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Inter-provincial migration is an interesting and  important to pic for many reasons.

First, migration obviously affects the population size, demographic composition,

and social and cultural make-up of each province, thus influencing the distribution

of the nation’s population and some of its basic characteristics. Second, inter-

provincial migration is integrally bound up with labour market opportunities and



228 FINNIE

econom ic performa nce. Peo ple tend to mo ve to where jobs are more plentiful and

incomes higher, while the associated skill flows affect the productivity and earn-

ings structures in both the province of origin and the destination jurisdiction, as

well as the nation as a w hole. Third , these move ments are d irectly related to

various social policy issues. For example, the social assistance and medicare

systems are obliged to ensure the po rtability of benefits, but also aim to minimise

the extent of migra tion in respo nse to provincial d ifferences in these  program s, all

in a context where these progra ms are und er provinc ial control. T he federally

controlled unemployment insurance system faces comparable issues –  needing to

meet the particular needs of each province while attempting to minimise inter-

provincial m ovemen ts of an unwan ted type (ind ividuals moving to another juris-

diction simply because benefits are better) and encourage those which would be

preferred (workers leaving depressed markets to go where their employment

opportunities are better). Other programs – large and small, national, provincial

and even local – invo lve similar issues.

Inter-provincial migration is also pertinent to a variety  of more specific human

resource issues. For example, migration affects the aggregate demand for

government-provided/supported labour force training programs (movers might

need more or less re-training than non-mo vers) and the distribution of this demand

across jurisdictions, as well as the overall level and distribution of the benefits of

these programs,  which depend on local employment opportunities and where the

individuals  to whom these  benefits are attached choose to live. Migration  affects

the costs and benefits of the provincially controlled education systems in similar

fashion, with some provinces,  for example, having a history of being net “provid-

ers” of educated individu als to other jurisdictions.

Migration is also implicated in various regulatory issues, perhap s especially

regarding rules and regulations regarding professional certification and licensing,

which are sometim es alleged to  represent significant barriers to the free flow of

citizens to where their employment opportunities are greatest or where they other-

wise wish to live.

Finally – and related to all the above – the mov ement of Canadian s across

provincial boundaries is of central importance to the country’s very sense of

nationhood. Presumably the more that Canadians move from one province to

another, the better is natio nal understa nding and  the greater th e stake in keeping

the country together or – alternatively – the more critical it would be to preserve

the positive elem ents of these flow s in any post-C anada set o f political-econ omic

relationships.

Given the importa nce of the topic, i t is not surprising that there is by now a

fairly extensive literature on inter-provincial migration (see following section). But

despite  the considerable value of these contributions, they are all limited by the

lack of the sort of up-to-date broad-base d longitudinal database which  is most

suitable for the topic. In short, inter-provincial mobility is a dynamic process, and

thus requires similarly dynamic – or longitudinal – data to b e fully and pro perly

analysed.

The contribution of this paper is, then, to report the results of an empirical
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analysis of inter-provincial migration based on the recently available Longitudinal

Administrative Database (LAD), which has been constructed by linking individu-

als’ tax files over time. More specifically, the longitudina l nature of the d ata is

exploited to categorise individuals according to their migration patterns over the

1982 to 1995  period into  stayers, one-time movers,  returners, and multiple movers

and then to a ddress the fo llowing ques tions: 

< What is the extent of these different types of inter-provincial mobility over

this extended period of time? 

< How do these dynamics vary by age, sex and province? 

< How do the income profiles of movers and non-movers compare  “before” and

“after” moving (for those who do) and – pari passu – what are the effects of

inter-provincial mobility on individuals’ incomes? and 

< How do movers compare on these same dimension s to the incumb ents  of the

provinces (i.e. those people who were residents of the provinces concerned)

to which they move?

In the following se ction, a summary is provided of the existing literature and

the advantages of the LAD database for addressing the topic, thus establishing the

context of the work. T his is followed b y a more tec hnical discussio n of the data

and the samples u sed in the analysis. The empirical results are then presented , with

the concluding section then summarizing the major find ings and their  implications.

The Existing Literature and Related Research

As noted ab ove, there is  by now a fair accumulation of work on inter-provincial

mobility,  some of a more descrip tive type (i.e., tabular analysis), other more

analytic (i.e., econometric). Anderson (1966), Courchene (1974), Grant and

Vanderkamp (1976, 1984 and 1986 ), Hiscott (1987), Hou and Beaujo t (1995) , Lin

(1995), Newbold and Liaw (1990), Osberg et al (1994), Robinson and Tomes

(1982), Rosenbaum (1988, 199 3), Stone (1969), Vachon and Vaillancourt (1998),

Vanderkamp (1972) , and Van derkamp  and Gra nt (1988) collectively measure

gross outflows, gross inflows, net flows, and the specific province-to-province

patterns of inter-provincial mobility, and analyse the basic characteristics of

movers and non-movers and the associated income patterns, while Day and

Grafton (1997) and Burbidge and Finnie (1999) focus on the specific case of

migration rela ted to attend ing university.

Econo metric models which look at the determinants of inter-provincial

mobility more formally, including an important sub-literature centred on the role

of fiscal variables, can be found in Courchene (1970),  Day (1992), Day and Winer

(1994), Dean (1992), Grant and Vanderkamp (1976, 1986), Hou and Beaujot

(1995), Lin (199 5), Mills  et al (1983), Osberg et al (1994), Robinson and Tomes

(1982), Rosenbaum (1988, 1993), Shaw (1986), Vachon and  Vaillancourt (1998),
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1. A first-generation Canadian longitudinal database, the Labour Market Activity Survey, was both
too small and too short (just two years in length) for most purposes of studying inter-provincial
mobility (although Lin [1995] and Osberg et al (1994) push these data to their capacity in this
respect). The more recently developed Survey of Labour Income Dynamics (“SLID”) currently
has just two years of data available and will thus require some waiting before it is suitable for
any extended analysis of inter-provincial mobility; it will rotate individuals out of the sample
after just 6 years, meaning that lon ger-term studies  will never be possible; and is small in size
relative to the LAD data used here and therefore will not support the sort of detailed analysis
(broken down by age,  sex and provinc e) undertaken  here.

and W iner and G authier (19 82). 

Literature with a focus on the effects of inter-provinc ial mobility  on provincial

wage structures and related policy issues includes C ourchene (1974), Graham

(1964 ), Rosenb luth (1996 ), Shaw (19 86), and V anderkam p (1988 ). 

Finally, the relationship between migratio n and individ uals’ income s is

covered in Courchene (1974), Grant and Vanderkamp (1976, 1980, 1984), and

Marr and Millerd  (1980) , as well as in mor e of a passing  manner in  Osberg et al

(1994) and Robinson and T omes (1982).

Virtually all of these studies are based on cross-sectional databases, with the

official Population Census being the most commonly used. The clear exceptions

are Courchene (1974) and the various publications by Grant and Vanderkamp,

which use data of a generally similar type – tax-based  longitudinal files – to those

used in this study. However, these other studies cover an earlier and much shorter

period of time and the underlying files were not developed to the extent that the

LAD has been. The present work is, therefore, in the tradition of those earlier

efforts, while exploiting  the benefits  of the much longer, up-to-date, and otherwise

improved LAD file.

The var ious benefits  accruing to the LAD’s specific longitudinal nature and

other characteristics are discussed in greater detail below, but the main advantages

stem from the opportunity to follow given individuals on a year-by-year basis over

an extended period of time. It is thus possible to observe the extent and direction

of inter-provincial mobility from one year to a nother and  over longe r periods, to

categorise individuals  accordin g to their longitud inal mobility pro files, to identify

the characteristics of movers and stayers, and to analyse the effects of inter-

provincial mobility on individuals’ incomes by observing them before and after

their moves.

In short, the sort of analysis of inter-provincial mobility presented here

generally  depends on beginning with a dynamically representative longitudinal

database  which possesses information regarding individuals’ place of residence

and other characteristics on a constant current basis so that all moves can be

identified and prop erly analysed. T he LAD  uniquely  meets these requirements for

Canada.1

This paper is one in a series on the subject by the author based on the LAD.

It is derived fro m Finnie (1 998a), w hich is also the source of Finnie (1999), the

latter comprising an analysis of the general extent and specific directions of inter-
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provincial migration over shorter and longer periods (without constructing the

longitudinal profiles focused on here), as well as rates of out-migration, in-

immigration, and net migration by province and age-sex group on an annual basis.

Finnie (1998b) reports the results of an econometric analysis of the individual

characteristics and environmental factors associated with inter-provincial migration

from one year to the next, which includes the provincial unemployment rate,

whether or not the ind ividual has received social assistance or unemployment

insurance or is otherwise seen to be at a low income level, area size of residence,

family status (marriage and the presence of children), and a series of year variables

to pick up time trends. Finally, Finnie (1998c) exploits the longitudinal nature of

the data to estimate fixed effects econometric models of the short-run effects of

inter-provincial mobility on individuals’ earnings, to compare movers’ pre-move

earnings patterns to those of individuals w ho did  not leave the province of origin,

and to analyse the inte gration of mo vers into the lab our marke ts of their new places

of residence.

The Data

The Longitudinal Administrative Database (LAD )

The Longitudinal Administrative Database (LAD), which has been constructed by

Statistics Canada , is a ten percent representative sample of Canadian tax filers

followed as individuals o ver time and  matched in to family units  on an annual basis,

thereby providing individual and family-level information on incom es, taxes, and

basic demogr aphic  characteristics, including province of residence, in a dynamic

framework. The first year of data for the LAD is 1982 and the file ran through

1995 at the time this project was undertaken, thus determining the period covered

by the analysis. 

Individuals  are selected into the LAD from  the complete tax filer database

held by Revenue Canada by a random number generator based on Social Insurance

Numbers,  with records linked across years fo r given individ uals by SIN-matching.

Individuals  drop out of the LAD if they become non-filers, principally because the

person has a low income and is, therefor e, not require d to file and ch ooses no t to

do so (see below); is out of the country; or has died. New filers (young people,

immigrants, etc.) automatically refresh the database in the general ratio of one-in-

ten. (Individuals who change their SIN – which is not uncommon – continue to be

tracked ac ross this chang e.)

The LAD’s coverage of the adult population is very good since, unlike some

other countries (suc h as the U.S .) the rate of tax filing is very high: higher income

Canadians are require d to file, while lowe r income ind ividuals have  incentives to

do so in order to recover income tax and other payroll tax deductions made

throughout the year and, especially since 1986, to receive various tax credits. The

full sets of annual tax files from which the LAD is constructed are estimated to

cover from 91 to 95 % of the target adult population (official population
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2. The LAD does in fact have similar types of problems, but  to a much more lim ited degree. Moves
which are followed by a return to the original province within a single calendar year are missed
(since individuals are in the same province at both year ends), while multiple moves over the
course of a single calendar year which leave the individual in a different province are not
differentiated from single movements (for similar reasons). 

estimates), thus comparin g favourably with other survey-based databases, even

rivalling the Census of Population in this regard.

Furthermore, given that most individuals file tax forms every year, attrition

from the sample is  quite low, meaning that the LAD remains quite representative

on a longitudinal basis as well as cross-sectionally. This is especially significant

in a context where survey databases typically have greater problems locating – or,

in the case of lon gitudinal data , following – individua ls, especially those who

move, potentially resulting  in serious sampling bias in the context of any study of

inter-provinc ial mobility.

The Principal Advantages of the Longitudinal Aspect of the LAD

The annual-based longitudinal structure of the LAD allows all inter-provincial

moves which occur from one year to another to be identified over the full period

spanned by the data. T his represen ts a fundame ntal advanta ge over wh at is

possible  with cross-sectional database s (including the  census), which  typically

collect information only on the current pro vince of resid ence and  (retrospec tively)

the one in which the individual lived at a given point in time in the past (e.g., at the

previous census). This results in incomplete move profiles; in particular,

individuals  who move just o nce are no t differentiated fro m multiple  movers, wh ile

movem ents which are followed by a subsequent move back to the home province

over the rele vant period  (e.g., the inter-census inte rval) are misse d entirely.2

Cross-sectional data are, furthermore, inherently limited in the information

they provide regarding the “pre-mov e” situation. T hus, in additio n to typically

generating incomplete samples/profiles of inter-provinc ial moves, non-longitudinal

databases are severely  limited with respect to the analysis which can be undertaken

with whatever observations are available. For example, an essential element of this

study is to analyse the average pre- versus po st-move income levels of mo vers,

which would generally not be possible with non-longitudinal data.

Finally, the large number of observations on the LAD – on the order of two

million per year – allows  this study of inter-pro vincial mob ility to be conducted at

a detailed leve l. More sp ecifically, longitud inal mobility profiles are studied by

age-sex group and pro vince for even the smallest jurisdictions, and all of these

breakdowns turn out to be critical to the analysis and interpretation of the findings.

Identifying Inter-Provincial Migration and Constructing 

Longitudinal Migration Profiles
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An individual’s province of residence is taken to be that in which taxes were

payable  – essentially whe re the individu al was residing  at year end. T his variable

is well-suited to the a nalysis becau se it is conceptu ally approp riate; tightly defined

(including its residence-at-year-end specificity); and, being a key piece of

information for tax purpose s, is generally verified by Revenue Canada. An inter-

provincial move is identified as a change in the individual’s tax province from one

year to another. (Vanderkamp and Grant (1988) discuss the various ways of

identifying migration using other types of databases and the advantages of tax-

based lon gitudinal data  in this regard.)

Individuals  were then classified into the following categories according to

their longitudinal mobility profiles. “Stayers” made no inter-provincial moves from

1982 to 1995; “single movers” moved to another province and then remained

there; “multiple movers” made more than one move and finished the period in a

different province from that of the 1982 base year; while “returners” made any

series of moves w hich left the perso n living in the origina l province a gain in 1995.

The Inc ome Va riable

The income va riable used  in this study is market income, thus excluding (m ost

notably)  government transfers. M ore specifica lly, it includes employment income

(wages, salaries, commissions, and other employment income), self-employment

income (net business income, net professional income, net commission income, net

farming income, net fishing income), pension income, and other private sources

of income (dividends, interest, net rental income, alimony/child support, RR SPs,

limited partnerships). Capital gains are excluded due to their  significant variab ility

from one year to another.

This  choice was driven, first, by necessity, as th e LAD d oes not cur rently

posses a consistent measure of social ass istance incom e over the en tire 1982  to

1995 period, thus preclud ing the use of a c onsistent mea sure of full  income in all

years. On the othe r hand, while the  relationships b etween inter-p rovincial mo bility

and governm ent transfers are  certainly of interest, these ar e proba bly best treated

as a separate subject (as planned for fu ture work), lea ving the prese nt paper to

focus on market income.

Another option would have been  to use an even narrower definition of income,

such as labour market earnings alone. In fact, part of the analysis was repeated

using this measure, an d the results  were generally similar to those reported below

(results available from the author, but see also the  cross-tabula tions in Finnie

(1998c)), meaning that the issue is of no great practical importance.

All income values are exp ressed in constant 1995  dollars.

The Working Samples

Individuals  were included in the working samples in a given year if, first, they were

between 20 and 5 4 years of age  (inclusive) in  the first year of the sample (1982),
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after which the sample was permitted to age. The lower age cut-off was adopted

to eliminate the majority of students and other young people still living at home

and to generally res trict the analysis to d ecision mak ing “adults”, arb itrarily

defined by the age 20  cut-off. Excluding  older individ uals reduce s sample  attrition

and those individuals making the transition into retirem ent, a dynam ic which is

certainly interesting , but best left to a se parate stud y. 

Age related effects a re further con trolled for by b reaking mo st of the analysis

down by four groups for each sex: “Entry” (20-24 inclusive), “Younger” (25-34

inclusive), “Prime-Younge r” (35-44), and “P rime-Older” (45-5 4), thus splitting

individuals into various major phases of the life cycle.

Full-time post-secondary students  are identified by procedures developed by

the author bas ed on the re levant tax ded uctions. Th ey were exc luded from the

analysis because their decisions about where to live are generally driven by

different factors than those which hold for the rest of the population and would, in

any event, be better investigated using alternative data sources (see Burbidge and

Finnie (1999)  for an analysis o f the rates of mo bility associated  with going to

university and the early post-graduation years based on the National Graduates

Survey da tabases.)

Finally, individuals had to be tax-filers in all years from 1982 to 1995. Some

of the resulting exclusions – such as individuals who died or (perhaps somewhat

more problematic) left the country – require little or no apology. The deletion of

more intermittent tax filers is, however, p otentially more  significant, particula rly

if tax-filing behaviour is related to migration and the migration-income dynamic.

The high rates of coverage and ge neral representativeness  of the LAD discussed

earlier would, however, point to the d ynamic sam ple exclusio ns being relativ ely

benign. In any event, there is no way around this problem : if a fully longitudinal

analysis is to be carried out, such longitudinal restrictions must necessarily be

imposed. Finnie (1998a) includes an analysis of the effects of different sampling

regimes which indicates that the qualitative findings reported here are not likely

to be seriously affected by such issues.

Limitations of the LAD

Unfortuna tely, the LAD database lacks certain other variables which might be

interesting to include in an  analysis of migra tion, such as the in dividual’s  level of

education, occupation, industry of employment, and other characteristics related

to the person’s stock of human capital and specific labour marke t opportunities.

The work presented here should, however, stand on its own and should also

provide a useful starting point for further investigations in these directions,

presumably with other datab ases.

TABLE 1a  Longitudinal Mobility Profiles, All Individuals

Province No Moves Single Move Multiple Move Move and Return TOTAL

NF 86.8 6.6 2.4 4.2 100%
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NS 88.9 5.5 2.1 3.4 100%

PE 88.5 6.2 2.8 2.8 100%

NB 89.2 5.4 2.1 3.3 100%

PQ 96.7 1.9 0.3 1.1 100%

ON 95.3 2.8 0.5 1.3 100%

MN 85.7 8.8 2.6 2.9 100%

SK 85.1 9.8 2.4 2.8 100%

AB 81.2 12.6 2.6 3.7 100%

BC 91.8 4.3 1.1 2.8 100%

TOTAL 92.6 4.5 1.0 1.9 100%

Longitudinal Migration Profiles

Longitudinal Mobility Profiles for All Individuals Taken Together

Table  1a shows the percentages of stayers and the three types of movers over the

1982 to 1995 period for all individuals tak en together b y province o f origin (i.e .,

the 1982 province of residence). The vast majority of Canadians remained  in their

original province for the entire period covered by the data, with a full 92.6 % of

all individuals never budging (as defined above) over the following thirteen years.

Furthermore, an additional 1.9 % moved but then returned to the 1982 province

of origin by 1995, making for a total of 94.5 % who were living in the same

province in the last year of the period as in the beginning.

On the other hand , 4.5 % o f the individuals re presented  in these samp les

changed their province o f residence o nce and the n stayed in  that new jurisdiction

through 1995. Another 1.0 % moved more than once and remained out of the

original province. Taking into account the 1.9 % who moved but then returned

“home”, the number of individuals w ho move d – single  movers, multiple movers,

and returners – totalled 7.4 %.

There are, furthermo re, considerable differences in these patterns by province.

In general, mobility rates are inversely related to a province’s population size,

although Alberta is an o utlier in this regard, partly due to the economic downturn

which hit that province in the early 1980s. Language also played a secondary role,

with Quebec and New B runswick hav ing lower mig ration rates than  their

population sizes alone w ould pred ict. Thus, Quebec and O ntario had the lowest

percentages of movers of all types, British Columb ia the next lowest rates, Alberta

had the highest rates of out-migration, and the othe r province s are all reason ably

aligned (roughly accord ing to population) betwee n these lows and highs.

Thus, almost 20 % of the individuals  living in Alberta  in 1982 su bsequen tly

left the province, the rates for the other prairie and Atlantic provinces were in the

10 to 15 % range, while only the three largest provinces had rates below 10 % –

with their popu lation weights d riving the ove rall national rate d own to this  range
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3. In related work, mobility rates across various specific pairs of years based on correspondingly
less restrictive samples (i.e., individuals meeting the sample selection criteria the relevant pairs
of years, as opposed to being continu ous filers and meet ing the criteri a in every year covered by
the analysis ) showed men to be somewhat more mobile than women (Finnie 1998a, 199 8b),
especially for the sma ller/poorer provinces, thus illustrating the moderately differential effects
of imposing the stricter (more continuous) sample selection criteria for women and men.

as well.

The rankings of the provinces with respect to the different kinds of movers

are, furthermore, broadly co nsistent – that is, the provinc es with greater numbers

of one type of mover tended to have more of the other types as well. The precise

splits are, however, interesting. In the prairie provinces and Prince Edward Island,

the propor tion of individu als who left but then even tually returned w as relatively

low. Converse ly, returners mad e up relatively hig h propo rtions of all those who

left the other Atlantic provinces, Quebec, and (especially) British Columbia.

Ontario  was in the middle rank on this count. (A useful measure here is the

proportion of returners out of all types of movers: Newfoundland: .32, Nova

Scotia: .31; Prince Edward Island: .24; New Brunswick: .31; Quebec: .33; Ontario:

.28; Manitoba: .20; Saskatchewan: .19; Alberta: .20; British Columbia: .34; and

a national total of .26.).

Thus, when individuals left Prince Edward Island, Manitoba, Saskatchewan,

or Alberta, they were more likely to be gone for good than was the case in other

provinces. These (lo ngitudinal) pa tterns would se em to be im portant to a ny full

understanding of the different types of inter-provincial mobility which occurs; they

also have variou s policy implic ations. Kno wing that out-mig ration is more  likely

to result in a permanent resettlement (versus an eventual return) in some provinces

than others is, for example, pertinent to various issues regarding the associated

labour market dynamics, the portability of social program benefits, and even the

“cultural”  aspects of m obility (e.g., the effects “new” residents have on the social

fabric of the provin ce, the need  for individua ls to adapt t o a new environm ent,

etc.). 

Longitudinal Mobility Profiles by Age and Sex

Table  1b shows the longitudina l profiles by sex. O verall mob ility rates are seen to

be very similar for men and women a nd genera lly repeat the provincial patterns for

all individuals taken together presented above.3 

Table 1c shows the migration patterns by the eight age-sex groups. The  first

thing to note is how the  number o f movers of e ach type gen erally declines w ith
TABLE 1b  Longitudinal Mobility Profiles by Sex

Male Female

No
Moves

Single
Move

Multiple
Moves

Move/
Return All

No
Moves

Single
Move

Multiple
Moves

Move/
Return All
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NF 87.1 6.2 2.5 4.2 100% 86.5 7.0 2.4 4.3 100%

NS 89.2 5.2 2.2 3.4 100% 88.6 5.9 2.1 3.4 100%

PE 89.5 5.8 2.6 2.6 100% 87.5 6.5 3.0 3.0 100%

NB 89.5 5.2 2.2 3.3 100% 88.9 5.7 2.1 3.4 100%

PQ 96.9 1.8 0.3 1.0 100% 96.6 2.0 0.3 1.1 100%

ON 95.4 2.7 0.6 1.2 100% 95.3 2.9 0.5 1.3 100%

MN 86.2 8.5 2.6 2.7 100% 85.2 9.1 2.5 3.1 100%

SK 85.6 9.5 2.4 2.5 100% 84.5 10.1 2.3 3.1 100%

AB 81.6 12.3 2.6 3.6 100% 80.8 12.9 2.5 3.8 100%

BC 92.2 4.0 1.1 2.7 100% 91.3 4.6 1.1 2.9 100%

TOTAL 92.8 4.3 1.1 1.9 100% 92.4 4.6 1.0 2.0 100%

age. These differences are in many cases large, and hold not only uniformly at the

national level, but in almost every case within each province as well; the few

exceptions could well be explained by random variations for some of the smaller

provinces,  for which the sample sizes by age and sex begin to get re latively small.

The age-sex results also generally highlight the inter-provinc ial differences in

migration rates noted above, and show that certain groups in certain provinces

have quite high mo bility rates indeed. Focusing on the youngest groups, for

example, approximately 25 % of the Entry Males living in Newfoundland and

Alberta  in 1982 had moved to a different province at some po int up to 199 5, with

most of these individuals still living elsewhere at the end of the  period (e specially

in the case of Alberta). Mobility rates (of every type) were, in fact, gener ally

greater than the national average for this age group in every province except

Ontario  and Quebec – generally representing rathe r sizeable flow s. The fema le

patterns are r oughly similar to  the males’.

Thus, while at a nation al level “only” 7 .4 % of a ll individuals (males and

females of all ages) mo ved inter-pro vincially from 1982 to 1995 , the rates were

several fold greater than this for certain age-sex groups in certain provinces

(although of course low er in others). In sh ort, while migra tion might be  only a

modera tely common event in overall terms, the rates – and assoc iated effects –

vary significantly by province and age group and are thus very important for many

specific  groups. Furthermore, with the greatest rates holding for the youngest

groups who are so obviously critical to the future development of each province

– and to the nation as a whole – such substantial flows cannot but have important

effects on the mor e affected reg ions in econ omic, social,  political, and cultural

terms.

TABLE 1c  Longitudinal Mobility Profiles by Age-Sex Group

Male Female
No

Moves
Single
Move

Multiple
Moves

Move/
Return All

No
Moves

Single
Move

Multiple
Moves

Move/
Return All
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Entry (20-24)
NF 76.8 9.7 5.2 8.4 100% 78.7 9.6 4.3 7.4 100%
NS 82.3 7.1 4.4 6.6 100% 82.4 8.0 4.2 5.7 100%
PE 85.7 7.1 -- -- 100% 81.6 10.5 -- -- 100%
NB 82.7 6.6 -- -- 100% 81.5 7.8 -- -- 100%
PQ 95.3 2.1 0.6 2.0 100% 94.9 2.5 0.7 2.0 100%
ON 93.0 3.7 1.2 2.2 100% 92.5 3.9 1.0 2.6 100%
MN 81.0 10.3 3.8 4.6 100% 77.8 11.6 5.2 5.5 100%
SK 79.1 12.4 4.3 4.3 100% 77.0 13.4 4.3 5.2 100%
AB 74.1 16.0 4.3 5.6 100% 71.8 17.7 4.4 6.1 100%
BC 87.0 5.4 2.3 5.6 100% 85.1 6.9 2.3 5.7 100%
TOTAL 88.7 5.8 2.0 3.5 100% 87.7 6.5 2.1 3.7 100%

Younger(25-34)
NF 86.2 6.8 2.5 4.2 100% 85.7 7.6 2.6 4.2 100%
NS 87.8 6.0 2.6 3.8 100% 87.1 6.5 2.7 3.6 100%
PE 88.9 5.6 2.8 2.8 100% 86.1 6.9 4.2 2.8 100%
NB 88.8 5.8 2.2 3.1 100% 88.0 6.4 2.3 3.3 100%
PQ 96.6 1.9 0.4 1.1 100% 96.2 2.2 0.3 1.3 100%
ON 94.5 3.2 0.7 1.6 100% 94.5 3.3 0.7 1.6 100%
MN 84.1 9.7 3.3 3.1 100% 82.8 10.8 2.8 3.6 100%
SK 83.0 11.5 2.8 2.8 100% 81.6 12.2 2.9 3.4 100%
AB 78.4 14.3 3.2 4.0 100% 78.0 14.8 3.1 4.1 100%
BC 90.0 5.3 1.3 3.4 100% 89.6 5.7 1.3 3.4 100%
TOTAL 91.4 5.1 1.3 2.2 100% 91.1 5.4 1.3 2.3 100%

Prime-Younger(35-44)
NF 90.5 5.2 2.0 2.8 100% 90.7 5.7 1.2 2.8 100%
NS 90.8 4.9 1.8 2.6 100% 91.3 4.7 1.1 2.9 100%
PE 90.4 5.8 -- -- 100% 88.9 7.4 -- -- 100%
NB 91.2 4.6 -- -- 100% 91.7 4.3 -- -- 100%
PQ 97.5 1.6 0.3 0.6 100% 97.5 1.6 0.2 0.8 100%
ON 96.3 2.4 0.5 0.9 100% 96.3 2.4 0.3 0.9 100%
MN 87.8 7.7 2.5 1.9 100% 88.5 7.4 1.8 2.0 100%
SK 88.2 8.1 2.0 2.0 100% 88.7 7.6 1.7 2.2 100%
AB 85.8 9.6 1.8 2.8 100% 86.4 9.5 1.5 2.6 100%
BC 93.8 3.4 0.8 2.0 100% 93.6 3.6 0.8 2.0 100%
TOTAL 94.3 3.6 0.8 1.3 100% 94.5 3.5 0.6 1.4 100%

Prime-Older(45-54)
NF 92.9 4.2 1.2 2.4 100% 92.3 4.2 1.4 2.8 100%
NS 95.1 2.8 0.7 1.7 100% 94.2 3.9 -- -- 100%
PE 94.7 -- -- -- 100% 94.4 -- -- -- 100%
NB 94.2 -- -- -- 100% 93.8 -- -- 1.9 100%
PQ 97.6 1.7 0.2 0.5 100% 97.4 1.9 0.1 0.5 100%
ON 97.1 2.1 0.2 0.7 100% 97.1 2.1 0.1 0.7 100%
MN 91.5 6.1 1.1 1.6 100% 91.4 6.2 0.8 1.6 100%
SK 92.2 5.7 0.9 1.5 100% 91.6 6.0 0.6 1.8 100%
AB 88.3 8.6 1.0 2.2 100% 88.9 8.0 0.8 2.3 100%
BC 96.3 2.2 0.4 1.1 100% 95.7 2.5 0.3 1.4 100%
TOTAL 95.7 3.0 0.4 1.0 100% 95.6 3.1 0.3 1.0 100%

TABLE 1c  Longitudinal Mo bility Profiles by Age-Sex Gr oup (con’t)

Male Female
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No
Moves

Single
Move

Multiple
Moves

Move/
Return All

No
Moves

Single
Move

Multiple
Moves

Move/
Return All

Prime-Younger(35-44)
NF 90.5 5.2 2.0 2.8 100% 90.7 5.7 1.2 2.8 100%
NS 90.8 4.9 1.8 2.6 100% 91.3 4.7 1.1 2.9 100%
PE 90.4 5.8 -- -- 100% 88.9 7.4 -- -- 100%
NB 91.2 4.6 -- -- 100% 91.7 4.3 -- -- 100%
PQ 97.5 1.6 0.3 0.6 100% 97.5 1.6 0.2 0.8 100%
ON 96.3 2.4 0.5 0.9 100% 96.3 2.4 0.3 0.9 100%
MN 87.8 7.7 2.5 1.9 100% 88.5 7.4 1.8 2.0 100%
SK 88.2 8.1 2.0 2.0 100% 88.7 7.6 1.7 2.2 100%
AB 85.8 9.6 1.8 2.8 100% 86.4 9.5 1.5 2.6 100%
BC 93.8 3.4 0.8 2.0 100% 93.6 3.6 0.8 2.0 100%
TOTAL 94.3 3.6 0.8 1.3 100% 94.5 3.5 0.6 1.4 100%

Prime-Older(45-54)
NF 92.9 4.2 1.2 2.4 100% 92.3 4.2 1.4 2.8 100%
NS 95.1 2.8 0.7 1.7 100% 94.2 3.9 -- -- 100%
PE 94.7 -- -- -- 100% 94.4 -- -- -- 100%
NB 94.2 -- -- -- 100% 93.8 -- -- 1.9 100%
PQ 97.6 1.7 0.2 0.5 100% 97.4 1.9 0.1 0.5 100%
ON 97.1 2.1 0.2 0.7 100% 97.1 2.1 0.1 0.7 100%
MN 91.5 6.1 1.1 1.6 100% 91.4 6.2 0.8 1.6 100%
SK 92.2 5.7 0.9 1.5 100% 91.6 6.0 0.6 1.8 100%
AB 88.3 8.6 1.0 2.2 100% 88.9 8.0 0.8 2.3 100%
BC 96.3 2.2 0.4 1.1 100% 95.7 2.5 0.3 1.4 100%
TOTAL 95.7 3.0 0.4 1.0 100% 95.6 3.1 0.3 1.0 100%

The Average Age of M overs and Stayers

Tables 2a (all individuals taken together) and 2b (by sex) show a clear ordering of

movers and non-movers by age (in 1982) in the expected direction: the greater the

mobility,  the younger the group. Thus, multiple movers tended to be the young est

group, returners come next, single move rs follow this, and stayers are the oldest

group. This inverse relationship between moving and age holds not only at the

more aggregate level – the Canada-wide totals for men and women taken together

– but also for virtually every province and sex group. These results can be

interpreted within a simple b enefit-cost framework : younger ind ividuals tend to

have lower moving costs (monetary and otherwise) and a longer future stream of

benefits from mov ing, and henc e are more  likely to do so –  the standard  finding

in the literature. 

TABLE 2a  Mean Age of Movers and Non-Movers, All Individuals 
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Province
No

Moves
Single
Move

Multiple
Move

Move and
Return TOTAL

NF 34.3 31.4 29.5 30.3 33.9 

NS 35.0 32.1 29.2 30.7 34.5 

PE 35.0 31.8 30.1 31.5 34.6 

NB 34.6 31.9 29.2 30.5 34.2 

PQ 35.0 34.0 30.6 30.5 34.9 

ON 35.9 33.6 30.5 31.4 35.7 

MN 35.4 33.0 30.7 30.9 35.0 

SK 35.3 32.0 30.1 30.9 34.7 

AB 34.9 31.7 29.6 31.1 34.2 

BC 36.1 32.5 30.6 31.2 35.8 

TOTAL 35.4 32.6 30.1 31.0 35.2 

TABLE 2b  Mean Age of Movers and Non-Movers by Sex

Male Female

No
Moves

Single
Move

Multiple
Moves

Move/
Return All

No
Moves

Single
Move

Multiple
Moves

Move/
Return All

NF 35.8 33.2 30.9 31.4 35.5 33.8 31.0 29.0 30.1 33.3 

NS 34.9 31.9 30.0 30.4 34.4 34.5 31.8 28.2 30.5 34.1 

PE 35.3 31.9 31.4 31.4 35.0 34.7 31.7 29.1 31.6 34.2 

NB 35.4 32.3 30.2 30.8 35.0 34.3 31.2 28.1 30.4 33.8 

PQ 35.0 32.7 30.3 30.6 34.6 34.7 33.6 29.7 30.3 34.6 

ON 35.3 34.5 31.5 30.6 35.2 35.5 33.2 29.7 31.1 35.4 

MN 36.3 34.1 31.3 31.9 36.1 35.2 32.4 29.6 30.4 34.6 

SK 35.7 33.7 31.8 31.6 35.3 35.1 31.6 29.6 30.5 34.5 

AB 35.5 32.3 30.7 31.3 35.0 34.6 31.0 28.8 30.5 33.8 

BC 35.2 32.4 30.3 31.7 34.6 35.6 32.0 29.9 30.9 35.3 

TOTAL 36.7 33.1 31.5 31.7 36.4 35.1 32.1 29.2 30.6 34.8 

The Income Profiles of Movers and Stayers

Dynamic Income Profiles of Movers and Stayers: The Principles

We now exploit the longitudinal element of the LAD to compare the dynamic

income profiles of movers and stayers, with the goal b eing to characterise

individuals  by econo mic status and  to identify the effects  of moving on

individuals’ incomes. T o do this, m ean incomes in 1982 (“pre -move” for those

who change province), mean incomes in 1995 (“post-move”), and the percentage

change in mean incomes over the 1982 to 1995 period are shown. As noted earlier,

the relevant concept is total market income – basically  all non-government sources

of income. A ll individuals , including those with zero and negative incomes, are

included in the analysis. The approach adopted here is quite similar to that used in
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4. For example, younger individuals generally have a greater tendency to move, lower income
levels, and greater rates of income growth than do older ones. Hence, comparing the income
profiles of movers and non-movers of all ages taken all together mixes  the related age effects
with the effects of moving per se. In particualr,  movers will tend to ha ve lower starting incomes
and greater increases over time simply because they tend to be younger. Similar problems arise
with respect to province, with which mobility rates and income profiles are also related.

Courchene (1974) and Grant and Vand erkamp (1976) for much sho rter periods.

Results  are first reported based on individuals’ province of origin (in 1982) and

then by final province (1995) in order to look at movers as both leavers and

entrants. 

Cross-C utting B iases and  the Nee d for a D isaggre gated A nalysis

Tables 3a, 3b, and 3c show the relevant dynamic income profiles by migration

status and province of origin. The advantage of this dynamic perspective in

assessing the income effects of inter-provincial migration are immediately obvious

in Table 3a, which presents the income figures for all individuals taken together

(men and women of all ages). Looking a t the totals for all  of Canada (the bottom

row), non-movers had higher average incomes than all types of inter-provincial

movers in 1982, while the 1995 in come figures and the associated percentage

changes indicate that the income gains over this period were greater for movers

than non-movers. The apparently positive effects of moving on incomes would,

therefore, be underestimated by looking at second period income levels alone –

precisely  because the incomes of movers were generally lower than those of

stayers to begin with. Marr and Millerd (1980) conduct such a set of simple “po st-

move” comparisons, while gracefully explaining the limitations of their approach.

There are, on the other hand, som e significant differences in these patterns by

sex (Table 3b). For males, the initial mean income levels of stayers were (at the

national level) below those of s ingle and multiple movers but above those of

returners, while all movers’ incomes rose more than stayers’ incomes over time.

For women, on the other hand, stayers had the highest initial income levels and the

greatest income growth ove r time. These findings thus indicate that the

characteristics of movers and stayers and the  effects of mov ing differ in important

ways by sex, and that any analysis of the income effects of inter-provincial

mobility which failed to  take initial income levels into account would suffer from

significant biases w hich varied b y both sex an d the type of m ove. 

Finally, the patterns also vary province and by age group (Table 3 c). In short,

the propensity to move and the associated income profiles are correlated with sex,

province, and age, meaning that any analysis of the characteristics of movers and

stayers or the effects of m oving on inc omes nee ds to be broken down along these

dimensions in order to avoid confounding the “pure” relationships between

incomes and mo ving with these related factors.4



242 FINNIE

T
A

B
L

E
 3

a
  

In
co

m
e 

P
ro

fi
le

s 
($

1
9

9
5

) 
o

f 
M

o
ve

rs
 a

n
d

 N
o

n
-M

o
ve

rs
, 

A
ll

 I
n

d
iv

id
u

a
ls

 (
P

ro
vi

n
ce

 o
f 

O
ri

g
in

)

P
er

ce
n

ta
ge

 C
h

an
ge

N
o

M
ov

es
S

in
gl

e

M
ov

e

M
u

lt
ip

le

M
ov

es

M
ov

e 
an

d

R
et

u
rn

N
o

M
ov

es
S

in
gl

e

M
ov

e

M
u

lt
ip

le

M
ov

e

M
ov

e 
an

d

R
et

u
rn

N
o

M
ov

es

S
in

gl
e

M
ov

e
M

u
lt

ip
le

M
ov

e

M
ov

e 
an

d

R
et

u
rn

3
1

.6
 

1
8

.4
 

3
0

.9
 

2
0

.7
 

3
1

.3
 

2
8

.2
 

1
6

.2
 

5
.1

 

-1
.3

 

1
4

.8
 

1
7

.4
 



INTER-PROVINCIAL MIGRATION IN CANADA 243

T
A

B
L

E
 3

b
  

In
co

m
e 

P
ro

fi
le

s 
($

1
9

9
5

) 
o

f 
M

o
ve

rs
 a

n
d

 N
o

n
-M

o
ve

rs
 b

y
 S

ex
 (

P
ro

vi
n

ce
 o

f 
O

ri
g

in
)

P
er

ce
n

ta
ge

 C
h

an
ge

N
o

M
ov

es
S

in
gl

e

M
ov

e

M
u

lt
ip

le

M
ov

es
M

ov
e/

R
et

u
rn

N
o

M
ov

es
S

in
gl

e

M
ov

e

M
u

lt
ip

le

M
ov

e

M
ov

e/
R

et
u

rn
N

o
M

ov
es

S
in

gl
e

M
ov

e
M

u
lt

ip
le

M
ov

e

M
ov

e/
R

et
u

rn
M

A
L

E

3
9

.2
 

2
0

.0
 

3
3

.4
 

2
1

.9
 

3
5

.9
 

3
0

.1
 

1
3

.8
 

4
.6

 
2

.4
 

1
0

.0
 

1
8

.6
 

F
E

M
A

L
E

1
2

.5
 

1
4

.1
 

2
7

.1
 

1
7

.9
 

2
1

.7
 

2
4

.0
 

2
1

.0
 

6
.0

 
-1

0
.3

 

2
5

.6
 

1
4

.6
 



244 FINNIE

T
A

B
L

E
 3

c 
 I

n
co

m
e 

P
ro

fi
le

s 
($

1
9

9
5

) 
o

f 
M

o
ve

rs
 a

n
d

 N
o

n
-M

o
ve

rs
 b

y
 A

g
e-

S
ex

 G
ro

u
p

 (
P

ro
vi

n
ce

 o
f 

O
ri

g
in

)

P
er

ce
n

ta
ge

 C
h

an
ge

N
o

M
ov

es

S
in

gl
e

M
ov

e
M

u
lt

ip
le

M
ov

e

M
ov

e/
R

et
u

rn
N

o
M

ov
es

S
in

gl
e

M
ov

e
M

u
lt

ip
le

M
ov

e

M
ov

e/
R

et
u

rn
N

o
M

ov
es

S
in

gl
e

M
ov

e
M

u
lt

ip
le

M
ov

e

M
ov

e/
R

et
u

rn

M
A

L
E

, 
E

N
T

R
Y

 (
2

0
-2

4
)

1
4

3
.8

 

9
1

.9
 

--
 

--
 

1
0

6
.6

 
1

1
3

.3
 

7
1

.2
 

5
4

.1
 

4
5

.7
 

6
8

.4
 

8
2

.0
 

M
A

L
E

, 
Y

O
U

N
G

E
R

 (
2

5
-3

4
)

3
6

.2
 

2
3

.2
 

2
7

.1
 

2
9

.2
 

4
8

.0
 

3
8

.5
 

2
2

.5
 

1
1

.4
 

1
0

.7
 

2
0

.7
 

2
7

.0
 



INTER-PROVINCIAL MIGRATION IN CANADA 245

T
A

B
L

E
 3

c 
 I

n
co

m
e 

P
ro

fi
le

s 
($

1
9

9
5

) 
o

f 
M

o
ve

rs
 a

n
d

 N
o

n
-M

o
ve

rs
 b

y
 A

g
e-

S
ex

 G
ro

u
p

 (
P

ro
vi

n
ce

 o
f 

O
ri

g
in

) 
(c

o
n

’t
)

P
er

ce
n

ta
ge

 C
h

an
ge

N
o

M
ov

es

S
in

gl
e

M
ov

e
M

u
lt

ip
le

M
ov

e

M
ov

e/
R

et
u

rn
N

o
M

ov
es

S
in

gl
e

M
ov

e
M

u
lt

ip
le

M
ov

e

M
ov

e/
R

et
u

rn
N

o
M

ov
es

S
in

gl
e

M
ov

e
M

u
lt

ip
le

M
ov

e

M
ov

e/
R

et
u

rn

M
A

L
E

, 
P

R
IM

E
-Y

O
U

N
G

E
R

 (
3

5
-4

4
)

1
0

.7
 

-0
.6

 

--
 

--
 

1
1

.2
 

1
9

.9
 

-9
.3

 
-1

6
.1

 
-1

2
.6

 
-1

2
.4

 

1
.0

 
M

A
L

E
, 

P
R

IM
E

-O
L

D
E

R
 (

4
5

-5
4

)

-5
8

.3
 

-2
5

.7
 

--
 

--
 

-3
8

.4
 

-3
3

.3
 

-2
9

.3
 

-4
0

.6
 

-3
9

.8
 

-4
0

.4
 

-3
6

.6
 



246 FINNIE

T
A

B
L

E
 3

c 
 I

n
co

m
e 

P
ro

fi
le

s 
($

1
9

9
5

) 
o

f 
M

o
ve

rs
 a

n
d

 N
o

n
-M

o
ve

rs
 b

y
 A

g
e-

S
ex

 G
ro

u
p

 (
P

ro
vi

n
ce

 o
f 

O
ri

g
in

) 
(c

o
n

’t
)

P
er

ce
n

ta
ge

 C
h

an
ge

N
o

M
ov

es

S
in

gl
e

M
ov

e
M

u
lt

ip
le

M
ov

e

M
ov

e/
R

et
u

rn
N

o
M

ov
es

S
in

gl
e

M
ov

e
M

u
lt

ip
le

M
ov

e

M
ov

e/
R

et
u

rn
N

o
M

ov
es

S
in

gl
e

M
ov

e
M

u
lt

ip
le

M
ov

e

M
ov

e/
R

et
u

rn

F
E

M
A

L
E

, 
E

N
T

R
Y

 (
2

0
-2

4
)

2
3

.1
 

2
3

.4
 

--
 

--
 

2
6

.5
 

3
6

.9
 

2
9

.6
 

1
0

.1
 

-8
.8

 
3

2
.5

 
2

1
.7

 
F

E
M

A
L

E
, 

Y
O

U
N

G
E

R
 (

2
5

-3
4

)

2
1

.5
 

2
1

.8
 

2
5

.0
 

2
1

.0
 

3
3

.6
 

3
4

.6
 

3
7

.9
 

1
9

.1
 

3
.8

 
3

3
.8

 
2

6
.3

 



INTER-PROVINCIAL MIGRATION IN CANADA 247

T
A

B
L

E
 3

c 
 I

n
co

m
e 

P
ro

fi
le

s 
($

1
9

9
5

) 
o

f 
M

o
ve

rs
 a

n
d

 N
o

n
-M

o
ve

rs
 b

y
 A

g
e-

S
ex

 G
ro

u
p

 (
P

ro
vi

n
ce

 o
f 

O
ri

g
in

) 
(c

o
n

’t
) P
er

ce
n

ta
ge

 C
h

an
ge

N
o

M
ov

es

S
in

gl
e

M
ov

e

M
u

lt
ip

le

M
ov

e

M
ov

e/
R

et
u

rn
N

o
M

ov
es

S
in

gl
e

M
ov

e

M
u

lt
ip

le

M
ov

e
M

ov
e/

R
et

u
rn

N
o

M
ov

es

S
in

gl
e

M
ov

e
M

u
lt

ip
le

M
ov

e

M
ov

e/
R

et
u

rn
F

E
M

A
L

E
, 

P
R

IM
E

-Y
O

U
N

G
E

R
 (

3
5

-4
4

)

9
.7

 
6

.3
 

--
 

--
 

1
6

.5
 

3
1

.0
 

6
.7

 
1

0
.3

 
-1

5
.1

 

3
2

.9
 

1
4

.5
 

F
E

M
A

L
E

, 
P

R
IM

E
-O

L
D

E
R

 (
4

5
-5

4
)

-3
9

.1
 

--
 

--
 

-2
8

.4
 

-5
7

.9
 

-3
9

.7
 

-2
9

.6
 

-4
3

.0
 

-4
9

.8
 

-3
2

.5
 

-4
0

.8
 



248 FINNIE

5. One relatively simple yet effective means of measuring these tendencies is to rank the income
levels across the four groups  in a given province (for a given age group), and th en survey the
general pattern of rankings across the provinces. This is the primary analytical device relied upon
in this section – accompanied by inspections of the rankings and specific income figures in each
province in each year in order to identify any particularly interesting or important exceptions to
the general tendencies.

It should  be noted that the income patterns for movers reflect the amount of

time they have spent in the new province(s) – in a context wh ere incom e levels of

course continue to evolve over time. These are, therefore, “average” (time-

depend ent) effects, but they nevertheless establish the general nature of the income

patterns and their relative am plitudes. In a re lated, more  technical piec e, Finnie

(1998c) first analyses the short-run effects of moving on earnings and then the

subsequent income profiles of movers, who are found to b e quickly integra ted into

their new labour markets.

Characterising Movers and Stayers: Initial Income Levels (for Men)

Focusing first on the detailed results for males (the first part of Table 3c), the

starting year income patterns by migration category for the Entry group (20-24)

vary to a significant degree by province, with no clear pattern except that those

who left  and then retu rned to the o riginal provin ce tended  to have relative ly low

starting income levels than others.5

Clearer patterns em erge for the o lder group s, however. I n most provinces,

multiple  movers tend to have h ad the highest starting incomes, single movers

follow fairly closely on these, individuals who left and subseque ntly returned to

their original province generally come next, and non-movers typically had amongst

the lowest initial income levels. Thus, except for the youngest group, movers

typically had higher starting incomes than no n-movers. If inter-provinc ial mobility

has generally resulted in income gains (see below), it would appear that these

benefits  have generally worked more to the advantage of individuals who were

already at higher income levels to start with – a significant finding. It should also

be noted, however, that in related work, Finnie (1998b) shows that these income

effects are genera lly non-linear, and  that individuals  with very low income levels,

as well as those collecting social assistance and unemp loyment insurance, are also

more likely to move than are ind ividuals at middle income levels.

There are, furthermore, two impor tant exceptio ns to these inco me-mob ility

patterns: in Alberta and British Columbia, movers often (depending on the specific

age group) had lower (not higher) starting incomes than non-movers. Indeed, we

shall see in the resu lts that the migration -related inco me patterns  associated  with

the two western-most provinces are somewhat set apart from the other provinces

in other ways  as well, presumably reflecting the general effects of the particular

resource bases and the atypical cyclical performances of these economies as these

played out over the 1982 to 1995 period covered by the data.
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The Effects of Moving on Men’s Incomes

Looking now at the cha nges in income levels, inter-provinc ial mobility is gene rally

associated with greater income growth for all grou ps of men except the o ldest

(“Prime-Older”). More  specifically, within a g iven provin ce, single and multiple

movers tended to have the greatest income gains from 1982 to 1995, followed at

some distance by individuals who left and returned to their province of origin,

while non-movers generally experienced the smallest income gains of all – the

latter interpretable as “normal” income gains. Alberta and British Columbia are

again exceptions.

Inter-provincial migration wo uld, therefo re, appear to have typically been a

means of economic betterment for men – even for those who eventually returned

to their province of origin, presumably with new skills and experiences which lead

to higher incomes than would  have been the case  had they never left. Furthermore,

many of the effects are q uite substantial, esp ecially for the younger gro ups, with

the associated income increases ranging up to around the 20 % mark for the Prime-

Younger group, up to double this for the Younger group, and up to more than a

doubling effect for the Entry group. (The effects of moving are taken to be the

difference in the percentage change in incomes between stayers and the particular

group of movers, such as 183.1 - 68.3 = 114.8 % for Entry group single movers

leaving Newfoundland. This is the same approach as used in the work by

Courche ne and G rant and V anderkam p.)

There are impor tant issues related to  causality and sa mple selectio n to

consider here, but Finn ie (1998c) shows in an econometric framework that the pre-

move increases in earnings from one year to another of movers were not

significantly different from those of non-movers,  thus suggesting that the greater

income gains of movers shown he re are pro bably largely a ttributable to the ir

moves per se, rather than unobserved heterogeneity between movers and stayers.

There are, on the other hand, no such clear patterns for the oldest group (aged

45-54 at the beginning of the period covered, 58-67 at the end), with this different

“structure” to the migration-income relationship p resumab ly being related  to the

beginning o f the movem ent into retirem ent.

Given the starting income patterns mentioned above, the final income lev els

are not surprising: 1995 incomes were genera lly highest for multip le and single

movers, lower than this fo r those who  left and returned, and lowest of all for

stayers.

Turning now to the exceptions, as the patterns of initial incomes of those who

moved from Alberta and British Columbia versus those who stayed differed

somewhat from those o f other provinces, so  do the effects of moving on income.

Specifically,  the gains of the m over grou ps generally d id not outstrip  those of the

stayers to the same d egree they d id in other pr ovinces, and  in some cases movers

actually did worse than stayers,  especially in Alberta. Interestingly, neither does

Ontario  follow the general rule – greater income growth for movers than stayers

– as closely as other provinces. The exceptions thus comprise the three high

income provinces where one might expect the “home grown” income opportunities
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to generally b e relatively attractive . 

The income dynamics associated with inter-provincial mobility would thus

appear to have taken som ewhat differen t forms in the “hav e” and “ha ve not”

provinces.  In the latter, individuals w ho move d generally en joyed sub stantially

greater income growth than did those who remained behind, thus indicating gains

to migration. P utting this result  alongside the finding that it was generally higher

income individuals who left these provinces thus provides a picture of inter-

provincial mobility representing  a path to be tter econom ic fortunes with this  route

most available to those with higher incomes to start with (presumably reflecting

certain occupation groups).

For residents of Ontario, Alberta, and  British Columbia, howe ver, these

generalisations do not hold – at least no t as consistently as e lsewhere. O ut-

migration from these provinces has been less commonly the domain of those at

higher income lev els and generally less associated with higher income growth. For

residents  of these pro vinces, then, in ter-provincial mobility seems to have  been less

the result of beckoning opportunities in other provinces and more a means of

escaping relatively diminished economic fortunes in the current situation.

Women’s Income Profiles

The female patterns (the second part of Table 3c) are quite different from the ma le

ones. First, female stayer s tended to  have higher in itial income lev els relative to

the various mo ver group s than did me n – often, in fact,  having amongst the highest

starting income levels of all. Second, when female movers’ income gains were

greater than stayers’, the differences were not as great as for males, and in many

cases stayers actually did better than movers, often the best of all (although there

is considerable variation in the results by province and age group).

Thus, whereas moving was seen to have generally been more common

amongst men with higher incomes to start with and to lead to substantial income

gains as a result, women’s moves have been less concentrated amongst those at the

upper income levels and have often resulted in income losses rather than gains.

These results are consistent with a view of women often being “secondary”

workers who com promise the ir own careers for the sake of their spo uses’ – in turn

related to their typically gre ater respo nsibility for childre n and othe r family

production. These findings and the interpretation offered are consistent with the

different reasons cited for moving given by men and women reported in Osberg

et al (1995).

The Final Province Perspective: The Story for Men

Looking at individuals’ income profiles according to the ir final (as opp osed to

initial) province provides the alternative perspective of how entrants (as opposed

to leavers) comp are to non-m overs and  those who le ft and then retur ned to their
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province of origin.

We immediately scan through Tables 4a (all men and women taken together)

and Table 4b (by sex), to turn to  the results by age-sex group and province, starting

with the findings for men given in the first part of Table 4c. Looking first at the

initial income levels in 1982 , the results are consistent with those based on the

province of origin seen above in that single and multiple movers tended to have

(interchange ably) the highest starting incomes, followed by those who left and

returned, with non-movers generally havin g the lowest inco mes; while  Alberta and

British Columb ia (and to  a lesser degree Ontario) again provide exceptions to this

rule, with stayers tending to  have higher starting income levels than movers

(“entrants” here) – especially for the two younger group s. (The results for stayers

and returners are, by construction, exactly the same as those based on the initial

province .)

Looking at the increases  in individuals’ incomes over time, individuals who

moved to Atlantic Canada tended to have smaller income gains over the 1982 to

1995 period than individuals who lived in those sa me prov inces through out (i.e .,

movers did worse than stayers). This p resumab ly reflects the effects of choosing

to move to a province in a region where incomes are generally lower than

elsewhere (ignoring the results for the oldest group throughout this discussion for

reasons previously discussed). This would include both newcomers willing to take

a cut in pay for a preferred “life style”, as well as individuals returning home after

making their living elsewhere and being similarly willing to accept a drop in

income in order to return to friends, family, and a culture they previously knew.

(The mover category would also include intra-regional migrants – those who

moved from one A tlantic province to another – for whom such inter-regional

effects would obviously not apply.) Meanwhile, those who left and then returned

to the Atlantic provinces over the period covered by the data tended to have the

greatest income gains of all, perhaps reflecting the accumulation of skills and other

career advancements made during the time spent elsewhere in the country. Note

that inter-provincial differences in the cost of living are not controlled for in these

calculations, and also surely play a role in the obse rved income pa tterns.

Convers ely, individuals wh o moved  to Ontario  (both single and multip le

movers)  had greater (percentage) income gains than incumbents, reflecting the

obverse  side of the inter-regional income patterns mentioned above – that is, the

typically positive effects of moving to a province where  incomes ar e generally

high. Movers to A lberta also had greater income gro wth than natives , presumab ly

for similar reasons, while the patterns were more mixed for British Columbia, the

other generally high income province. The income growth patterns were somewhat

more mixed for Quebec, Manitoba, and Saskatchewan – middle income provinces

– but in the majority of cases entrants (as well as returners) experienced greater

income gr owth than incu mbents. 

In short, the effects of moving on individuals’ incomes has depended on the

province both to and from which individuals have moved in  a very common se nse

manner: moving from a lower-income province and to a higher-income province
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has generally bee n associated  with income  gains, while moving from a higher-

income province to  a lower income province has generally resulted in income

losses relative to stayers.

Finally, an inspection of final income levels by migration status using the final

province perspective indicates that multiple movers tended to have the highest

incomes (especially  for the three younger groups), followed by single movers, then

returners, and stayers ha ving the lowes t levels of all. Thus, the generally higher

initial income levels of movers relative to incumbents and the more mixed pattern

of growth rates (lo wer for entran ts than incumb ents in Atlantic C anada, gen erally

the reverse elsew here) has res ulted in gener ally higher final income levels for

newcomers relative to incumbents of the provinces to which they moved.

Final Province Income Profiles for Women

The final province income patterns are again rather different for women than men.

In particular, the initial income patterns of movers and stayers are once more found

to be quite mixed, although stayers typically had consistently higher – rather than

lower (as for men) – starting income levels from Manitoba westward. As for the

changes in incomes over time, female stayers tende d to have had the greatest

increases (once more ignoring the oldest group which was moving in to its

retirement years), consistent with the story that moving from one province to

another has generally tended to have had more of a disruptive influence on

women’s careers than the advantage it appears to have been for men.

Pulling the Evidence on Income Profiles Together

These  results can now be gathered into an overall story. First, male movers have

tended to be not o nly younger in dividuals, b ut also to have had higher starting

incomes than those who stayed in their province of origin, Alberta and British

Columb ia excepted. Second, in the “original province” part of the analysis, moving

from one province to anothe r is seen to have  generally resulte d in increase s in

incomes –  often very sub stantial – while  income decreases were experienced for

those who left the wealthier provinces (Ontario, Alberta, British Columbia). The

“final province” calculations, o n the other ha nd, indicate th at the income  effects

associated with inter-provincial mobility have depended not only on the province

from which, but also the province to which the individual moved. The effects thus

generally  correspo nd to the well-kn own pro vincial income patterns wh ich hold

across the country: moving from a lower income province and to a wealthier

province has generally been associated with income gains, while moving from a

higher income province and to a lower income p rovince ha s been asso ciated with

a loss in income. The patterns are qualitatively similar across age groups (except

the oldest) but stronger for younger ind ividuals.

This  entire story is, therefore, consistent with inter-provincial mobility being
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driven to a significant degree by relative income o pportunities , although “qu ality

of life” considerations may have been more important for those who moved to the

Atlantic provinces in particular. The fact that the benefits of inter-provincial

mobility seem to hav e more co mmonly  served ind ividuals at higher incom e levels

to start with would, furthermore, presumably reflect the spatial elements of various

labour sub-markets. In particular, we might infer that higher inco me profe ssionals

have effectively faced wider labour markets  which have offered greater potential

advantage s to moving. 

Finally, this oppor tunity-driven mig ration story do es not gener ally apply to

women, for whom inter-provincial mobility has typically being less “selective” (by

income level) and to have had more negativ e than positive income effects, thus

conforming to a view of women a s seconda ry workers wh o comp romise their  own

careers in order to advance those of their spouses. Such differences would,

therefore, seem to  comprise an interesting and potentially important component of

the general set of gender differences in labour market behaviour and the gender

earnings gap in particular.

Conclusion

In this paper, the results of an empirical analysis of inter-provincial migration over

the period 1 982-95  based on  the recently ava ilable Long itudinal Administrative

Database  have been reported. Individuals w ere first catego rised acco rding to their

longitudinal migration pr ofiles into stayers, o ne-time movers, multiple movers, and

returners. Overall, 7.4  % of the ind ividuals in  the longitudinal samples used here

moved at least once, but the rates vary greatly by province and age, with some

rates reaching as high as 25 % for the youngest groups in certain provin ces –

sizeable movements by almost any standard.

The associated dynamic income profiles associated with each of the migration

groups were then an alysed. For m en, moving  has typically  been more common at

higher income levels and associated with substantial income gains, especially

amongst younger individuals. The patterns are, however, quite different for males

moving from the higher income p rovinces, especially Alberta and British

Columbia, where moving has been less concentrated amongst those with higher

incomes and often associated with income declines rather than gains. The income

effects also vary with the destinatio n province , with movem ents to higher income

provinces generally resulting in income gains and movements to lower income

provinces more typically associated with losses. For women, on the other hand,

migration has been generally much less related to initial income levels and has

more often  resulted in inco me losses ra ther than gains. 

The general story is, the n, one of inter-p rovincial mig ration being  the route to

better labour market opportunities for men, particularly for those coming from the

lower income provinces and moving to higher inco me ones, an d especia lly in the

case of younger men. Conversely, the different patterns for those moving from the



260 FINNIE

generally  wealthier provinces  indicate  a dynamic of declining opportunities rather

than the pull of better opportunities seen elsewhere. For women, the results

presuma bly reflect – and perhaps feed back into – their generally  secondary labour

market role and a tendency to move due to the relocation of a spouse even when

this comes at a  cost to their ow n careers. 

Thus, some new longitudinally-based evidence has been provided on the

extent and effects of inter-provincial migration in Canad a, with implications for

our unde rstanding of: 

< This partic ular determ inant of the natio n’s demog raphic cha racteristics; 

< The relationship between migration and labour market opportunities and how

these flows might affect the prov inces’ and na tion’s economic performance;

< How various social programs and other initiatives related to the development

of the nation’s human resources (e.g., education and training) might be

affected;

< How any rules and regulations which impede the free flow of individ uals

across the land might inhibit individuals’ opportunities and the flow of human

resources to  where their va lue is greatest; and , 

< most generally, the role that inter-provincial migr ation plays in the  nation’s

basic set of structures and behaviour which make it a social-economic union

as well as a political one.

The results should, therefore, be of interest on their own terms, and also

provide a useful point of departure for other future research on the topic which

might be undertaken with the LA D database o r other sources.
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