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A DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS OF THE INCIDENCE AND
NATURE OF REPEAT MIGRATION WITHIN CANADA,
: 1968-71

E. Kenneth Grant and John Vanderkamp
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Résumé — En utilisant une grande série de micro données, cette étude détermine
la quantité, la probabilité et la nature de la migration répétée (progressive et
de retour) a lintérieur du Canada durant la période 1968-71. Des
mouvements répétés constituent une proportion importante des courants
migratoires annuels. Dans le cas des vastes régions géographiques, les
mouvements de retour constituent la majeure partie des mouvements répétés
et la plupart de ceux-ci arrivent durant la premiére année apres le déménage-
ment initial. Les émigrants répétés sont sélectifs en termes des caractéristi-
ques personnelles, du lieu d’origine, de Pexpérience migratoire précédente et
de la durée d’absence du lieu d’origine. Les indications préliminaires
suggerent que Pexpérience en revenu des émigrants de retour est moins
favorable que celle des autres émigrants.

Abstract '— This study quantifies and déscribes the probability and nature of
repeat migration (onward and return) within Canada in the period 1968-71
using a large micro data set. Repeat moves constitute a significant propor-
tion of annual migration flows. For large geographical areas, return moves
constitute the majority of repeat moves, and most of these occur within the
first year after the initial move. Repeat migrants are selective in terms of per-
sonal characteristics, the origin location, previous migratory experience and
the length of absence from the origin. Preliminary evidence suggests that the
income experience of return migrants is less favourable than that of other
migrants.

Key Words — return and repeat migration
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Introduction

Research concerning the incidence, causes and effects of multiple
migration within Canada has lagged considerably behind that for the
United States due to the lack of longitudinal micro data for Canada.
Most studies of repeat migratory flows within Canada on a national basis
have dealt solely with return migration and have relied heavily on data
which cover return migration after one year’s absence (Vanderkamp,
1972) or census information which quantifies return migration to the
place of birth or education (Marr and Millerd, 1980). Vanderkamp, us-
ing insured population data (those who contributed to the Canadian
uhemployment insurance programme), estimhates return migration,
1967-78, to be 21.6 per cent of “new” 1966-67 migrants (those who had
not réturned to their 1965 province of employment in the period
1966-67),! while Marr and Millerd estimate that approximately one-
eighth of those who migrated prior to 1966 returned to their school-
finishing province during the census period 1966-71.

The purpose of this paper is to quantify and describe the probability
and nature of repeat migration (onward and return) within Canada in the
period 1968-71; as such, it represents the preliminary stage of a more ex-
tensive econometric analysis. With the exception of Stone’s work (1978)
on the frequency of inter-municipality moves, little is known about
multiple tigration in Canada. We felt that a report whose primary pur-
pose was to provide a descriptive analysis of the data would be a useful
addition to the literature. Given the nature of our data, our analysis of
multiple migration is restricted to the migratory behaviour of individuals
who niade repeat moves within a four-year time frame.

‘Our theotetical framework is in the human capital tradition and
follows the recent work of DaVanzo (see particularly DaVanzo, 1981;
DaVanzo and Morrison, 1981). For well-known reasons, this framework
explains the selectivity of migrants by various personal and economic
characteristics including age and occupation. The incidence of multiple
move behaviour is likely to be high for young persons because they have
attitudes which are conducive to moving often (Morrison, 1971).
Specifically, short time preferences, relatively few family responsibilities,
low risk aversion and a strong desire for locational change will trigger
multiple moves among young adults. In addition, given the extent to
which career considerations require multiple moves within the short
periods of time, we should expect to observe migration propensities for
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certain occupations (young professionals, military personnel and
transportation and construction workers) in one time period to be
positively affected by previous geographical moves.

Most migration decisions are made in uncertainty and may lead to
disappointment. The propensity of a subsequent move should be high for
those migrants who have overestimated their earning potential and/or
psychic benefits in the destination and for those whose actual earnings
fall short of their expectations (see Allen, 1979; Yezer and Thurston,
1976). These individuals are perhaps those who have conducted little in-
formation search and/or who have limited prior migration experience.
According to DaVanzo and Morrison, movers among Standard
Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSAs) who made a return move one
year after the initial move were younger, less educated and more prone to
unemployment before the initial move and just before the second move,
compared with primary or onward moves. In summary, disappointed
migrants are more likely to make a repeat move.

The periodicity between moves and the destination of a subsequent
move for disappointed individuals is not clear, but it seems reasonable to
argue that the greater the negative discrepancy between actual and an-
ticipated migration payoffs, the faster these individuals will make a
subsequent “corrective” move with a return move having a high pro-
bability. As DaVanzo and Morrison explain, disappointed migrants are
likely to return quickly in order to avoid the depreciation of their
location-specific capital (such as kinship ties, job experience and, for
businessmen, clientele) in the origin region. At the same time,
destination-specific human capital accumulates over time, and hence, for
both reasons, the probability of a repeat move should decrease as the
length of residence in a location increases (see Clark and Huff, 1977).

Students of migration have considered the distance from the origin to
various destinations to be a rough proxy for information flows as well as
a measure of the direct costs of move. There is ample evidence in the
literature that the propensity to move is a decreasing function of
distance. Considering only the cost of the movement aspect, we should
expect to find that return migration probabilities also decrease with the
distance of the original move. However, if information reliability
declines as the distance of the initial move increases, thereby making
disappointment more likely, the probability of return (and other repeat)
moves might vary positively with distance.
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Data

The special data set available to us is the data base established by the
Unemployment Insurance Commission (U.I.C.) to analyse the effects of
the new unemployment insurance legislation and regulations. This data
base combines information from a number of different sources, mostly
within the U.I.C., but also contains tax records obtained from the
Department of Revenue/Taxation. The tax record is the source which is
used to track the migratory experience of each individual. Although tax
information as a basis for recording migration has its shortcomings (see
Grant and Vanderkamp, 1976), it is considerably better than Famiily
Allowance data, which exclude families without children or those with
older children. In addition, the longitudinal nature of tax files permits us
to identify the timing, frequency and type of move (primary, return and
onward) for each individual in the sample.

The particular sample which is used for this study is comprised of ap-
proximately 14,000 weighted observations of cases with continuous an-
nual information concerning location for the complete period 1968-71.
The actual number of individuals is about 28,000, but they are weighted
to reflect the sampling technique. The original sample consisted of close
to 300,000 individuals. To bring this sample down to a more manageable
size, we took the following four steps. First, we eliminated all individuals
who had no record (except a social insurance number) in any of the years
1965-71 (see Grant and Vanderkamp, 1976:9). Second, we eliminated all
individuals who had incomplete records for any of the years 1968-70; the
reason for concentrating on individuals with complete records in 1968-70
is‘that we have more information about individual characteristics, etc.,
for this period. As a result of these two steps, we reduced the total sam-
ple to about half of its original size. However, there are some disadvan-
tages associated with a sample which uses continuous records. It is more
likely to exclude casual and secondary participants in the labour force. In
addition, a continuous record sample discriminates against new entrants
into the labour force after 1966 as well as those leaving the labour force
before 1971. Thus young persons and women are more likely to be ex-
cluded. Since the young are very mobile and have low income levels but
relatively high annual percentage increases, a continuous record sample
underestimates mobility rates, overestimates income levels . and
underestimates percentage increases in income.

Third, this set was separated into “movers” and “stayers” — a “mover”
being an individual who migrated between localities (see below) at some
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point in the period 1968-70. Fourth, we took a 10 per cent random sam-
ple of all “stayers” — those who did not migrate between localities in
1968-70 — and combined them with a// “movers” to give us our sample.
For present purposes we also excluded people without a record in 1971.
The result is our set of about 28,000 individuals, over half of whom are
“movers” (in the sense defined), but because “movers” have been “sampl-
ed” ten times as intensively as “stayers,” we give all movers a weight of

0.1 which results in just over 14,000 weighted observations. All this
~ should be kept in mind when interpreting the various tables reported

here, particularly Table 3 which contains detailed breakdowns of various
' migrant categories.

Locational designations are derived from two sources in an
individual’s tax file. The taxing province refers to the province of
residence as of 31 December of a particular year. A change in taxing-
province codes between two years is therefore denoted as a faxing-
province move. The second locational designation is the home address
from which an individual mailed his/her tax return before the end of
April of the year following the taxation year. There are 337 locality codes
(excluding outside Canada) which cover all counties and census divisions
as well as 100 major urban areas identified separately. A change in the
code from one year to the next is defined as an inter-locality move. The
time of a move is such that for 1968-69 migration, the actual move took

" place between March/April of 1969 and March/April of 1970 because in-
dividual tax forms are mailed three to four months after the completion
of the relevant taxation (calendar) year. Locality codes by year were also
aggregated into 44 regional areas (see Appendix C of Grant and
Vanderkamp, 1976) and into 10 mailing provinces, and hence two addi-
tional types of moves were obtained: inter-regional moves and mailing-
province moves. Therefore, for each of the four definitions of location, a

- maximum of three moves is possible for the period 1968-71. In addition,
there are four types of continuous “stayers.” Because of differences in
timing, mailing-province moves and taxing-province moves for the same
years do not refer to exactly the same group of migrants, although they
overlap by about two-thirds.

There are 15 possible migration sequences within the 1968-71 period
for each of the four locational definitions, and these are illustrated
schematically by the probability “tree” in Figure 1. The notations i, j, k
and / refer to different locations. In all cases, i refers to any origin
region, j is any destination of the initial move, & is any destination of the
second move except location {, and / is any destination of the third move
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except for locations i, j and k. For example, the classification #jii (case 1)
refers to persons who moved from 7 to j in 1968-69, returned to i in
1969-70 and remained in i in 1970-71. Obviously, the classification #iii
represents continuous stayers in location i (case 15). Primary movers
(cases 4, 12 and 14) are individuals who made only one move, namely in
1968-69, 1969-70 and 1970-71, respectively. Repeat movers who made
only two moves can be classified as either onward movers (three different
locations for cases 6, 7 and 13) or return movers to region i (cases 1, 5
and 11). The other five cases all involve three moves.

Even though we only have four years of data, the length of residence in
the destination region (j) between the first and second move may differ.
Cases 5 and 6 represent a two-year gap while cases 1, 7, 11 and 13 repre-
sent a one-year interval. The values for each branch of the tree may thus
be used to calculate migration propensities which differ by the number of
moves, the date of the original move and the periodicity of moves. It
should be remembered that we treat 1968-69 as the point of the initial
moving decision, but prior moves clearly may (and in fact) have occurred
before 1968.

Our micro data base also provides information on migrants’
characteristics which will be analyzed in a later section. Certain
characteristics — such as age, sex, marital status, location and average
income — are available for the whole of this particular sample. Other in-
formation on occupation, industry and unemployment claims is
available only for members of the insured population (covering about 60
per cent of our sample). Information on previous moves (before 1968) is
not available for new entrants into the sample.

Migration Propensities

The probability tree information allows us to analyze migration
behaviour in two ways. The data in Table 1 track the subsequent
migratory experience of individuals after their initial move/stay decision
in 1968-69 and record annual migratory propensities throughout the
period. The data in Table 2 represent a retrospective approach: the im-
pact that migratory experience (including frequency and periodicity)
prior to 1970 had on the probability of making a move 1970-71.

Annual migration flows in the top panel of Table 1 display a somewhat
strange cyclical pattern over a period in which unemployment rates in
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Canada increased from 4.8 per cent in 1968 to 6.4 per cent in 1971.2 A
speculative explanation is that the increase in unemployment — par-
ticularly the jump recorded in 1969-70 — had the effect of reducing
“new” migration (first recorded initial move) in 1969-70, but by increas-
ing the incidence of repeat migration particularly of the return variety in
1970-71, led to an increase in the annual migration rate in 1970-71 com-
pared with 1969-70. The information in Table 1 provides some support
for this contention. The probability of a return move in 1970-71, with the
population at risk being persons who made their initial move in 1969-70
(case 11), is higher for each of the four types of moves compared with the

TABLE 1. MIGRATION PROPENSITIES, 1968-71

(Per Cent)
Intexr— Inter-— Inter-
locality regional provincial
Mailing Taxing
Prov. Prov.
1. Annual Migration Rates .
1968-69 5.46 3.47 1.42 1.59
1969-70 4.95 3.18 1.24 1.34
1970-71 5.83 3.59 1.39 1.38
2. Number of Moves
None 86.71 91.45 96.56 96.40
One 10.65 6.99 2.86 2,95
Two 2.35 1.42 .54 .58
Three .29 .14 .04 .07
3. Propensity of Repeat Move, 1969~-70
(first move 1968-69)
--return (cases 1, 2, 3) 9.29 10.61 12.70 13.81
—-onward (cases 7, 8, 9, 10) 12.70 9.12 5.66 5.45
4, Propensity of Repeat Move, 1970-71
a) first move, 1968-69
--return to 1968 area (cases 5, 8) 5.39 6.05 7.29 6.73
--return to 1969 area (cases 2, 9) 1.49 1.33 1.62 2.51
--onward (cases 3, 6, 10) 11.02 8.01 3.69 4.81
b) first move 1969-70
-~return (case 1ll) 9.95 11.51 14.70 15.14
~-onward (case 13) 10.32 7.44 3.64 3.53
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probability that a return move was made in 1969-70 after an initial move
in 1968-69 (cases 1 through 3). Furthermore, we estimate from data
underlying Table 2 that 30 per cent of the 1970-71 migratory flows was
comprised of persons who had moved prior to 1970 and that the ratio of
return moves to all repeat moves in 1970-71 ranged from 43 per cent (for
inter-locality moves) to 75 per cent (for inter-provincial moves).

Inter-locality moves entail shorter average distances than those for
inter-regional and inter-provincial moves. We observe that the highest
propensities — on an annual basis as well as for repeat migration one
year after the initial move — are for inter-locality changes, while the
lowest are for inter-provincial moves. We estimate that about 20 per cent
of the individuals who moved one year previously, move again.
However, the composition of this flow differed substantially according
to the size of the geographical unit. The odds of a return move to an on-
ward move are very high for inter-provincial moves but low for inter-
locality moves. This observation can be explained as follows. First, short
distance moves are more likely associated with a change in housing, for
example, between an urban area and its surrounding rural locality. Se-
cond, information about job opportunities for short distances may be
better, and hence the incidence of disappointing moves may be lower.
Third, kinship ties are more easily retained at short distances thus reduc-
ing the need to return to a former location. Finally, some of the onward
migration cases in the inter-locality dimension will be reclassified as
return migration cases when we adopt broader (regional or provincial)
definitions: these are migrants who are returning “home” in the broader
sense.

Table 1 contains information which supports the contention that the
probability of a return move decreases as the length of absence from the
origin area increases. About 17 per cent of inter-regional and 20 per cent
of inter-provincial movers in 1968-69 returned to the 1968 region (pro-
vince) by 1971 (although not all of the 1969-70 returnees stayed, see cases
2 and 3). About 65 per cent of the return moves occurred one year after
the 1968-69 move. Of the remaining 35 per cent, most of the cases involv-
ed a stay of two years after the initial move (case 5).

The probability of a move is likely to be positively related to previous
migratory experience (including the frequency of moves) and negatively
related to the length of residence in a particular location. We also argued
that a subsequent move which attempts to correct for an unsuccessful in-
itial move is likely to occur quickly. Support for these arguments is clear-
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ly illustrated by Table 2.3 The percentage migration rates for 1970-71 are
cross-tabulated by the number of moves prior to 1970 and by the length
of residence in the 1970 location, the maximum value being three years.
The length of residence and the number of previous moves seem to have
separate effects. Reading down the column listed as “total sample,” we
find that the migration rate in 1970-71 was positively influenced by the
number of prior moves. These patterns generally prevail — reading down
the “one year” column which represents one year of residence in the 1970
location — the notable exception being for inter-provincial moves.
DaVanzo (1981) has offered an explanation for this exceptional case. She
argues that the probability of a move in a particular period should be
positively affected by a move immediately prior to the period in ques-
tion, except in the case in which the last prior move was a return move.

TABLE 2. MIGRATION RATES, 1970-71, BY DURATION OF RESIDENCE
AND NUMBER OF MOVES IN RECENT PAST
(Per Cent)

Duration of Residence in 1970 area

No. of Moves of the
type listed made 1 YEAR 2 YEARS 3 YEARS TOTAL SAMPLE
1968-70

Inter-locality

0 - - 4.5 4.5
1 20.3 16.1 - 18.0
2 24.4 - - 24.4

Inter-regional

0 - - 2.8 2.8
1 19.0 14.2 - 16.5
2 20.1 - - 20.1
Inter-provincial
(Mailing Province)
0 -- —-= 1.1 1.1
1 18.3 11.9 - 14.9
2 15.5 - ~- 15.5
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This seems a reasonable argument particularly in cases for which the
return move was occasioned by an unsuccessful move prior to the return
move, and hence these individuals became “gun-shy” about making
subsequent moves. Comparing the migration rates in Figure 1 for the ag-
gregate of cases 1 through 3 (the so-called gun-shy return migrants) and
for the aggregate of cases 7 through 10 (the onward movers), we note in
the table below that the probability of a move in 1970-71 was lower for
persons who had return moved in 1969-70.

Probability of a Move, 1970-71

Cases 1 to 3 Cases 7 to 10
(return move (onward move
1969-70) 1969-70)
% %
Inter-locality 18.6 28.6
Inter-regional 16.0 24.8
Inter-provincial 13.8 20.0

(Mailing Province)

Given the previously demonstrated fact that return migrants constitute
the majority of repeat migrants — especially for inter-provincial moves
— DaVanzo’s argument is suggestive. It suggests that in micro-
econometric testing we should expect the effects of prior migration ex-
perience and length of residence to be different for these two groups of
migrants.

Finally, Table 2 suggests that the longer the length of residency in a
location, the lower the probability of a move. This can be seen by reading
along the row listed in “1 move.” The inter-regional migration rate or
cases in which a person lived two years in the 1970 region (cases 5 and 6)
was 14.2 per cent as contrasted to 19.0 per cent for individuals who lived
there only one year (cases 11 and 13). This finding is also in line with the
proposition that the probability of a return move falls with the length of
absence from the origin region.

71



E. Kenneth Grant and John Vanderkamp

Characteristics of Inter-regional Migrants

In this section we examine the characteristics of repeat migrants by
comparison with other individuals who moved inter-regionally, 1968-71.
We have chosen to concentrate on inter-regional moves because they
represent the intermediate case and because, to our knowledge, this is the
first time that statistics of this kind for Canadian multiple movers have
been reported.

In order to keep the classification of inter-regional migrants (primary,
return and onward) as simple as possible, we have limited our analysis to
persons who made no more than two moves in the period 1968-71. This
restriction eliminates less than 0.2 per cent of the total sample or less
than 2 per cent of the total number of migrants.

We observe from Table 3 that migrants on average are younger than
those who stay, which accords with other research results (see DeVanzo
and Morrison, 1981, and Stone, 1978). Those who made repeat moves
are younger than primary movers, and onward movers are somewhat
younger than return migrants. The youth selectivity of repeat migrants
accords with observations that (1) anywhere from 11 to 17 per cent of
those in the various repeat migrant categories underwent some form of
educational experience in 1969 and (2) fewer of the repeat migrants are
married with fewer dependents.

Any data set which is a segment of the complete life cycle migratory
experience is likely to misclassify migrant categories. Ours is no excep-
tion. Unfortunately, we do not have complete locational information as
far back as 1965 for about 3000 individuals of the 14,000 sample, and
these exclusions are problematic: they are particularly concentrated in
young age groups and those which are movers in the 1968-71 period. We
see from Table 3 that many of the moves that we classified as primary in
either 1968-69 or 1969-70 are incorrectly specified. Many migrants had
moved between regions in the interval 1965-68. This is particularly the
case for onward movers in the 1968-71 period.

“The data in Table 3 suggest that return migrants (cases 1, 5 and 11) had
the least previous migration experience relative to onward and primary
movers. Perhaps it is because of their lack of previous migratory ex-
perience that these migrants had disappointing experiences in the 1969
destination region and hence returned to the origin region. The data also
indicate that all migrant groups had more migration experience in
1965-66 than in 1967-68, which is in conflict with an earlier observation.
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In particular, if previous migrants are less likely to make another move
the longer the time spent in the “new” region, then we should expect that
present (1968-69) migrants are more likely to have had a migration ex-
perience in 1967-68 than in 1965-66. We have no complete explanation
for the pattern observed in Table 3, although the migration rates for
1966-67 and 1967-68 are too low because the tax records of many of
those who moved showed an “unknown” locality code in 1967 — ap-
parently the result of the introduction of “personalized” income tax
forms in 1967 (see Grant and Vanderkamp, 1976). It was partly for this
reason that we chose our sample with concentration on migration ex-
perience in the 1968-71 period.

The youth selectivity of migrants — especially of repeat migrants —
accords with low levels of initial (1968) income relative to stayers. It is in-
teresting that although primary movers are on average about eight years
younger than stayers, their 1968 income is only slightly lower while their
1971 income is higher compared with that of stayers. Our tabular
evidence suggests that the income profile of primary migrants is steeper
than that of stayers since the ratio of 1971 to 1968 income is higher for
primary migrants than for stayers. This in turn suggests that the migra-
tion decision has a positive pay-off. However, as we have demonstrated
previously by econometric testing of earnings functions (Grant and
Vanderkamp, 1980; see also Polachek and Horvath, 1977), primary
migrants in this period experienced income losses, and so tabular infor-
mation is inadequate for judging migration returns. In particular, the
shape of the age-earnings profile is quite complex and many other
variables associated with, for example, marital status, sex, industry
change, occupation and unionization are not controlled for in our simple
tabular comparisons.

Although we must await the results of a detailed econometric analysis
of income profiles for various migrant categories, our raw data give the
general impression that income increases are greatest for onward movers.
The increase in income from 1968 to 1971 for onward movers is 48 per
cent compared with 17 per cent for stayers and 36 per cent for primary
movers. Why onward movers seem to be the most successful in increas-
ing their income is difficult to ascertain at this preliminary stage of our
work. In addition, onward migrants had comparably lower incidences of
unemployment.

On the other hand, the labour market experience of returnees — par-
ticularly for those who returned one year after their initial move — ap-
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pears to be less successful than for other migrant groups. Consistent with
the work of Davanzo and Morrison, we find that returnees experienced
the lowest percentage increase in income and the highest incidence of
unemployment benefits after the initial move.4 These observations are
consistent with the proposition that many return moves are necessitated
by disappointing previous moves, as we have argued previously. Of
course, what is required in future work is a thorough test of this disap-
pointment hypothesis. This will involve the computation of a “disap-
pointment” index measured by the ratio of actual income to some level of
income which the migrant expected to earn after the initial move.

Summary

This descriptive analysis has been based on a Canadian set of micro
data which contains some longitudinal information for the period
1965-71. We are particularly concerned with the frequency of repeat
migration and with the characteristics of the two subgroups, return and
onward migrants.

Initially, we concentrated on a probability tree which characterizes all
of the 15 possible alternatives available during 1968-71. Based on dif-
ferent geographical definitions, we differentiate between four types of
probability trees. Of course, all migration probabilities diminish as we
define broader geographical regions, in our case as we go from 337
localities to 10 provinces. For the intermediate definition of 44 regions,
we show that 17 per cent of the 1968-69 migrants returned to their home
region by 1971, and almost two-thirds of these did so in 1969-70 — the
first year after the original move. The relative frequency of onward ver-
sus return moves is also strongly affected by the geographical definitions,
and we suggest a number of reasons for this.

Based on human capital considerations, DaVanzo (1981) has suggested
that both previous migratory experience and length of residence in-
fluence migration propensities. Although our main data cover only a
short period, we provide support for DaVanzo’s findings. Length of
residence appears to have a negative effect and previous migration ex-
perience has a positive effect on current migration decisions. The main
exception to this occurs when the previous migration experience involved
a return move, in which case the individual is less likely to migrate again.
We also provide evidence that all groups of 1968-71 migrants had more
frequent migration experience between 1965 and 1968 than did the
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1968-71 stayers. Return migrants seem to have had the least prior
migratory experience of all migrant groups. ,

Considering a number of personal characteristics, we show that inter-
regional migrants were on average younger than stayers, with a smaller
proportion being married and a larger proportion in the student
category. These tendencies were generally strongest for onward migrants
and least strong for primary migrants (one-time movers), with return
migrants taking an intermediate position. In line with these
characteristics, all migrant groups started off in 1967 with lower average
incomes than stayers, but by 1971 all inter-regional migrant groups — ex-
cept return migrants — had higher average incomes than stayers.

The income (and unemployment) experience of return migrants was
clearly less favourable. Their final incomes were lower than for all other
groups. We provide some evidence for a disappointment hypothesis
related to return migrants. We also discuss, at some length, the earlier
migration experiences of the various groups. In a subsequent paper we
plan to report on some direct tests of the disappointment hypothesis. -
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Footnotes

1. In terms of “population at risk,” the percentage is slightly lower, that is, 19.3 per cent
of people who migrated between provinces in 1966-67 returned to their provinces of
origin in 1967-68.

2,-Our estimates of annual inter-provincial propensities are generally in line with other
Canadian studies but somewhat lower partly due to differing time periods and data
(Vanderkamp, 1968) and partly due to the restriction that a person must have four
years of continuous records (Grant and Vanderkamp, 1976). In addition,
‘Vanderkamp (1972) established a significantly positive relationship between return
migration and unemployment rates. .

3. Our Table 2 has an identical forinat to that of Table 2 in DaVanzo (1981). Although
qifferent countries are involved, the estimated migration propensities are strikingly
similar. 4 ‘ '
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4. Income data are from annual tax records, and unemployment rates are measured by
the percentage of those eligible who received unemployment benefits in a particular
year.
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