migration, while
ip the sending province it is positively related, according
to Courchene's hypotheses, and the higher the
intergbvérnmental transfer levels in the sending province

relative to those of the receiving province, the lower the

migrationh rate.

Costs in this model are principally derived from j3one
element, distance, all «costs increasing greatly wiéh
distance, and migration being inversely }£e1ated to costs,
according to Courchene. The rate of migration from one area
to another is negatively related to the diségnce between the
two. Education provides the migrant with greater knowledge
of opportunities at the destination, decreasing éhe cost of
the distance. Age is another determinant, old age
increasing costs. Therefore, the impact of provinciéi

¢

income differentials on migration is negatively related to

the age of the migrant, and the impact of the distance of

- 30 -
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migration 1is positively related to the age of the migrant.
Two hypotheses requiring longitudinal data (family a;léwance
in thi; study) are presented based on the s9ggestioﬁ that
migrants compile greater information of opportunities and
income in other provinces, and transportation costs have
declined relative to income, over time. One hypothesis
states: interprovincial migration is proceeding with
increased efficiency over time. The second hypo%hesis is
related to the response of the migrant to the level of
overall economic activity (using Canadian unemployment rate
as  an i?dicator): unemployment has a signifjcq?tly negative
effect on the volume of mobility between regions, and this
relationship is not adequately captured by regional

unemployment differentials.

Courchene's data consists of 1961 Census of Canada
interprovincial labour force migration figures, and

interprovincial family allowance account transfers for the

years 1952-67. The empirical results derived from this data

verify all of Courchene's hypotheses to varying degrees.
’ '

)

Empirical studies of Canadian interprovincial migration

have principally involved the testing of both macro and

micro-level theories using aggregate data. In the ase of
A

the micro-level theories, these tests must be considered

inadequate to a degree. They do prove useful in that ey
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migration study in general,

have helped to identify which factors are relevant to the

migration decision-making process,- and indicate the
3

direction of the relationship. Such variables identified in

the above include: age,

education, occupation, ethnic
origin, unemployment, income, and distance, but such a list
is useful only to a point, To identify the

interrelationships between these factors, and to determine

the relative effects of these factors on ’"interprovincial

migration, individual data are required, ' allowing for

multivariate analysis to be employed in hypothesis testing.

This is the type gf research that such authors as Bogue

(1959) and Stone (1974) have advocated, and is still

required.

Migratioh of the Elderly

Research intq' migration of the elderly, as with

has done 1little to explain

migration at the micro-level, the determinants or context of

the individual decision-making process that individuals

undertake with reqgards to migration.

A
3

] . /\\)

The most frequently cited, and perhaps most accepted

work in this area is that of Barsby and Cox (1975), who

provide an "economic analysis" of elderly interstate

o

migration in the U.S. Reviewing the relevant literature,
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.they note the lack of studies on this topic, and the .

tendency'of thosa who do research in this area “to provide

[N~
. . R

only descriptive studies. They also note ‘the lack of a o,

m e wdmwp

proper theoreticél framework, indicating .that. existing
frameworks do not quite apply to elderlys migration,
. especially since labour force related considerations become

less important due to the 'simple fact of retirement.

Barsby and Cox consider -that the literature has

s
¥

uncovered several variables or factors that affect migration

- i .
. B .
I e i i RIS
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R

g o
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rates of the elderly, providing additional insight into the

forces acting upon the migration decision, particularly the
\ " .

choice of destination. These include the following:

A

<

SR

o -

1. family and social attachment. Increased social
ties are negatively related to mobility of the aged |if
the ties are with individuals in their own town.
2." health and climate. Poor health is a deterrant to
mobility alone, but when it is associated with a better

climate for the . health  condition, it increases
mobility. .

B PPN
..

b s

4
3. home ownership. Ownership can retard mobility, yet
increase it upon sale, due to increased liquid assets. oy

—aa

ate

4. location “at time of retirement. Suburbanites tend -
to migrate more than do city dwellers.

5. Jjob opportunity. The opportunity for jobs may have
some, but likely little effect on the elderly migrant's
decision-making. ' S i

i . ’ '

6. 1income. Since retiremenézhas money costs, it is
expected that post-retirement income 1is positively
related to mobility, though adtual results . provide
inconclusive evidence on this point.

- \ \
7. labour force participation. Findings reviewed

4y .

[}
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indicate that participation in the labour force past

the age of 65 seems to reduce the mobility of the
elderly. :

8. influence of (pre-retirement) occupation and
education. Findings of the little research into this

. indicates that higher education is positively related

to higher migration, and managerial and professional
occupations are similarly related to migration.

(Barsby and-Cox, 1975:9-18)

- \
A
While pointing out that the evidence for these eight

factors is weak, Barsby and Cox nevertheless see these

factors as useful.

Barsby and Cox aléo produce their own empirical
findings, using data | at _the macro level. ' They find that

past migratiogﬂ;experience is a powerful determinant of
(! 1:,:‘5

7
"

elderly migratf patterns, but tpat public sector variables
are mostl; un}e;ated. Migration rates were found to be
posi£ively *linked to income levels, with high income states
having the highest migration rates, low income states the
lowest migration rates. States with high wages fh service
occupations were found to have high elderly migration, but
those with high wages in manufacturing 'did not. The authors

cautioned that these findings should not be generalized,

because of the the lack of reliability of the data.

States with high rental costs and low vacancy rates
showed high outmigration. A high cost of 1living did . not

deter migration, though high occupancy rates reduced it.
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The .elderly appeared mpre affected.by rental and occupancy

rates than did.younger groups.

In terms of education, net migration equations weakly
suggested positive association with level of edubation{

~

h&ghly linked to occupation and income,

More general . findings included that there were no
significant differences bgt&een males and females.
Interestingly, while the equations that were designed’to
explain migration of the general population tend not to
explain eiderly migration weli, those designed by Barsby énq
Cox to explain elderly \migration, ‘effectively explained

migration of younger age groups as well,.

3

°Chevan and Fischer (1979), using a sample of elderly

indiv&duals taken from the 1970 U.S. Census Public Use
Tapes, provide a useful analysis of £factors related to
intergtate migration of the elderly. Their model takes into
consideration the fact that elderly migration is different

from that of .younger populations. Variables included in

this model are: lifetime migration, unearned income;-

-

educational achievement, occupational. prestige, climate,
age, race, sex, and marital status. Retirement is also

listed as a most important factor.

¢

These authors recognize that migration and retirement
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exist.

on the question of distance moves (migrati%p).

commonly take place within a family (or marriage) context.

Retirement of both spouses is shown to be related to to

higher migration, while single retirement of the wife is

slightly more positively linked to higher migration than is

single retirement of the husband. The importance of the

family context is stressed.

4 .
From their findings Chevan and Fischer conclude that in

certain’ respects elderly migration 1is similar to that of

younger populations. Educational achievement, occupational

prestige and income are positively "associated with

migration. They <claim that retirement and climate are

factors setting elderly migration apart from younger
migration. It is stressed that retirement is a major factor

to be taken into account. Several factors traditionally

linked to migration were included in the model, but were not

found to be significant in elderly migration.

The Canadian research and 1literature in the area is

even mecre sparse than in the U.S. Again, descriptive

studies of migration, 1including those of the elderly, do

The most recognized Canadian study is that by Golant

(1972), focdsing primarily on local moves, and only touching

Golang's

conclusions relevant to migration are that chronological age
alone is not wvaluable 1in explaining spatial behaviour,

although he notes that age 55 is interesting, not on the
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basis of chronological age, but because it .}s associated
.with' the 1loss of the work' role through retitément, and
therefore can help predict s&bsequent behaviour. Golant's
empirical findings .shé@ that the 55-59 age group is more
Qobile, with higher interpr&vincial migration rétes than the

60-64 ' age group, furtﬁer illustrating the relationship of

the:loss of the work role to migration.

Little, if any, research has been published in Canada
that 'specifical}y refers to the micro-level factors or
determinants of individual migration of the elderly. .Like
most American studies,. factors that have been iqentifiéa in
Canadian studies were found in tests with macro-level data.
While they possibly indicate what the micro-level factors
are, the;e factors need be te;ted using appropriate data.
Models such as those used by Chevan and Fischer (1979) in
their study of interstate-miqration of the American elderly,
need be applied to ’individualized, micro—leQel, Canadian

data.

- g
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III

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

The theoretical perspective upon which this study is
based is the Family Life Cycle approach. Proponentssof this
perspective recognize thaﬁfthe link between the individual
and his or her family is something that must be taken into
account when studyiné the behaviour of the 1individual.
Within a person's 1lifespan, the individual moves from the
family of birth to the fapily of proc;eation, and within
these two families, several important changes or shifts
occur, in terms of number and ages of family members, family
expenses, family resources, housing'requirements and costs,

as well as in the physical and emotional needs and resources

,of family members (Waite, 1980). Such transitions are timed

through the interaction of economic and social factors .as
well as cultural and familial norms (Hareven, 1928).

€

Related to these important shifts is the behaviour of
¥

family members. - They are affected by, and also affect,

these shifts. Proponents of the’ family life cycle approach
|

(for example, Waite, 1980; Hareven, 1978; Glick and Parke,

'969; and others) see that an individual's position‘in the
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family life cycle 1is often a more wuseful wvariable in
. explaining such behaviour as family consumption patterns,
use of time, and migration, than -~ are traditionally used

variables, such as’ age.

The argument for this position is that chronological
agé répresents or reflects biological processes in the
individual, whereas stage of family life cycle (admittedly
related to age) represents changés in 1ife experience, and

has much greater reciprocal -effect upon changes in attitude

and behaviour.

Several typologies of the family life cycle _have been
developed, though the most frequently applied is one of the/ﬁ
earliest, Glick's (1947) six stage "model". Included in

this "model"™ are the £following stages (Glick and Parke}'

1969; Waite, 1980):

\
Stage 1. from period of first marriage to birth of
first child. ’

Stage 2. from birth of £first child to birth of last
child. "Expanding Circle Stage."

Stage 3. from birth 'of last child to first child
leaving home. The "Full House Plateau."

Stage 4. from first «child leaving home to last child
‘ leaving home. The "Shrinking Cycle."

Stage S. from last child leaving home to death of one
spouse. The "Empty Nest Syndrome."

Stage 6. from death of one spouse to death of

.= 39 -
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remaining spouse.

{

According to Elder, family life cycle stages can be
identified in terms of three criteria: 1) changes in size of
family, 2) changes in age composftion of the family, 3) and
the father's (or family head's) retirement from the work

force {differentiating post-parental stage from old age)
(Elder, 1977). Generally, one would expect that retirement

occurs during the fourth or fifth stage of almodel such as

Glick's.

The family 1life cycle typoloqx}pas.been extended and
refined by others. Hill, for example, expands aGlick's
stages in a nineteen stage model (Elder, 1977). Glick's
médel rema:§§ the basis for other models, and 'his model
appears to be the most widely applied. The usefulness of
the family life cycle model aﬁd perspective is evident.
Researchers such as Waite (1980); Hareven (1978); and many
others have applied the family life cycle as a context in

which to explain a wide range of phenomena.

The recognition of the family as a unit of analysis in

micro-level migration research was stressed by Mincer

'(1978). He noted that an individual rarely makes such a

decision on his or her own, and certainly not without

considering the family costs and benefits.
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The applicability of the family life cycle concept to
the processes involved in individual migration appears to
have some degree of acceptance in the field (Yee and Van
Ardsol, 1977). This includes itsq application to eldgrly
migration (Golant, 1980; Wiseman, 1978). With the elderlyh
the effects of wvariables traditionally used to explain
migratiod are not expected to apply.as they do with other
se?tors of the population. .Employment, for example, might
3“0; Ihave as much importance since a majority of the elderly ;

are retired,. Income, it follows, should also produce

different effects oh migration of the elderly. And since

age has been shown to have varying effects on migration, a 1
separate analysig at each life cycle stage will produce a
more clear pattern of effects.

An obvious criticism of Glick's model is that it does
not accurately reflect the reality of present day, North
American society. This criticism is particularly wvalid in

' view of the considerable numbers of single parent families,
\\\ particularly those headed by women, and childless marriages
that exist. In the application of the model in this study,
however, such criticism is irrelevant, due to the focus of

the research on the elderly. Glick's stages reflect a

"traditional" family 1life cycle, through which a great

majority of today's elderly passed. For the purposes of the

present study, the younger sector of the ©population, to

which the model 1is also applied, serves as a comparison
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only, in an effort to illustrate the uniqueness of migration

in later stages, i.e. of the elderly.

As Waite (1980) argueé in,reference to younger women
\
and their decision-making regarding employment when maf?ied,

it can be said that the migration decision-making context
. .

changes in important ways during all the life cycle stages,

in terms of costs and benefits of migration, particularly
during the latter ones. The later stages of the life cycle
are most intéresting to this study, for reasons which should
be obvious. By definition, the elderly are at these stages

in their life cycles. - Earlier stages, however, are valuable

as well in a study of this type, for they provide comparison -

groups, helping ‘to illustrate the uniqueness of migration
and the related decision-making procgess of elderly
individuals. By considering a specification of the model
which includes variables or factors traditionally li;ked to
interprovincial or interstate migration, one can see how

different stages present different contexts which can result

in differential e gects of theée factors.

- 42 -




SPECIFICATION OF THE MODEL
4

'
The literature discussed above has linked ~certain

o W7

Rl

variables or factors to Imigration decision making in
theoretical terms, and has identified certain of these to be
empirically correlated with migration behaviour. | It is
necessary to combine the empirical and theoretical
discussions in relation to the research question and’/derive

testable propositions.

While the theofetical literature refers to individual
‘or family decision makfng, the empirical findings generally
fefer to characteristics of migrants and migration streams.
The assumption made for present purposes is that family
migration decisions are based on a rational, cost—benefi;
analysis conducted by the family. By considering the
empirical findings of the 1literature 1in terms of the
cost-benefit framework, certain expected findings c¢an be

derived. .

In general; both the empirical and theoretical

S -
oty
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literature identifies certain costs and returns of
inéividual or family migration. When considered in terms of
Mincer's discussion of "family migration decisions", these
can be classified as below: - ' _é

Mincef argues that families decide to migrate when the
net family gain from migration is calculated to be positive.
Net family g;in can simply be stated as the sum of the net
géin of the husband and the net gain of the wife, with net
gains of children incorporated into parental gains. The net
gain of an individual equals his or her returns minus his or
her costs from migration, including both m;netary and
non-monetary costs. Since family net gain tends to EaVOur
the individpal with the'highest personal net gain, and net
gain tends to be highest for the husband because of his
greater market .garninés potential, a decision to migrate
generally will be made on the basis of the husband's

returns. The result is an expected distribution of family

v

costs and returns as follows.

A high employment income for the husband reduces the
costs of migration. @E}s high income makes the money costs
of migration more affo?éable, and also represents greater
labour market‘ earnings potential. - A h%gher level of
educatiéﬂ for the husband similarly lowers‘ the costs of
migratiop, in that it also increases his market earnings

potential, and further provides him with greater resources
- =~

<
+
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with which to evaluate the potential costs and returns of

his migration.

-

In general, the costs of migration for fagilies aaf
greater than the returns; as shown by the low rates of
ﬁigration of ,the general population. Two such costs occur
when the ‘wife has a high level of employment income and
educaéion. Because the migration decision,tends to maximize
the husbdnds' net gains, and it is more costly to move two
peoﬁie'with incomes than it is to move one income rner,
the " wife's income and education are expected to be

associated with cost of migrating.2 Other costs of

. . <q ) o . .
migration for the family are those associated with increased

personal ties to the area of origin. Self employment

represents such a tie. An individual cannot simply relocate

o

a business without suffering from 1loss of <clientele,
goodwill, and so forth. The increasing age of the husband

also increases community ties, since with increasing age,
4

<

'social relations become less flexible. The place of birth
caﬁ also be important, since Canadian born individuals can

be expected to have a stronger attachment to "home", and

2Theoretically, the association of the wife's high
level of employment income and education with costs of
family migration is not based on sex, but on the "primary"
and "secondary" income earner distinction. The nature of
the census data being -employed in this study 1is that
husbands are arbitrarily designated as the head of the
family. The discussion above is consistant with the nature
of the- data. : :
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fewer Canadians have faced the ‘“unknown" of migration,
whereas all foreign-born individuals have experienced the
act of> migration. Owning one's home represents a further
cost from the point of view of migration, for the family has
money invested 1in the propérty, and it is more difficult
emotionally to .leave the hﬁuse that the family. has spent

°

some time 1in, and is truly "theirs", than to leave a house

»

or apartment that is not.

The above discussioh identifies the costs and returns
to migration that are employed in this study. As families
pass through the various stages of the family 1life cycle,
the context changes in which the migration decisionlmaking
takes plgpe. "While this 1is unlikely to éhange thé
designation of any factor from "cost" to "return", or vice
versa, the ch;nge in context may be expected to have some
effect on the relative strength or importance of. each cost
or return in the family migration decision.

It is ‘apparent from the literature that monetary

a

considerations are most important to the migration decision.

Since a husband's and wife's employment income are the

central monetary components in the model, special attention

must be paid to them.

In the first stagé of the family life cycle, the family

consists solely of the hu%?ang-wife pair, with no children
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yet born. éucﬁ‘cohples tend to be young, and with no

deéeddents to consider, can be more responsive to the labour
earnings markeé. Both the husbaﬁd's“‘and wife's income
levels, and linked to these, their education levels, should
be ?ost important factors at this stage. Being vyoung,

"ties" to the community are likely not yet deep enough to be

significant costs in the calculation.

Stage two represents a radical T<change in 1lifestyle,

"with the presence of preschooi-age children, and the new ;

need to coordinate their needs with those of the parents.

) Traditionally this has meant that the husband must attempt

to maximize his earfiings pdtential, while the wifg devotes
some time to childrearing. At the very least, the wif%}s
labour fofce participation is fraditionally discontin&éd
temporarily, thereby reducing the importance of the wife's
inéome and education as factors in the migration deeision,
while' the husband's income and education‘ remain &most

important. With young children in the home, those variables

relate to "tiesLX to - the area of ogigin; likely become

somewhft more iﬁpcféant than in stage one.

In three,~ali cﬁildrén are of ;choql/ age. The
presence be school-aged-children represents aﬁother change ,
“in context, inhigiting family migration as }n stage two, but
with, some of the responsibility for childrearing in the

hands of the school, the labour market earnings potential of
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the wife ctan become an influence again, and employment

income and education of the wife should become slightly more

.important factors 1in the migration decision. Other costs

and benefits should remain as in stage two.

»

°
8

In stage four, some children have left home‘ to live
elsewhere while others remain. The employment iﬁcome ana
education of -the husband should become le§s imporﬁant
factors in migration at this stage, with the decrease in the
dependence of his children upon him. The greater
availability “of the' wife for work should result in an
increase in the relative importance: of her income and
education as factors, since again her mérket earnings

potential iqcréases, though this potential is 1lessened by

the discontinuity of her employment.

1

"In stage five, the family consists of the husband-wife
p;ir, with no children remaining at home. But it’ does not
present é context such ag\tﬁat produced in the stage one
"husband-wife" family, for the ages of both husband and wife
are approaching, or at, retirement aée. Since husband and

4$ _
wife are removed from the labour force, the @importance 6f

the husband's and wife's employment income and education

(linked to income) as factors in the migration decision

become  much ess 51gn1f1cant. Indeed the higher the

“~

education of the husband and wife, the greater the ' retyrns
[

n, 'the family calculation, since in this stage education is

-
’ Id
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less linked to income, and instead provides the family with

+

more resources with which to judge poiential alternative
. o>
migration destinations, and thereby can minimize the costs

associated with migrating to an "unknown" destination.

o
! 4

The specification of the model using the same variables
cannot be applied well to the sixth stage,” for by
definition, this stage includes only the widowed, 4and
therefore,vdata on the spouse is inappropriate and must be
excluded. Again, qgwever, when one consid?rs that the

average age of individuals in this stage is p;st that of
retirement age, it is unlikely that any of the job-related

costs and bene&its would be impéttant in the decision-making
A ' )

3

process. ki

w0 -
-

A new set of variables must be used to explain elderly
(stage five and sif) miération decisiog making using the
cost—behefit model, including those factors cited as
significant in the 1literature on elderly migration:
retirement status, ,ciimage, education, age, sex, plécp of
birth, total income. Retirement, the attraction of
"sunshine" states (or in Canada, the "warmer" p;ovince,

li.e. B.C.), a high level of"edUCatioﬁ, and a high total

N

income can be considered as variables which are associated

with returns from migration, while the husband's increasing

age, Canadian (versus foreign) place of birth, and being'

female are considered as variables_gssaciated with costs in

- 49 -
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" the calculation for the elderly.

In summary, the results produced from tests of 'the
model with the census data are expected to be 4s follows:

1. the relative effects of husband's and wife's employment

income and ° education, husband's self-employment status,

~husband's age, husband's place of birth, and homeownership,

on the migration decision will vary significantly according
to the family's stage in the family life cycle; 2. . The
first specification of the cost;benefit model, 1including
those factors traditionally cited in- fhe literature as

significant to migration decisions of the general

population, will be effective., in explaining migration

decisions in the gaJlier stages (one through four) of the
family 1life cycle, ‘and more ineffective 1in ;xplaining
migration decisions in the 1later stages (five and six);
3. The second specifiéation of the cost-benefit model,

including those factors cited in the 1literature as being

theoretically signifg@ant to elderly migration decision@% '

will be effective én explaining migration in the .later

stages (five and siil of the family life cycle.

Inevitably somethimg is lost in the transition from the

\

theoretical to the empirical. In this case, the personal

factors, especially those involving tastes, family and other
s

personal, emotional ties, are too difficult to integrate

into propositions that can be tested with the available
ot

1
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data. Again, this s is a problem that cannot be
satisfactorily solved in this research. Indeed the problem
has Qet to be entirely satisfactorily dealt with be anyone
in the field. But, given the above discussion, it is
possible to derive testable propositions fglated directly to
the research problem, as stated below. |
"1. In the first four stages, the husband's employment
income, the husband’s 'education, the wife's employment
income, the husband's age, the ﬂusband's self—embloyment
status, the husband's place of birgh, and homeownership will
be significant in the migration decision-making process.

| ) . | : !
2, -In the first stage, the husband's employment income, the
‘wife's employment income, the hugband's education and the
wife's educatiorn will be most important in:the migration
décision-making process.
3. In the second stage, the husband's employment income and
the husband's education will be most important in the
migrétion decision-making process, ‘while the wife's
employment inéome and the wife's education will become %ess

important.

4. In the third stage, the husband's employment income and

the husband's education will be most important 1in the

migration decision-making process, while the wife's

, - 51 - " |
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employment income and the wife's education will become more
important.

5. In the fourth stage, the husband's employment income and
the husband's education will become less important, while
the wife's employment income and the wife's education will

" become more important.

6. In the fifth stage, the husband's employement income,
the husband's education, the wife's employment income and
the wife's education become less important in the migration

decision-making process.

7. In the fifth and sixth stages,’. the individual's
retirement status, education, ~age, _.sex, place of birth,
total 1income, and climate will all be statistically

significant in the.migration decision-making process.

152 -



LR

3

Al
' : | METHODOLOGY
Da?a
The data source ‘for this study is the 1971 Census of
Canada’ Public Use Sifple Tapes. Two specifications of the

cost-benefit model are to be tested, one using the Family

File of these tapes, the other the Individual File. The

. Family File consists of a systematic 1% sample of all 1971

Census Families, while the Individual File is a systemétic
1% sample of alllindividuals enumerated. Thefentire Family

File has a sample size of 50,207 while the size of the

.Individual File is 214,019.

For the pugposes of this study certain individuals were
excluded from both files, iq;lhding families enumerated
overseas, and international migfants. Those enumerated
overseas could not be involved in interprovincial migration
decision-making, and would affect the findings, as would
international migration, since it refers to individuals who

belong in neither category®of the migration variable.
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The first specification is tested with the Family File.

. =N
Selected frdm the file were married couples, with both

spouses in their first marriage. . Subsamples corresponding

3 ware then

to the first five of six family life cycle stages
selectéd, as follows. Glick's stages have been slightly
modified to accomodate the Census data: stage 2 includes
families in which all children everborn are present, and
under six fears of age; stage 3‘includes families. in . which
all children everborn are present, and six years of age or
older, ' !

For the Stage 1 subsample, in .addition to the above
selection- process, families were selected in which the wife
had no children everborn. Families with wives ,over thirty
five years old were excluded, since this stage theoretically
includes only thosé families who have not yet had children.

The sample size was 4,004.

The Stage 2 subsample, from the original selection,

further consisted of those couples with one or more children ~

everborn, and all of those children being under the age of

six. The sample size was 12,972.

3By definition of a Census Family, only married couples
with or without children living at home, or single parents
with children living at home are included. Stage 6 includes
widowed individuals with no children living at home, and,
therefore cannot be selected from the Family File.
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‘(taken from thel

The Stage 3 subsample was selected from the originally
selected group of once married couples, those with at' least
one child everborn, with all of those children over the Ege

Ay

of six, and all present in the home. The sample size ias

8,794.

Included in the Stage 4 subsample are those once
married with at least one child everborn, all over the age

of six, at least one present, at least one absent from tﬁe

home. The size of this Stage 4 sample was 6,242.

The Stage 5 subsample includes once married couples
with children everborn, all over six years of age, but none

present in the home. The sample size was 70Q.

5

The second specification of the cost-benefit migration
decision model is applied to data from the Individual File.
Because it is intended to apply to the "older" segtor of the

populetion, only Stage 5 and Stage 6 subsamples are taken.

To ;pake clear e/ distinction between these subsamples
| vidual File) and the other subsamples

Family File), these subsamples are

y
de51gnated the lab%}§ Stage 5a and Stage 6a.
!

\

The Stage Sa s&bsample was selected to include married
4

individuals W1th a‘®L ly size of two (no children at home) .

| ‘ - 55 -
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Famales Qere further selected if they had one or more
children everborn, 1indicating ;£hat they had children but
they were no longer at home. Unfortunately data on children
"ever fathered" are not provided, meaning that all married
men (with or "'without cﬁildreﬁ; would be included in this
subsample. To counteract this, a further restriction %pr
selection) was made, eliminating +those men who had been
married less than sixteen years. Those men who had been
married sixteen years yet were childless were unfortunately
included | in the' sample, however all men maéried less than
sixteen years without having children were rightfully
excluded. Sixteen years was chosen because that is the age
at which children are allowed to leave school and
conceivably could .be working and supportiné themselves. The
sample size for Stage 5a was 16,650.

\

'Stage 6a includes widowed individuals, with no children
living at home, who had <children everborn. Again this
latter selection is only possible to determine for females.
By adding the additional restriction eliminating ~those
individﬁé;é married under sixteen years, some childless
males are‘ wrongly included in the sample, but young widows

who had only gone through Stage 1 would be eliminated. The

sample size for Stage 6a was 6,221,

rﬁi_55_
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It must be noted that such a sample breakdown in
3 .

recreating the family life cycle doe-sl' not perfectly reflect
the .theoretical assumptions o;f the family life cycle
concept. This concept 1is 1intended as a developmental
concept, ideally measuring families as they pass through
each stage in their 1lifetimes. Ideally this requires
longitudinal data on individual families, which is, for most
studies, unreasonable and impractical in terms of temporal
and financial restrictions. The imposition of the model in
a cross—sectional manner, as in this study, results in a’n
artificial construct, but a highly useful one, consistent
wﬂith current research using this framework (Waite, 1980;
Hareven, 1978; and others). The use of a traditional model
such as Glick's, allows the researcher to extraét from a

modern/ population only those families who are in traditional

stages. Despite changes that have taken place in society

since the time that today's elderly went through these
. /

r.

stage themselves, the basic context that modern families
\

facelin each of these stages appears to be quite similar.

>~ ~

Indicators of Concepts

%

The first specification of the.model yses indicators of

general concepts from the Family File of the 1971 Public Use

,
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Sahple Tapes, as follows:

-

L]

Migration.

Interprovincial migration is measured by "Migration
‘Status of Head (DWLS5YAHD), residence on June 1, 1966." The
census categories have been recoded to create a dichotomous
variable that includes the following categories:

0 = non interprovincial migrant, including: same
dwelling; same city, town, village or
municipality; different municipality, same county;
different county, same pfovince.

1 = interprovincial migrant, including: different
province. |

excluded category: outside Canada.

Husband's Age.

The Husband's Age is measured by "Age of Head (AGEHD)."
Census coding remains unchanged, given in’ actual years to

age 75, then 75 for 75 up.

Husband's Place of Birth.

-

The Husband's Place of Birth is measured by "Period of

Immigration of Head (IMMIGHD)", listing the vyear in which

- 58 -
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the head immigrated to Canada. . Census categories were

recoded to create a dichotomous variable.

0 = foreign born, including: before 1946; 1946-55;

1956-60; 1961-5; 1966; 1967-8; 1969-71.

1 = Canadian born, including: not applicable (Canadian

born) . ’

|

Husband's Education.

The Husband's Education is measured by "Level of

Schooling of . Head (EDUHD), highest 1level of schooling

attained." Census coding was transformed inte years of

schooling, as follows:

v

% no. schooling 0.0 years
below grade 5 2.5
grades 5 - 8 6.5
grades 9 - 10 9.5
grade 11 11.0
grade 12 +12,0
grade 13 13.0
university 1-2 14.5
university 3-4 16.5

without degree -
university 3-4 - 16.5 3
with degree

university 5+ "18.0
without degree

university 5+ 18.0-

with degree

Wife's BEducation.

3

-

The Wife's Education is measured by "Level of Schooling
. ~

v

- - 59 -
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\

of Spouse (EDUSP), highest 1level of schooling attained.”
Census categories are recoded into years of séhooling, as

with husband's education above.
Husband's Employment Income.

The Husband's Employment Income is measure bf "Total
Employment Income of ﬁead (EMPHD) ® which the includes the
sum of income receiyed by the family head in 1970 from wages
and salaries; the net income from busipess or professional
pract{ces and/or "the net farm income., Census coding 1is 1in
.actu4l ‘dollars wup to $49,999 then coded as $50,000 for any

sum $50,000 or over. For this study, all values “were

truncated so that.income is given in $1,000 intervals.

Wife's Employwent Income.
\
. |
The W.fe's Employment Income 1is measured by "Total
Employment Income of Spouse (EMPSP)." Census coding is the
same as -for EMPHD, except for respondents in the Atlantic
Region, where income over $25,000 is coded as $25,000. For .

this study, all values were truncated so that income is

given in $1,000 intervals.

Husband's Sglf Employment Status. -
Q v -

-

The Husband's Self Employment Status ié measured ’b§
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"Class of Worker Status of Head (CLHD)." Census categories

s

were recoded .to create a éichotomous variable.'

0

. T~
not self-employed, including: wage earner; wunpaid
family worker; head not working in 1971,
1l = self-employed, including: self empléyed,-

incorporated; and self employed, uninEorporated.

- ‘ -
t . -
’ ~

Homeownership. S

v
e
4

Homeownership was measured by "Tenure (TENURE)." Census
categories were recoded to create a dichotomous variable.
0 = non homeowner, including: rented; not applicable.

1 = homeowner, including: owned.

X

The second specification of the model uses indicators
of the general concepts from thé Individual File of the 1971

Public Use Sample Tapes, as follows:

’”
°

Migration.

ﬁigration is measured b9 "Mig:ation Status - Resideﬁce

on 3une 1, 19Q§ (RES66) ." Census catego;ies were recoded to
create a dichotomous variable, including: “

’ 0 = non-interprovincial migrant, including: same

a ' . L
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dwelling; different 'dwelling, same city, town,

L]

. village or municipality; different municipality,

same county; different county, same province.

>

1l = interprovincial migrant, including: different

province.

excluded caté@ory: different country. -

ki |
.

' ,
Place of Birth.

Y
. / * - C :
The Individual's Place of Birth is measured by "Period

9
of Immigration (PRDIMMIG). VYear of immigration to Canada is

given. Census categories were recoded to create a

[y

dichotomous variable. ,

v ~

0 = foreign born, ihcludinq: before 1946; 1946-55;
1956-60; 1961-65; 1966; 1967-8; 1969; 1970; 1971.
i = Canadian born, including: not applicable (Canadian

born).

Education. 4 . , . 3 /

.
4 [

s R ot . .
The.Individual's Education 'is measured by "Level of

Schooling (EDUCAT)." Census coding was transformed into

?

ygars of schooling, as follows:

Yo

no schooling 0 ye
" below grade 5 2.5
. grades 5 - 8 6.5 . ,
* L grades 9 - 10. 9.5 ) ro
. rade lil - 11.0 ’
rade 12 12.0 ‘
g . | -
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- grade 13 13.0 .
university 1-2 - 14.5 ° :
university 3-4 - 16.5 ‘ . \S
without degﬁee : ‘&~
university 3-4 16.5 =
) ’ with degree ' ..
university 5+ . ! 18.0 -
, . without degree °
university 5+ 18.0 . N
with degree 2
. .
A
Sex.e -

N 2 ’
The Individual's sex is measured by "Sex (Sﬁ&).“ The

© .
‘census coding remains unchanged.

o

0

-male

1 feméig

Age.

The Individual's Age -is measured by "Age (AGE)." The.
census coding reﬁains_unchanged, as actual single years of
age from 0 to 1l1l.

Total Income.

The Individual's Total Income is measyred by "Income,
! ) ' '
Total (INCTOTAL)", including total 1971 income from wages
and salaries, business or professional practice, farm

operations, family and youth allowances, government old age
. )

.- pensions, other gOVernmeqt\Npayments, retirement pensions
’ . ’
~

’

.\ B e l tr’. {
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from previous employment, - bond and depoéit interest and
: N ,

dividends, - other investment sources and other sourtes. The’

census coding is in actual dollars, for all males and for
females npot in the Atlantic Region, up to $74,999, ind then
"coded as $7%,000 for $75,000 or more. FQV females ‘4in the

~ . -
$50,000. For this study, the total ircome 4%8 truncated, so

o

that income 'is given in $1,000 int=rvals.
c
Rztirement” Status. ) - h i

\
. I

getiremené is constructed from two measures, "Major
& ,
Source of 1Income (MAJSINC)" and "Labour Force Status

(LECODEL) . The two were combined to create a new,

',dichotomous variable RETIRE, coded as follows:

0 = non retired, including both: MAJSINC = wages Laqp
- Q}}J . a?

salaries; or - non-farm self employment; farm self

and LFCODEl = worked for. pay‘ or profit (Armed

2

'Forces); worked fqr pay or praofit (Civilian);

wdrked -in unpaid family work; looked for work; on’

temporary lay-off;‘with a job but not at work

1

(Armed Forces); with a job but not at ‘work .

'l

(Civilian); not‘*in labour ferce (inmate).
L 3

1 = retired, including both: “MAJSINC = old age

pensions; other goverannt income; retirement

(‘ »
k\\ pensions} bond and deposit intereﬁt_and divjdgnés;'

t
. L. s .
4 (. .
K | ' {
Y. - 64 -
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Atlan;ic Begion, -an incoge of $50,000 or,yﬁre is codedoaébw

employment; family and youth. allowances, other;
. A . ;
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\ o } j(
. =t

other investment income; and LFCODEl = not in )

» .

labour force (non-inmate).

o 'y }I
.

Climate. . ' 4
)

Climate is measured as.follows: Individual's province Y
of residence is measured by "Geographic Code (GEO-CODE)." A

new 'dichotomous variable 1is created, named CLIMATE,

including the fdllowrng categories:
0 =«"colagr“ provinces, including all provinces except
'B.C.
N

1 5 "warmer" province, including: British Columbia.
i . *

;Y

Lt e n " e A e e Al S e oA O RS

The use of Census data in this study is consistent with,

Q

the practice of most 'prgsenf—day demographers. The

N

Y advantages of using such data include: the reliability and

€ mas e S b,

the size of the sample, which in turn serves to improve the

oy

generalizability of the research findings, and the inclusion

SO 3

4 @, I .
. of so many basic .variables relevant to demographic podels.

’Fpr the purposes of;ﬂhiq‘reseafch, the Public Use gample

Tapes are by far the most extensive data source avatlable.

o,

A survey designed specifigally to £i11 the requirements of o
- » E “ !

the study would be able 'to providé slightly more accurate

ot B

: , 4
indicators of only a few concepts, but to gather a i
) @

representative sample of Canadians would be next: to

) b . ' ‘ ¢
. 4




impossible.

-

in that the Census variables were not desig;ed for éhe
specific purposes of of téis study, certain variables'are to
some;%egree inconsisteﬁt with the theoretical concepts, and
this problem must be addressed. An individual's migration
status 1is measured by comparison of: resideﬁce at the
beginning} and end of the five year census period. Most
other variables, however, are measured only at the end of
the interval, and therefore may in certain® instances provide

inflated or migﬁeading results. The variable most affected

by this problem is Homeownership. It must be assumed, for

' a

present purposes, that homeowners at the end of the census

sNperiod were homeowners at the start. This, of course,

Vg

results ié an overestimation of homeownership. Rentetrs who

did not ‘migrate but did buy homes within the census period
[ -
are assumed to be homeowners who did not migrate, while

renters who did migrate and become homeowners are assumed to

be homeowners who did move. Since migrants represent a very

minor segment of the population, it is fairly safe to say

that the inverse relationship ™ that 1is expected between

homeownership and migration will be inflated. But since
homeownership is an "essential wvariable in the first
specification of the cost-benefit migration model, it must

temain in the analysisw.
P N

.
o

Overall, the variables_ chosen were unlikely to vary

- e o ®

“e
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significantly as a result of migration, since they were dot
necessarily tied to the area .-of origin, but representad
personal attributes, either achieved or ascribed. Only

minor difficulties with the variables are likely to occur.

4
Should there be a need, these problems will be‘@fscussed as

éhey become relevant to the discussion. AN 'é

"Method of Data Analysis

The test of the general hypothesis involves two steps.
The first step ,is aimed at showing that the relative
significahce and strength of the factors related to

interprovincial migration change from stage to stage in' the

life cycle. For this, the five subsamples were selected

from the Family File, rgpresenting the firsp five stages in
the family life cycle, according to the definition given
above. The sixth stage could not be reproduced from the
Eamily File, since this file does not include widowed
individuals ‘without'children living at home. The data were
then analyzed wusing OLS regression techniques. The

structural form of the regression equation is as follows:

Mlgratlonl = a + bbEMPHD +b,EMPSP + b,EDUHD + b,EDUSP +

b TENORE +b6AG HD +b7IMM GHD + b8C HD °
where
a . = constant
b. + = unstandardized regression coeff1c1ent

1
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EMPHD = husband's employment income
EMPSP = wife's employment income

EDUHD = husband's education

EDUSP = wife's education

TENURE = homeownership

AGEHD = husband's age

IMMIGHD = husband's place of birth

CLHD = husband's self-employment status

3

This equation was tested with each of the five subsamples.

The results are prov1ded in chapter six. Comparisons were

made to dejﬁrmlne if the factors did differ from stage to
stage, and if the first epec1f1cat10n was least useful for

the fifth stage.

The second step was a specification of the model

i

relevant to elderly migration, incorporating those variables
or factors 1listed as relevant 1in the'literature. Again
’\

regression analysis was conducted, with the migration

equation taking the following structural form:

,Migration =‘a + C&RETIRE +c,CLIMATE +cgssx +c,PRDIMM +

EDU AT + csIN TOTAL + c7
where

a = constant
c = unstandardized regression coefficients
RETIRE = retirement status Pl .
CLIMATE = climate
SEX = sex .
PRDIMM = place of birth !
EDUCAT = level of education ‘
INCTOTAL = total annual income
AGE = age - . *

This equation was tested with two subsamples £from the
' ° . . .
Individual File, corresponding to those described for stages

five and six of the life cycle. Findings would indicate if

14
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this second specification of the cost-benefit model was more

successful than the first in explainidg elderly migration.

These results are pfesented in chapter six.

| S



J

VI

- FINDINGS

This chapter entails a discussion of the empirical
findings of the research. The test of each specification of
the cost-benefit migration model is dealt with separétely,
Qith the results of these tests being compared to the
effecté predicted in the discussion of the two

specjifications in chapter four.

Specification 1
Sample Characteristics

Table 1 presents the means and standard deviations for
the variables included in the £first specification of the
model for the five samples representing the first five
stagés of the family llée cycle. The data was drawn from

the Family File of the 1971 Census.
The Stage 1 sample, imcluding once married couples

- 70 -




Table 1. Sample

Means for Variables in Migration Equation

1, for Stage 1 to Stage 5 of the Family Life Cycle.

<

4-'
Variable Famil®%y Life Cycle Stage
1 2 k} 4 5
DWL5YAHD .102 .067 .038 028 .009
(.303) (.251) (.191) (.166) (.092),
{
EMPHD 6.037 7.216 8.433 6.892 3.776
(3.629) (4.996) (6.059) - (5.945) (4.660)
EMPSP 3.094 .711 1.110 .952 .473
(2.496) (1.717) (2.162) (2.021) (1.372)
_ EDUHD 11.727 10.095 9.821 8.532 7.556
(3.337) (3.641) (3.652) (3.620) (3.720)
EDUSP “ 11.497 9.944 9.605 8.747  7.817 -
(2.677) (2.926) (3.002) (3.129) (3.286)
__AGEHD 26.872 33.509 43.497 52.747  64.548
P (5.046)  (7.663) (7.628) (7.701) (7.630)
CLHD .009 .022 .035 .030 .014
(.096) (.146) (.183) (.170) (.116)
IMMIGHD .872 . 844 .800 .821 .712
(.326) (.363) (.400) (.383) (.453)
TENURE .282 .599 .773 .812 .814
(.450) (.490) (.419) (.391) (.390)
N 3097 10516 7482 5193 590
Notes: :

figures in brackets are standard deviations

without <children everborn,

1

is the most interprovincially

‘migratory, with 10% having migrated within the past fiveé
A% k

years (see DWLSYAHD) . The mean age of the husband in this

- 71 -
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stage is 26.9 years. The meaﬁ employment income of the
husband (EMPHD) is $6,087 per vyear, Jinle for the wife
(EMPSP) it is $3,094. 'The mean vyears of education are
slightly higher‘ for the husband (EDUHD) than for the wife *
(EDUSP), 11.7 to 1ll.5. 87.9% of the husbands in stage -one
are Canadian born (IMMIGHD), 0.9% are self-employed (CLHD),

and 28.2% of families are homeowners (TENURE)..

Stage 2 families (married with preschool age children),
are less interprovincially migratory than are families in
stage one. The mean age of the husband in this stage is
33.5’ years. The mean annual employwent income for the
_husband is $7,216, higher than in stage one, while for the
wife it is much lower, $7li, making the husband almost the
sole provider. The mean number of years of education is
higher. for the husband (10.1) than for the wife (9.9). A
great majority of the husbands are Canadian born ‘(84.4%).
In comparison to Stage 1 families, a greater percentage of
Stage 2 families are homeowners (59.9%), . or self-employed

(2.2%).

Stage '3 families consist of once married couples with

children everborn, all children at home and living in

school. They are even less migratory than the previous

stage families, with .only 3.8% being interprovincial

3
migrants within the -past five years. The mean age of the

husband is 43.5 years. The mean for the husband's annual

g
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employment income peaks. in stage-3, at $8,433, while th

wife's mean annual employment income also increases from

KT et e o ans mrad me st ] # T op &

stage 2 to a level of $1,110. The mean number of years of
education {gma;n slightly higher for the stage 3 husgand
(9.82) than for the wife (9.61). Canadian born husbands |
represent 80% of the families at this stage. . Again, both
the percéntage of self-employed hushands (3.5%) and
homeowners (73.3%) increase from the %previous stage.

‘

The Stage 4 sample, comprised of families whose

B T

children are beginning to leave home, continues the trend,

e e
o

as even a smaller percentage of families (2.8%) are

interprovincially migratory. The mean age of the stage four

B

husband is 52.7 years. For both husbands and wives, the
fiean annual employment income is lower than in the previous 3

stage, and the husband continues to earn much more than the

St 1

wife, 56,892 to $952 respectively. In this fourth staée
sample, wives for the first time have a slightly higher
level of education (8.75 years) than husbaﬁds (8.53‘ygqrs)ﬂ
Again, over 82% of husbands are Canédian' born. Slightly* i
fewer (3.0%) are self-employed than in the third stage, but i
again even axgreater percentage of families (8;.2}) are 3

L ) ;o ;

homeowners.

-

¢
5
1

Couples with no «children rémaining at home, thgse in,
Stage 5, ar§ the least interprovincially mnigratory of the

five samples in table 1. The mean age of the husband (54.5"

\
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(‘ years) is near retirement age and, correspondingly, for both

/

.

spouses. the lowest means for'empioyment income are seen,
$3,77?'for“husbands, $473 foF wives. As in stage four, the
-mean years of eddcation are sl;ghtly higher for wives (7.8
years) than for husbands (7.6 years). The lowest percentage
of Canadian born husbands (71. %f) is found 1n this sample.

A lower percentage of self-employdd husbands (1.4%) is found

for in this sample than for all but the stdge one sample..

. 81.4% of families in this stage five sample are homeowners,
N ‘ (4]

representing the highest percentage of the five samples.

3 _ .

DA

Certain of these figures are worthy of discussion.

Interprovincial migration is seen to decline steadily from

]

generally found in the literature hetween age and m;gratlon.

Homeownership increases over  the - five stages.
. .

, Self-employment is seen to be most prevalent in the age

group from the early thirties to pre-rétirément.

3
¢

Two unﬂsual sets of means are.seeh in table 1. The

husband's income drops suddenly in stage ‘4, in- which the

-

mean age for the husband is pnly 52.7 years. This finding

1

"is a result of the ‘use of crosgectional data. The figures
do not indicate that as families reach stage four the

husband's employment income is reduced, rather, they reflect

-

: - the ldjg{ salar& scales that individuals in stage four in
1979 ha

A

followed through therr work careers. -In present

b ! _74‘ N

stage one to stage five, following the inverge relationship

-8
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"day society, it is not uncommon for a young man to be making

-~

more than his middle age father. ‘Crossectional data also
‘\

v

produces an unusual declining ;tend in years of education of

1)

. /
both husband and wife through the 1lffe cycle. It |is

1t s o B .
b s PR AT A RN D g 2
:

distressing : to see that for each successive stage of the

L

life cycle, the 1level of education decreases. It is

obviously not possible for individuals to accumulate féwer

years of education as they pass through the life cycle. The
explanation is, of course, that each successive cohort is !
attaining a higher mean level of education in Canada. It is

interesting to note that in the "oldest"™ stages, women are

e o e wd Tt AT

more highly educated than.meh,ép teﬁdency which is reversed

[}

in the '"younger""stéqes, reflecting charges 1in school

H

attendance over time, -

R PPN R SR

"o

o of 3 0

The samples presented in table 1 were those used to
2

L . . . ﬁ
test the first specification of the ;:;L—benefit migration ;
model using OLS regression. ) ;/ ’ .

- ' ‘ ° » ) }

A f;

. Ao

4 ° f”‘ i

X . - 1

,Findings C . A ) - . i

prommow eI L
-

L}

The ‘'regression cogfffcients'&btained for the test of

W

the first specification of the .cost-benefit model of

v

migration are presented in tables 2 .and 3. The discussion

ot g SR R
AP o .

of theserfindings can begin,yith a simple comparison of the ‘

expected and actual relationshiPs found between migration

o - 75 -
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and each of the independent variables in the speciification,

through the first f1ve stages og\the family llfe qy}le. The

unstandardized regre531on coeffic1ents in ltabfe 2 are

»

referred -to in this discussion. ‘\

\
W \\

/> X .
Husband's employment. income (EMPHD) and ' husband's
3 \.J * . * I

education (EDUHD) were found to have the‘expected overall

positive,effquE(on iﬁterprovincialﬂ miérqtion. The only

g

/

stages one and five, were predicted, with the hlgh labour‘

mob1lity of th1§ younger group expectan to reduce the

strength of this. p051t}ve effect, whlle all " stage five

I

variables relatid. to occupation w%re;expected to produce

such efﬁects‘gue to the greater tendency of stage five

- ’l‘

individuals “to be retired. This was also evident in the

S .
negative effect of husuhnd's selaf-employment status on

A

migration.

s,
. ’ { &

., + Wife's employment income ' (EMPSP) also, was found to ha@e

) . \
the predicted, "negagtive effect on migration acroBss ‘all
e 4 *

fstages of the family ILﬁe cycle. Also expected was the

decline in thlS effect in étages two and three, due to *the.

\ .

hidh proportion of women .who restrict full-time emplo;?ent
. rs A.‘ N
"while all their children are at ‘home. The low,

insignificant 'effegt noted in stagé flve, related to the
‘ M
nedring or reaching of retirement age,ggalso fulfllled

R v e

expectatlons made in dlscussion 1n chapter four.

3
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Migration Equation 1,/ for' Census Families in Stage 1 to
“Stage 5 of the Faq%ly Life C%Cle. ~ ‘.
Independent Family Life Cycle St;ges ‘
Variables 1 2 3 4 5
b
/ -
EMPHD -.000 . 001 L00L**  ,002%*  ,000
Ty (.002) (.001) (.000)  (.000)  (.001)
\ N
IMMIGHD .019 =,012 .002, -,013* .002
| (.017) (.007) (.006)  (.006)  (.009)
TENURE S.036%%  —.063%*%  ~.053%% -, 046%* -, 01l
(.013) {.005) (.005)  (.006)  (.010)
. o
EMPSP -.007**  ~,002 ~.001 -.003* -.002
(.002) (.001) (.001)  (.001)  (.003)
AGEHD -.000 -.001 , . =.002%* -,001%* 000
(.001) (.000) (.000)  (.008)  (.001)
. . AT
EDUSP, .008** .068 .002%* .002% .001
‘ : (.002) (.001) - (.001) . (.001)  (.002)
EDUHD L006%* ", 0Q5%* .003*%  _002%*  _001
(.002) (.001) (.001)  (.001)  (.001)
: \
N t .
" CLHD -.060" ©  -.015 -.028 -.002 -.008
’ (.0586) (.017) (,011)  (.014) - (.033)
. . v
[ * \

Cgnstant © -.043 ~. 008 .096 ..084 -.003
R 't 017 .037 .029 .028 .009
‘Adjusted R .01S .038 .028 " .027 .000 -
N 3097 10516 7482 5193 590

Notes: O

A

> N~ . - . N ,
*Table 2. Unstandardized/ 0§S Regression Coeffigients "for

figures in brackets are standard errors «

a walue of .000 represents a coefficient of less than”

.001.

* gignificant at .05 level
~ ** gignificant at .001 level

-

miératioﬁ evident {n. the findings was contrary to the

' »
4

4

iy
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expectation of a negative relationship, an expectation based

éhwfé; assumbtion that education was\positively related to

the "wife's ~occupatfonal status, which in turn would be

inversely related to migration in all stages buf five. The
actual f{ndings can be explained by an alternége argument,
put forth by Courchene (1970)<" In this argdhent, education
is seen as a factor tbéé reduces the cost of distancesby
providing the individual ;ith the resources necessary to
accurately evaluate potential migration destinations. This
%s the same argument used to accurat%ly predict the-positive
effect gf wife's.ﬁducation in,stage five, "where qccupation
was not expected to be a determining factor.
I

'Husband's age (AGEHD) was found to have sthe ‘expected
negative eggect on migration through the first four stages,
though\in stage five this effect became slightly positive.
)This serves to 1illustrate the uniqueness of later-stage

(eiderly) ﬁiqration. The expected negative effect o% self

emgloyment status (CLHD) in all stages was also found.
¢ ok . .
Husbanﬁ's! place of birth (IMMIGHD) provided some
-Unuéua}, highly variablel findings, with Canadians ‘more,"

likely to migfate' in stages one,tthrée aﬁd five, but less.

1ikely than the foreign born to migrate in stages two and

“ four. 'It 1is possible that the great ma'érity of Canadian

4

+ ' . [ 94 " .
born respondents in the .sample may hdve produced these

surprising .effects. It is :worth noting that only one

oy

.
s
' ¥
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coefficient is significant at the .05 level; in sﬁsqe four,

\ the expected significant, neggtive effect was found.
The final independent variable %n the first model
o specification is homeownership (TENURE). The expected
negative effects on migration were found for all stages;
{including the lowest value in the fifth stage, when the
ifamily home may lose some of its hold because the children

- R {
are all gone.

Overall, the effects of each independent variable on
.interprovincial migration, with the exception of wife's
- education, were consistent with those expected.
B ~
Next, the discussion turns to the propositions stated
in 'chapter four, and whether or not the empirical findings
rd

are consistent with them. The rea@er is referred to tables

3 and 4. . .

{

+

Proposition one states that the relative effects of the

~independent variables in the first specitication of thé‘

. model will vary from stage to stage-in the family life
cysle.h Relative effects of the variables in each stage are

) ; \
determined by. the standardized regression coefficients

(table 3). Table’d illustpates the relative effects in each

3

stage, Wy listing the indgpenéent variables in ranked order,
. -~ . K .

according to their corresponding standardized coefficienta.
- ’ .

\ A
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Table 3. Standardized OLS Regression Coefficients for

Migration Equation 1, for Census Families in Stage 1l to
Stage 5 of the Family Lifes Cycle. -

¥

Independent - Family Life Cycle Stages

Variables 1 2 3 4 5
EMPHD -.000 .001 .042 .058 .002
IMMIGHD .020 -.017 .004 -.030 .012
. TENURE -.054 -.121 -.117 -.109 -.046
EMPSP -.058  -,013 . -.010 4033 -.031
AN .
AGEHD -.000 -.017 -.069 -.046 . 002
EDUSP 074 .079 .054 .051 .044
EDUHD .061 ..079 .054 .051 .044
CLHD ’ "'"019 -0008 -v027 -.003 -0010 .(/\,?
\
Constant  -.043 .008°'  .096 .084 -.003
R2 .017 . 037 . 029 .028 .009
Adjusted R2 .0LS .036 . .028 .027 .000
"N 3097 10516 7482 © 5193 590
g
" Notes: N

b

a value of .000 represents a coefficient of less than
.001 : ’

° L

3 F S
oY y
(a4

Order isafﬁpm highest to lowest effects.

‘ P

\

Thag the relative effects of the independent variable.
R A .

% - 30 -
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change from stage to stage is evident in table 4. At least
one of the four highest ranked variables change as one moves

from each stage to the nexﬁ, with the exception of the
e

N,
transition from stage thregfto four. Between all stages, .

including three and four, the ranking’ of all variables
change in. some way.  °

Certain majo%‘ trends are evident. that are generally
consistent with the discussion and the statément of the
second ‘' through fifth propositions im ochapter four.
Variables related to the wife are found to be most important:
or significant factors in stage one, but in stagesltwo’
through four, with children present 1in tﬁe home, these
factors become relatively unimportan?, only to again become
among the most important in staqe five, with all children
‘gone., This trend is evident 1in the ranking of £wo

“

variables: wife's 'employment incbme (EMPSP) and wife's

education (EDUSP). Théﬁranking of wife's employment income

changes through the five éﬁages as follows: third, sixth,

seventh, sixth, and fourth. Wife''s education changes

acc%:ding to a similar pattern: first, secohd (tﬁéd), f£ifth,

fifth, and first (tie/éi?). - .
! :

Corresponding to the:. trend in factors related to the

wife, was the expected "mirror-image"” trend found in two

factors related to the husband: =mployment income (EMPHD)

re

and age (AGEHD). Husband's employment income |is ranked:

k]
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Table 4. Independent Variables in. Migration Equation 1,
Ranked by Standardized OLS Regression Coefficients, for
Stage 1 Qg\Stage 5 of the Family Life Cycle. )

S

-

. Family Life Cycle Stage

Rank
' 1 2 3 4 5
B / 4
/ -

1 EDUSP TENURE TENURE TENURE TENURE *
(.074) (~.121) (-.117) (-.109) "(=.046)

2 EDUHD ' EDUHD * AGEHD SALHD EDUSP *

. (.061) (.079) (-.069) (.098) (.046)

EMPSP EDUSP * EDUHD EDUHD EDUHD
{-.058) (.079) (.054) ({.051) {.044)
TENURE AGEHD + EMPHD AGEHD EMPSP
(-.054) (-.017) (042) (.046) (-.031)
IMMIGHD IMMIGHD + EDUSP EDUSP IMMIGHD
(.020) (-.017) (.032) (.035) (.012) .
CLHD EMPSP CLHD EMPSP CLHD
{(-.019) (-.013) (-.027) (.033)' (-.010)
EMPHD EMPHD EMPSP IMMIGHD EMPHD +
AGEHD CLHD IMMIGHD CLHD AGEHD '+
(=-.000) (-.008) (.004) (.003) (.002):

N 3097 10516 7482 5193 590

\l -
Notes {

figures in brackets are standardized coefficients

-a value of .000 represents a coefficient of less tham
.001 co

* tied rank

+ tied rank

seventh, seventh, fourth, second, and seventh. Thrbugh the
five stages, Husband's age’ is ranked: eighth, fourth (tiad),
—.82 - ‘ \;
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second, fourth, ;nd eighth. While thgfe trends do not
represent perfect "mirror-images” of those seen for factors
related to the wife, they do correpond overall to one
another, as predicted. .

The first proposition in chapter.four implies that ' the
first specification of ER model would be effective in
explaining migration in stages one thrbugh four, and
ineffectiye in exblaining migration in stage five. Again we
must refer back to table 2 In stage one coefficients for
four variables -“#ife's education (EDUSP), wife's employment
income (EMPSP); homeownérship (TENURE), andﬁ‘bhdsband's
education (EDUHD) - are statistically. significant at the
.001 1level. In stage tﬁof coefficientsp{ for three
variables - homeowgérship (TENURE), wife's education (EDUSP)
and husband's education (EDURD) -~ are statistically
significant at the .001 1level. Four coefficients are

significant at the .001 1level for the st;ge' three

regression, including husband's employment income (EMPHD),

homeownership (TENURE), husband's age (AGEHD), and husband's

education (EDUHD). 1In addition, the coefficient for wife's

‘education (EDUSP) is statistically significant at the .05

level.

For the first four stages, then, at least three

variables in each regression proved\significaaily linked to °

interprovincial migration, according to statistical tests.
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The test of the first specifica&ion on the fifth - stage
resulted ih no coefficient being statistically signifiéant
at the .05 level. These results are consistent with the
first proposition 1in chapter four. This propositioﬁ was
based on the assumﬁtion that there are differences between
the Eacpors related to elderly migration (the mean age of
the husband in the stage five sample is 64.5 years), and
those related to migratipn of the younger segment of the
population. That mést of the variables in  this
spec{fication do not ‘even apply to individuals in stage six,
further indicates its ineffectiveness in eXplaining

later~-stage migration.

As 1indicated by the extremely low R2 values, however,
it is evident that the firgt specif{cation of the model |is
generally ineffective . in explaining migration
decision;making for all five stages. fhis questions the
strength of the specifications of the cost-benefit model
being used in ‘the study. It was stated earlier that
personal factors, including\tastesi persoﬁﬁiEéttéchments, et
cetéra, were not being tested with this model,\ With Fhe

results seen here it is reasonable to surmise that -a-more
° ~

effective specification of the model need include

attitudinal or psychological factors. The census data used

‘also appear to be somewhat inadequate, a more effective

X . '
study would require supplemental data to more accurately

analyze micro-level migration processes.

{
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Specification 2
Sample Characteristics
The means and standard deviations of the variables 1in

the second specification of the migration model, for the

stage five and six samples from the Individual File of the

Table 5. Sample Means for Variables in Migration Equation
2, for Stage 1 to Stage 5 of the Family Life Cycle.

Independent Family Life Cycle Stage .
Variables S5a 6ba

. a8
RES 66 .024 ¢.151) .023 (.150)
RETIRE .356 (.479) .690 (.462)
SEX .428 (.495) . 758 (.429)
PRDIMM ‘ .692 (.462) . 651 (.477)
EDUCAT 8.235 (3.604) 7.289. (3.640)
INCTOTAL 2.437 (4.401) .691 (2.066) .
AGE . 62.526 (9.754) 72.404 (10.589)
CLIMATE .135 (.342) . 119 (.324)
N 15252 5944

Notes R . ‘
figures in brackets are standard deviations

g ¢

1971 Census are presented in table S.

“ A 4

The stage -5a sample includes married individuals who
. % .
have children everborn, but none still living at home. 2.4%

- 85, -
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of such indiQidualsamigrated, interprovincially during the
past five nyears; 35.6% of phi; sample was retired. 42.8%
were female; 69.2% were Canaéian' born. - That this 1is an
elderly sample 1is confirmed by the mean age of the éample,'
62.5 Qears. The mean education of the sample was 8.24
years. . The mean income from all sources for such
individuals was $2,437. —;3.5% lived in the warmer climaée

of British Columbia.

Stage 6a individuals, widowed and with children
everborn, but, again, none living at home, were slightl?
less migratory than the earlier stage, with 23% having

migrated interprovincially within the past five years. The

- mean age of such individuals was well beyond retirement age,

at 72.4 years. Cé:respondingly, 69% were retired, and the
mean income was much lower than for the stage 5a sample
($69.10). 75.8% of this sample was female; 65.1% of the
stage 5a individuals were Canadian born; the mean years of
education were slightly lower than for the previous stage,

at 7.29. A slightly lower percentage of this sample (11.9%)

lived - in British Columbia's warmer climate.

Both samples are similar, the major dgfference in means
being evident in the 1income 1levels, associated with the
increaseg“retirement dnd age levels. Also, there was a
great increase in the proportion of females in the final

*.

stage, reflecting the higher survival ratio of women.
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These were the two samples used in the test of’ the

second migration model, using OLS regression.

Findings

a 2

« . Table 6 'presents the regression coefficients obtained

from the test of the second specification of the migration.

&

;‘model. This includes variables considered in the literature

to be relevant to migration of the elderly. The effects of

each ~independént variable in the specification to
interprovincial migration of families in stage five and six
are first considered, 1in terms of the brief discussion of
this specpfication  included inﬂ chapter - four.  The
.unstandardized regréssion coeffiqients are referred to in
this consideration.: Generally, the ﬂ effects of the
independent variables on. migration at both stages were
expected to be similar, both “reflecting elderly migration
effects. -Differences found between the effects in both
stages can in part be explained in terms of the sample

distribution.

. . . "
Retirement '(RETIRE) was expected to have a positive

effect on elderly migration. This was found in stage £ive,

but - not stage six. This latter finding may have been

’
t

L . ,
affected by Fhe sample distribution, with 69.0% of those in

the stage six sample being retired. The negative e fEle

-

-
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Table 6.

2,

L

OLS Regression-Coefficients- for Migration Equation

for Census Families in Stage 5 and Stage 6 of the Family
Life Cycle.

Independent Stage 1n Famlly Life Cycle
Variables S5a ' 6a
unstand. stand. unstand. _stand.
coeff. coeff. qoeff. coeff.
RETIRE .01l ** 035 -.004 | -.012
) (.003) (.005) -
* CLIMATE .051 ** 116 .035 ** 076
coo (.004) (.006)
SEX -.008 * -,025 .007 .019.
(.003) ® Nyos)
PRDIMM - -.004 .012 -.008  -.024
.(.003) (.004)
EDUCAT .002 ** 046 L0001 * .032
. (.000) ’ (.001)
INCTOTAL -.001 ¥ -.\p22 .001 ., .009
(.000) (.001)
/ I' -
AGE -.00L ** - 076 -.000 -.016
(.000). (.001) °
Constant .078 .028
R2 .021 .010
Adjusted R2 .021 .009 .
N 15252 594 4

*
X ]

.
found in

Notes:®

figires in brackets are standard errors

a value -of
.001

significant at
significant at

.05 level
.001 1level

- 88 -

\ihls stage was not significant at
-~

the .05

.000 represents a coefficient of less than,

1evel.'



3

These findings, however, are also consisteni with the .work
of Golant (1972) who explafned that "young" elde?ly re;irees‘
are more iikely to move than are "old" eldgrly retireesﬂ

AN

"Climate (CLIMATE) was found to have the expected

Y

8 : :
~significant, positive 2ffect on migration in both‘ stages .

five and six. This effect was’slightly greater in stage

-~

five, again the tendency for "young" retireéds ‘to be more

migratory than "old" migrants explaining the difference.
. . oW « .

.

Also consistent with expected findings were positivé,éffectsv

i

in bdth stages for education (EDUCAT), and negdtive effects

o

for age (AGE) and place of'birté (PRDIMM) . ,
. D‘ _ .' n »
. Several uﬁusdal ef%ects were'found, though none prove
‘to be problematic. fhe expected negative effect of sex

\ v
(SEX), onh migration was-

also Yound in stage five, with .

females teﬁdiﬁg: to m{grate lesk than males, bu@ the effect
was unexpectedly)p9§}tive In stage six. This could géain be
the result of a ské&ed.distribut{on, with 75.8% of the étage
six sample being female: This coefficiént was not

significant at the .05 level, indicating that such might be

0

.,i’\\ . . ' ,.:‘.

Total'iﬁcome '(;NCTDTAL). was ekpeé%éd «to produce .a
. . , ¢

the case. Coa -

1 . -

Se—

‘positive effect 6n migratioh, the‘reasoning,being that it
N . ‘ 1 ' "

would provide the potential elderly migrant with . more

resources with which to finance. a @ove., This efifect is

- 3
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apparent in sﬂ&ge six,‘%ut not in stage five. This 1is

' \ ! ' a .
. likely explained- ,by the fact that a  certain group of

individ#als in stage five a&e Qg;_retired, and,' therefore,

higher totalhiqéome in stage\€ive is not merely a reflection
« “\X - \ M
of aggﬁlapge resources, but, employment  status. This

explanation is particularly justified when the.positive

effect of retirement on migration, previously discussed, is

1
taken into consideration. "

5 o
.
'

The above discussion tends ¢t correct, clarify and

0 Y

expand upon the brié% discussion in chapter ' four regarding
_thé, second speqification of the model. A; Barsby and Cox
(1975) noted, the findings presented to this point 'in the
'study of elderly midration are variable, but the factors
that they identify remain useful_ fof research and theory
butlding. This is why the discyssion on the second
specification of the model inlchapte; gour was brief, and

only formed one testable proposition.

w
The test of the second specification must be considered
in terms of the seventh and final proposition, which implie’
that thé.d sécond specification will be  effective in

explaining interprovincial migration in stages five and six.

Again, thiﬁfeader is referred to table 6. ‘

Six of seven regression coefficients for variables in

- L

-the second specification of the cost~-benefit model were

’
'
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4 "~ s
statistically significant at the .05 level or greater for
Fist . .

“ the stage 5a. sample. In contrast to this result, no
. . ! .

coefficients for the first specification of the model were

statistically significant for the stage 5 sample in the

’fbrst test., While only two of seven cpefficients are

statistically significant in the results from the test of

. the second specification of the model with the stage 6a

sample, this may be, as discussed above, partly a function
of the  highly skewed distribution of the stage 6a sa%ple&
The first specification of the model could not even be
properly tested on the stage 6 sample in the original test.
It seems evident that the second specification ig much. more
effective than the first in ekpiaining e;derly migration
decision making, this finding supporting the third
proposition in chapter four. ‘ $

As with the first specificafion, very low R? values
were found in the test of the sec;nd specification with Ehe
stage 5a and Ga'samples, ipgicating that other variables,

such as those measuring K psychological and attitudinal
factors need be included if a truly effective specification
is to be designed 'to explain the elderly migration

decision-making process. .

To measure these, questionﬂaire items would have to be
constructed that would ask respondents their reasons for

moving— or staying, their degree of satisfaction with the




A

toe

*

area ?f origin apd’ destination,” what family or personal

edbtioqal tie$ they felt to either area, what employment or

N ~ - . .
career considerations are inwvolved in their decision to move’

: o ) . .
_or stay, and so on. These are the types of questions that

not included on ‘the Census’ questaonnaire. + Again, ‘the

, are
: A o . N . )
L} ‘ . ‘ l\
census data alone appear to he inadequate.
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VII- .

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

This study has beern a micro-level consideration of
3

K

interprovficial migration in Ca;ada, for the 1966-1971°
census period, ’looking at factors related to the migration
decision-making process at each sfaqe of .the family life
cycle..( The first specification’ of the "cost-benefit
migrgﬁion model)was tested using the Family File of the 1971
Census of 'Canaaa Public " Use Sample Tapes, and a second
specification, includiﬁg factors more relevant to the

decision—haking of the -elderly, was tested  using the

Individual File of the same data source.

It was found.that the first specification was ﬁinimally.
effective in explainihé migration 'in the earlier staéesvof~
the family life cycle, eséecially .those \sféges- in . which
children are present in the home, but generally an
ineffective explanatory model, as seen in the higher R2
values for the middle stages, but the low RZ vélues for all
stages. Significant variation in the relative importance of
the. factors included in the specification was evident from

.
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stage to stage. Migration in the later' (elderly) stages Qf

_the family life cycle was not effegtively explained by\this'

specification of the model; the second specification was
. : .. . N
slightly more effective in explaining later’stage migration,
but it was also generally ineffective.
}Utnvgeneral, these findings confirm the contention of
most "individuals involved'in research into migration of the

elderly, that elderly migration is different from migration

o v

of the general popuiatiqn, and that new explanatory models
at the micro level need be'devéloped and empirically tested.
The second specification of the model, developed for this
séudy, proved to be slightly more effective than the first
épeéification in’ explaininé elderly migration, but the l&w

R2

values indicate that it is not truly effective in its
present form. These findings indicdte that a specification
of the cost-benefit model designed to address this problem
need consider not only "traditional" demographic factors,
but also psychological factors. ‘This demands the use of
additional data to be used supplementary to that available
from public use sample census tapes. Still more research is
required and improved models need be.developed, especially
those dealing.with the micro~-level processas related to
elderly migration.

As discussed .in the early part of this paper, the

importance of research of the elderly 1is increasingly

%
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'becoming recognized in /North Amérlca, as the fact of an

aging populatlon is made known to more and 2 more people.

While it appeans that more research 1& belng‘undertaken in

» - b 2t

America, it 'is essential'.that we develop a store ’of

. *, . «

knowledge -that is a reflection of the unique, Canadian

situation. It is hoped that this thesis will contribute to

.
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such develbpment,
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APPENDIX.

R

While the findings of the research discussed above were

. . ) »
both interesting and informaﬁive,~there was nevertheless a

degree of disapbointmént at the low explanatory power of the

©

.second specification of the migration model, and at the -

general ineffectiveness of that ~specification to expléin
séage fiye and six migration. Upon completion of the
thesis, however, it was pointéd“ out that these 1low
coefficiedtsomight‘be misleading, and that an alternate form
of analysis might produce findings that would be more

sensitive to the issue at hand.

The use of Ordinary Least Squares (QLS) \Regressioh in

analyzing data such as that used in this study can present a.

. \
problem ‘of sorts. Being a linear model, the OLS estimation
technique may produce predicted values that are less than

zero and greater than one. When the dependent variable can

~only have two values, zero or one, such predicted values are

-

‘inaccurate.

’
The answer to this problem is to use a non-linear
probability model. The LOGIT model does not allow predicted

values to exceed the 1limits of the dichotomy, and when

- 96 - ,
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o

plotted represénts an S-shaped curye, ‘as opposed to the

straight line of linear models. By not allowing ‘estimate,d
. e ’ .
values of the dependent variable to be less than zero or

&
-

! : N
greater than one, the final coefficients produced are much
4 A

more sensitive to the relationship being tested between the
"dichotomous dependent variable and the independent variables

in the model.

“ >

-
Ay

The OLS' regressions in the thesis were run using the

N

REGRESSION command inothe SEatistical Package for the Social
Sciences (SPSS). It proved to be too costly to test a LOGIT

model using the NONLINEAR command in SPSS for ' the entire

o

-

sample, primarily due to excessive core allocation
requirementg. It was important, however, to obtain some
results for comparison, if only to test the potential
effectiveness of the LOGIT model with the data. all
variables from the second regression equation were included
in a LOGIT model4 which was fested on the maximum percentagg

sample allowable for each of stages 5a and 6a. The second

*

OLS regression equat‘ion was also testad on the same samples.

The results of  these tEsts are presented in table 7.

A

- —— ——— — o - —

“rhe non-linear (LOGIT) model is represented by the
equation P =1/(1 + 2%B) where P = probability of
migration; X = vector of" independent variables; B = vector
of parameters. Hence, the effect of a2 unit change in one of
the independent variables on migration calculated at the
mean is: & ° _ _ n

dPdxL = P (1 - P)Bg &
|
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j'It is evident from the comparison, that for both samples,

much \h-iqper statistical significance of coefficients was

produced with th% LOGIT m|odel than with the OLS' model. With
only two exceptions, the signs of the coef‘ficients' remain
the same, ané, throﬁgt{x&t’ft,_ the sta;:istica_l‘ly not sigpificant
OLS ¢ coefficients/ %'\/re coupled ‘with much more respect.able
LOGIT coefficier‘;ﬁts. It‘ would appear that the non-linear
LOGIT specification 1is more appropriate_to analyzing the
migratiorﬂm decision-making process being examined. This is a
strong indiqation that the variables included in the second
specification of the cost-benefit migration model are more
useful than thought in the discussion ’of the OLS test.

The usefulness of LOGIT analysis in dealing with thg
résearch problem is apparent, 1the results indicating an

increased sensitivity of coefficient estimates to the method

of estimation. It is 4also evident that the 8PSS version of

LOGIT has its own limitations in terms of the number of
cases it can handle. Time constraints l'.xave prevented me
from familiarizing myself with, and applying, 'the more
power ful Time Séries Processor (TSP) version of LOGIT to the

{
data. ‘

R

Increased 'us%e of non-linear analysis with micro-level

data may be the key to future study of eldei:ly migration

decision-making processes. There remains much to be done in

the area, especially in Canada. . -
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.Table 7. Unstandardized Coefficienés for OLS and LOGIT
Regressions for Stage 5 and ! Stage 6 of the Family Life
Cycle. P .
. . . i-‘;ﬂo‘
Independent Stage in Family Life.Cycle :
Variables ¢ 5a (10% sample) 6a (30% sample)
{
OoLS LOGIT OLS - LOGIT )
RETIRE -.006 ~ 427 ** . .003° 504 **
. (.Oll)1 (.312) (.009) (.410) .
PRDIMM  -.005 ~.264 ** _ -,006 - 211 *
(.009) "(.226) (.008) (.254)
EDUCAT .003 * .050 ** 1,002 -.074 “**
(.001) (.033) (.001) (.034)
SEX -. 006 -.240 ** .003 .499 **
(.009) (.238) {.009) (.405)
. AGE -.001 --031 **: -.00002 "0005 **
. o (.001) (.015) (.0003)  (.013)
CLIMATE 067 ** 1,592 *+ T.060 ** 1,836 **
(.Oll% (.277) - (.011) (.314)
SALHD -.003 .* -.150 ** -.0003 .035 **
(.001) (.053) (.002) (.080)
CONSTANT .071 -1.847 .005 T -.411
(.037) (.972) (.031) (1.096)
~ . RESIDUAL »
SUM OF 36.634 36.518 42,052 42,080
SQUARES .
Notes:
* significant at .05 level
** gignificant at .00l level

figures in .brackets are standard errors
standard errors listed for the LOGIT model are inaccurate
to some degree, but should not be problematic for the
present, illustrative purposes. Breslaw and Irvine (1982)
have developed the following correction formula, should the
reader wish to calculate the precise values:
' ‘'SEML = SELS
62.
LS =" least squares; (52 =

-

where< SE = standard error;
est:imation of error variance.
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Table 7 -~ Continued '

: /.
» . b
For stage ,5a, the correction factor is SE/8.5461l; for stage:» .
6a it is SE/9.17388.° Applying this adjustment, all
cqefficients become statistically significant.
. - 1
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