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Inter-provincial migration is an interesting and important topic for many reasons.
First, migration obviously affects the population size, demographic composition,
and social and cultural make-up of each province, thusinfluencing thedistribution
of the nation’s population and some of its basic characteristics. Second, inter-
provincial migration isintegrally bound up with labour market opportunities and
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economic performance. People tend to move to where jobs are more plentiful and
incomes higher, while the associated skill flowsaffect the productivity and earn-
ings structures in both the province of origin and the destination jurisdiction, as
well as the nation as a whole. Third, these movements are directly related to
various social policy issues. For example, the social assistance and medicare
systems are obliged to ensure the portability of benefits, but also aim to minimise
the extent of migration in responseto provincial differencesin these programs, all
in a context where these programs are under provincial control. The federally
controlled unemployment insurance system faces comparabl e issues — needing to
meet the particular needs of each province while attempting to minimie inter-
provincial movements of an unwanted type (individuals moving to another juris-
dictionsimply because benefits are better) and encourage those which would be
preferred (workers leaving depressed markets to go where their employment
opportunitiesare better). Other programs — large and small, national, provincial
and even local — involve similar issues.

Inter-provincial migrationisalso pertinentto avariety of more specific human
resource issues. For example, migration affeds the aggregate demand for
government-provided/supported labour force training programs (movers might
need more or lessre-training than non-movers) and the distribution of this demand
across jurisdictions, as well asthe overdl level and digribution 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 provindally controlled education systems in similar
fashion, with some provinces, for example, having ahistory of being net “provid-
ers’ of educated individuals to other jurisdictions.

Migration is also implicated in variousregulatory issues, perhaps especially
regarding rules and regul ations regarding professional certification and licensing,
which are sometimes alleged to represent significant barriers to thefree flow of
citizensto where their employment opportunities are greatest or where they other-
wise wish to live.

Finally — and related to all the above — the movement of Canadians 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 national understanding and the greater the stake in keeping
the country together or — alternatively — the more criticd it would be to preserve
the positive elements of these flow s in any post-Canada set of political-economic
rel ationships.

Given the importance of the topic, it is not surprising that there is by now a
fairly extensiveliteratureoninter-provincial migration (seefollowing section). But
despite the considerable value of these contributions, they are all limited by the
lack of the sort of up-to-date broad-based longitudinal database which is most
suitable for thetopic. Inshort, inter-provincial mobility is adynamic process, and
thus requires similarly dynamic — or longitudinal — datato be fully and properly
analysed.

The contribution of this paper is, then, to report the results of an empiricd
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analysis of inter-provincial migrationbased on therecently available L ongitudinal
Administrative Database (LAD), which has been constructed by linking individu-
als' tax files over time. More specifically, the longitudinal nature of the datais
exploited to categorise individuals according to their migration patterns over the
1982 t0 1995 period into stayers, one-timemovers, returners, and multiple movers
and then to address the following questions:

» What is the extent of these different types of inter-provincid mobility over
thisextended period of time?

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

» How dotheincome profiles of moversand non-movers compare “before” and
“after” moving (for those who do) and —pari passu — what arethe effects of
inter-provincial mobility on individuals’ incomes? and

» How do moverscompare onthesesame dimensions to the incumb ents of the
provinces (i.e. those people who were residents of the provincesconcerned)
to which they move?

In the following section, a summary is provided of the existing literature and
the advantages of theL AD database for addressing the topic, thus establishing the
context of the work. T hisis followed by a more technical discussion of the data
and the samplesusedin the analyss. The empirical results are then presented, with
the concluding section then summarizingthe major findingsand their implications.

The Existing Literature and Related Research

As noted above, there is by now a fair accumulation of work on inter-provincial
mobility, some of a more descriptive 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 Beaujot (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 Vanderkamp and Grant (1988) collectively measure
gross outflows, gross inflows, net flows, and the pecific provinceto-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 related to attending university.

Econometric models which look at the determinants of inter-provincial
mobility more formally, including animportant sub-iterature centred on therole
of fiscal variables, can befound in Courchene (1970), Day (1992), Day and Winer
(1994), Dean (1992), Grant and Vanderkamp (1976, 1986), Hou and Beaujot
(1995), Lin (1995), 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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and Winer and Gauthier (1982).

Literaturewith afocuson theeffects of inter-provincial mobility on provincial
wage structures and related policy issues includes Courchene (1974), Graham
(1964), Rosenbluth (1996), Shaw (1986), and V anderkamp (1988).

Finally, the relationship between migration and individuals' incomes is
covered in Courchene (1974), Grant and Vanderkamp (1976, 1980, 1984), and
Marr and Millerd (1980), as well asin more of a passing manner in Osberg et al
(1994) and Robinson and T omes (1982).

Virtually all of these sudiesare 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 agenerally similar type — tax-based longitudinal files—to those
used in thisstudy. However, these other sudiescover 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 various benefits accruing to the LAD’s specific longitudinal nature and
other characterigicsare discussed in greater detail bel ow, but the main advantages
stem from theopportunity to follow given individualson ayear-by-year basisover
an extended period of time. It is thus possible to observe the extent and direction
of inter-provincial mobility from one year to another and over longer periods, to
categorise individuals according to their longitudinal mobility profiles, 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 interprovincial mobility presented here
generally depends on beginning with a dynamically representative longitudinal
database which possessesinformation regarding individuals' place of residence
and other characteristics on a constant current basis 0 that all moves can be
identified and properly analysed. The LAD uniquely meets these requirements for
Canada.!

This paper is one ina serieson the subject by the author based on the LAD.
It is derived from Finnie (1998a), which is also the source of Finnie (1999), the
latter comprising ananalysis of the general extent and specific directions of inter-

1. Afirst-gereration Canadianlongitudinal database, theL abour Market ActivitySurvey, wasboth
too small and tooshort (just two yearsinlength) for most purposes of studying inter-provincial
mobility @though Lin [1995] and Osberget al (1994) push these datato their capadty in this
respect). The morerecently developed Survey o Labour Income Dynamics(“SLID") currently
has just two years of dataavailable and will thusrequire same waiting before itis suitable for
any extended analysis of inter-provincial mobility; it will rotate individuals out of the sample
after just 6 years, meaning that longer-term studies will never be possible; and issmall 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 province) undertaken here.
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provincial migration over shorter and longer periods (without congructing 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 anannual basis.
Finnie (1998b) reports the results of an econometric analysis of the individual
characterigicsand environmental factorsassociatedwith inter-provincial migration
from one year to the next, which includes the provincial unemployment rate,
whether or not the individual has received social assistance or unemployment
insuranceor is otherwise seen to be at alow income level, area size of residence,
family status (marriageand the presenceof children), and a seriesof year variables
to pick up time trends. Finally, Finnie (1998c) exploitsthe longitudinal nature of
the data to egimatefixed effects econometric models of the short-run effects of
inter-provincial mobility onindividuals’ earnings, to compare movers pre-move
earnings patterns to those of individuals who did not leave the province of origin,
and to analysetheintegration of moversinto thelab our markets of their new places
of residence.

The Data
The Longitudinal Administrative Database (LAD )

The Longitudinal Administrative Database (LAD), which hasbeen constructed by
Statistics Canada, is a ten percent representative sample of Canadian tax filers
followedasindividualsover timeand matched into family units on an annual basis,
thereby providing individual and family-level information onincomes, taxes, and
basic demogr aphic characteridics, including province of residence,in adynamic
framework. The firg 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 Canadaby arandomnumber generator based on Social I nsurance
Numbers, with recordslinked acrossyearsfor givenindividuals by SIN-matching.
Individuals drop out of the LAD if they become non-filers, principally because the
person has alow income and is, therefor e, not required to file and chooses not 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. (Individual s who change their SIN — which is not uncommon— continue to be
tracked across this change.)

The LAD’s coverage of the adult population is very good since, unlike some
other countries (such asthe U.S.) the rate of tax filing isvery high: higher income
Canadians are required to file, while lower income individual s 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 congructed are estimated to
cover from 91 to 95 % of the target adult population (official population
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estimates), thus comparing favourably with other survey-based databases, even
rivalling the Census of Populationin this regard.

Furthermore, given that most individualsfile tax forms every year, attrition
from the sampleis quite low, meaning that the LAD remains quite representative
on alongitudinal basis aswell as cross-sectionally. This is especially significant
in acontext where aurvey databases typically have greaer problemslocating — or,
in the case of longitudinal data, following — individuals, especially those who
move, potentially resulting in serious sampling bias in the context of any study of
inter-provincial mobility.

The Principal Advantages of the Longitudinal Aspectof 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. This represents a fundamental advantage over what is
possible with cross-sectional databases (including the census), which typically
collectinformation only on the current province of residence and (retrospectively)
theonein which theindividual lived at agiven pointintimein the past (e.g., at the
previous census). This results in incomplete move profiles; in particular,
individuals who move just once are not differentiated from multiple movers, while
movements which are followed by asubsequent moveback tothe home province
over the relevant period (e.g., the inter-census interval) are missed entirely.?

Cross-sectional data are, furthermore, inherently limited in the information
they provide regarding the “pre-move” situation. T hus, in addition to typically
generatingincomplete samples/profilesof inter-provincial moves, non-longitudinal
databasesareseverely limited with respect to the anal ysis which can be undertaken
with whatever observationsare available. For exampl e, an essential element of this
study is to analyse the average pre- versus post-move income levels of movers,
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-provincial mobility to be conducted at
a detailed level. More specifically, longitudinal mobility profiles are studied by
age-sex group and province for even the smallest jurisdictions, and all of these
breakdowns turn outto becritical to the analysis and interpretation of the findings.

Identifying Inter-Provincial Migration and Constructing
Longitudinal Migration Profiles

2. TheLAD doesinfact havesimilar typesof problems, but to amuch morelimited degree. Moves
which arefollowed by areturn to the origina province within asingle calendar year are missed
(sinceindividuals are in the same province at both year endg, while multiple mowves over the
course of a single caendar year which leave the individua in a different province are nat
differentiated from single movements (for Smilar reasons).
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An individual’s province of resdence is taken to be that in which taxes were
payable — essentially where the individual was residing at year end. T his variable
iswell-suited to theanalysisbecauseitisconceptually appropriate; tightly defined
(including its residence-at-year-end ecificity); and, being a key piece of
information for tax purposes, is generally verified by Revenue Canada. An inter-
provincial moveisidentified as achangein theindividual’ 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 longitudinal data in this regard.)

Individuals were then classified into the following categories according to
their longitudinal mobility profiles. “ Stayers” made no inter-provincial movesfrom
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
seriesof movesw hich left the personliving inthe original provinceagainin 1995.

The Income Variable

The income variable used in this study is market income, thus excluding (most
notably) government transfers. M ore specifically, itincludes employmentincome
(wages, salaries, commissions, and other employment income), self-employment
income (net businessincome, net prof essional income, net commissonincome, net
farming income, net fishing income), penson income, and other private sources
of income (dividends, interest, net rental income, alimony/child support, RR SPs,
limitedpartnerships). Capital gainsare excluded duetotheir significant variability
from one year to another.

This choice was driven, first, by necessity, as the LAD does not currently
posses a consistent measure of social assistance income over the entire 1982 to
1995 period, thus precluding the use of a consistent measure of full incomein all
years. Onthe other hand, whilethe relationships b etween inter-provincial mobility
and government transfers are certainly of interest, these ar e probably best treated
as a separate subjec (as planned for future work), leaving the present paper to
focus on market income.

Another optionwould have been to use an even narrower definition ofincome,
such as labour market earnings alone. In fact, part of the andysis was repeated
using this measure, and the results were generally smilarto thosereported below
(results available from the author, but see also the cross-tabulations in Finnie
(1998c)), meaning that the issue is of no great practical importance.

All income values are expressed in constant 1995 dollars.

The Working Samples

Individuals wereincluded in theworking samplesin agiven year if, firg, they were
between 20 and 54 years of age (inclusive) in the firg 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 restrict the analysis to decision making “adults’, arbitrarily
defined by the age 20 cut-off. Excluding older individ ualsreduces sample attrition
and those individuals making the transition into retirement, a dynamic which is
certainly interesting, but best |eft to a separate study.

Agerelated effects are further controlled for by breaking most of the analysis
down by four groups for each sex: “Entry” (20-24 indusive), “Younge” (25-34
inclusive), “Prime-Younger” (35-44), and “Prime-Older” (45-54), thus splitting
individualsinto variousmajor phases of the life cycle.

Full-time post-secondary students are identified by proceduresdevel oped by
the author based on the relevant tax deductions. They were excluded 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 of the rates of mobility associated with going to
university and the early post-graduation years based on the National Graduates
Survey databases.)

Finally, individuals had to be tax-filersin all yearsfrom 1982to 1995. Some
of the resulting exclusons — such as individuals who died or (perhaps somewhat
more problematic) left the country — require little or no apology. The deletion of
more intermittent tax filersis, however, potentially more significant, particularly
if tax-filing behaviour isrelated to migration and the migration-income dynamic.
The high rates of coverage and general representativeness of the LAD discussed
earlier would, however, point to the dynamic sample exclusions being relatively
benign. In any event, there isno way around this problem: if afully longitudinal
analysis is to be carried out, such longitudinal regtrictions 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

Unfortunately, the LAD database lacks certain other variables which might be
interesting to include in an analysis of migration, such astheindividual’s level of
education, occupation, industry of employment, and other characteristicsrelated
to the person’s stock of human capital and specific labour market 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 NoMoves  Single Move Multiple Move Moveand Return  TOTAL

NF 86.8 6.6 24 4.2 100%
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NS 88.9 55 21 34 100%
PE 88.5 6.2 2.8 2.8 100%
NB 89.2 54 2.1 33 100%
PQ 96.7 1.9 0.3 11 100%
ON 95.3 2.8 0.5 1.3 100%
MN 85.7 8.8 2.6 29 100%
SK 85.1 9.8 24 2.8 100%
AB 81.2 12.6 2.6 3.7 100%
BC 91.8 4.3 11 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 1la shows the percentages of gayersand the three types of movers over the
1982 to 1995 period for all individuals tak en together by province of origin (i.e.,
the 1982 province of residence). The vast majority of Canadiansremained in their
original province for the entire period covered by the data witha full 92.6 % of
all individuals never budging (as defined above) over the followingthirteenyears.
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 % of the individuals represented in these samples
changed their province of residence once and then stayed in that new jurigdiction
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 who moved — single movers, multiple movers,
andreturners— totalled 7.4 %.

There are, furthermore, considerabl e differencesin these patternsby province.
In general, mobility rates are inversely related to a province’s population size,
although Albertaisan outlier in this regard, partly due to the economic downturn
which hit that provincein the early 1980s. L anguage also played a secondary role,
with Quebec and New Brunswick having lower migration rates than their
popul ation sizes alone would predict. Thus, Quebec and Ontario had the lowest
percentagesof moversof all types, British Columbiathe next lowest rates, Alberta
had the highest rates of out-migration, and the other provinces are all reasonably
aligned (roughly according to population) between these lows and highs.

Thus, almost 20 % of the individuals living in Alberta in 1982 subsequently
left the province, the rates for the other prairie and Atlantic provinceswerein the
10 to 15 % range, while only the three largest provinces had raesbelow 10 % —
with their population weights driving the overall national rate down to this range
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aswell.

The rankings of the provinces with respect to the different kinds of movers
are, furthermore, broadly consistent —that is, the provinces with greater numbers
of one type of mover tended to have more of theother typesas well. The precise
splitsare, however, interesting. In the prairie provinces and Prince Edward Idand,
the proportion of individuals who left but then eventually returned was relatively
low. Conversely, returners made up relatively high proportions of all those who
left the other Atlantic provinces, Quebec, and (espedally) 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
anational 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 (longitudinal) patterns would seem to be important to any full
understanding of the different typesof inter-provincial mobility whichoccurs; they
also have various policy implications. Knowing that out-migration is more likely
to result in apermanent resettlement (versus an eventud 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 mobility (e.g., the effects “new” redgdents have on the social
fabric of the province, the need for individuals to adapt to a new environment,
etc.).

Longitudinal Mobility Profiles by Age and Sex

Table 1b showsthe longitudinal profiles by sex. Overall mobility rates are seen to
be very similar for men and women and generally repeat the provindal patterns for
all individuals taken together presented above.?

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

thing to note is how the number of movers of each type generally declines with
TABLE 1b Longitudinal Mobility Profiles by Sex

Male Female
No Single Multiple Move/ No Single Multiple Move/
Moves Move Moves Return All Moves Move Moves Return All

3. Inrelaed work, mability rates across various specific pairs of years based on correspondingly
lessrestrictive samples (i.e, individual s meeting the sample selection criteriathe relevant pairs
of years, as opposed to being continuousfilersand meeting the criteri ain every year covered by
the analysis) showed men to be somewhat more mobile than women (Finnie 1998a, 199 8b),
especialy for the smaller/poorer provinces, thusillustréing the moderately differential effects
of imposing the stricter (more continuous) sample selection criteria for womenand men.
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NF 87.1 6.2 2.5 4.2 100% 86.5 7.0 24 4.3 100%
NS 89.2 52 2.2 3.4 100% 88.6 5.9 21 34 100%
PE 89.5 5.8 2.6 2.6 100% 87.5 6.5 3.0 3.0 100%
NB 89.5 52 22 3.3 100% 88.9 5.7 21 3.4 100%
PQ 96.9 18 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 25 3.1 100%
SK 85.6 9.5 24 2.5 100% 845 101 2.3 3.1 100%
AB 81.6 123 2.6 3.6 100% 80.8 129 2.5 3.8 100%
BC 92.2 4.0 11 2.7 100% 91.3 4.6 11 2.9 100%
TOTAL 92.8 4.3 11 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 atthe
national level, but in almost every case within each province as well; the few
exceptions could well be explaned by random variations for some of the smaller
provinces, for which the sample sizesby age and sex begin to get relatively small.

The age-sex results al generally highlighttheinter-provincial differencesin
migration rates noted above, and show that certain groups in certain provinces
have quite high mobility 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 provinceat some point up to 1995, with
most of these individuals still living elsewhereat the end of the period (especially
in the case of Alberta). Mobility rates (of every type) were, in fact, generally
greater than the national average for this age group in every province except
Ontario and Quebec — generally representing rather sizeable flows. The female
patterns are roughly similar to the males'.

Thus, while at a national level “only” 7.4 % of all individuals (males and
females of all ages) moved inter-provincially from 1982 to 1995, the rates were
several fold greater than this for certain age-sex groups in certain provinces
(although of course lower in others). In short, while migration might be only a
moderately common event in overall terms, the rates — and associated effects —
vary significantly by province and age group and are thusvery 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 regions in economic, social, political, and cultural
terms.

TABLE 1c Longitudinal Mobility Profiles by Age-Sex Group
Male Female
No Single Multiple Move/ No Single Multiple Move/
Moves Move Moves Return All Moves Move Moves 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% 824 8.0 4.2 5.7 100%
PE 85.7 7.1 - - 100% 81.6 105 - --  100%
NB 82.7 6.6 - - 100% 81.5 7.8 - - 100%
PQ 95.3 21 0.6 2.0 100% 94.9 25 0.7 2.0 100%
ON 93.0 3.7 12 2.2 100% 925 3.9 1.0 2.6 100%
MN 81.0 103 3.8 4.6 100% 778 116 5.2 55 100%
SK 791 124 4.3 4.3 100% 770 134 4.3 5.2 100%
AB 741 16.0 4.3 5.6 100% 718 177 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 887 5.8 2.0 3.5 100% 87.7 6.5 21 3.7 100%
Y ounger(25-34)

NF 86.2 6.8 25 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 19 0.4 11 100% 96.2 2.2 0.3 1.3 100%
ON 94.5 3.2 0.7 1.6 100% 94.5 33 0.7 1.6 100%
MN 84.1 9.7 3.3 3.1 100% 828 108 2.8 3.6 100%
SK 83.0 115 2.8 2.8 100% 81.6 122 29 3.4 100%
AB 784 143 32 4.0 100% 780 148 31 4.1 100%
BC 90.0 5.3 1.3 3.4 100% 89.6 5.7 1.3 3.4 100%
TOTAL 914 5.1 13 2.2 100% 91.1 5.4 13 2.3 100%
Prime-Y ounger(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 47 11 29 100%
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 24 0.5 0.9 100% 96.3 24 0.3 0.9 100%
MN 87.8 7.7 25 19 100% 88.5 7.4 18 2.0 100%
SK 88.2 8.1 2.0 2.0 100% 88.7 7.6 17 2.2 100%
AB 85.8 9.6 1.8 2.8 100% 86.4 9.5 15 2.6 100%
BC 93.8 34 0.8 2.0 100% 93.6 3.6 0.8 2.0 100%
TOTAL 943 3.6 0.8 1.3 100% 94.5 35 0.6 1.4 100%
Prime-Older(45-54)

NF 92.9 4.2 1.2 2.4 100% 92.3 4.2 14 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 17 0.2 0.5 100% 97.4 1.9 0.1 0.5 100%
ON 97.1 21 0.2 0.7 100% 97.1 21 0.1 0.7 100%
MN 91.5 6.1 11 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 25 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 Single Multiple Move/ No Single Multiple Move/
Moves Move Moves Return All Moves Move Moves Return All

Prime-Y ounger(35-44)

NF 90.5 5.2 2.0 2.8 100% 90.7 57 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 975 16 0.3 0.6 100% 97.5 1.6 0.2 0.8 100%
ON 9.3 24 0.5 0.9 100% 96.3 24 0.3 0.9 100%
MN 87.8 7.7 25 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 858 9.6 1.8 2.8 100% 86.4 9.5 15 2.6 100%
BC 93.8 34 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 35 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 39 - --  100%
PE 94.7 - - -- 100% 94.4 - - --  100%
NB 94.2 - - --  100% 93.8 - - 1.9 100%
PQ 976 1.7 0.2 0.5 100% 97.4 1.9 0.1 0.5 100%
ON 97.1 21 0.2 0.7 100% 97.1 2.1 0.1 0.7 100%
MN 915 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 86 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 25 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 Movers and Stayers

Tables 2a (all individual s 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 moverstended to be the youngest
group, returners come next, single movers 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 total s for men and women taken together
— but also for virtually every province and sex group. These results can be
interpreted within a simple benefit-cost framework : younger individuals tend to
have lower moving costs (monetary and otherwise) and a longer future stream of
benefits from moving, and hence 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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No Single Multiple Move and
Province Moves Move Move Return TOTAL
NF 34.3 314 295 30.3 339
NS 35.0 321 29.2 30.7 345
PE 35.0 31.8 30.1 315 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 359 33.6 30.5 314 35.7
MN 354 33.0 30.7 30.9 35.0
SK 353 320 30.1 30.9 34.7
AB 34.9 31.7 29.6 311 34.2
BC 36.1 325 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 Single Multiple Move/ No Single Multiple Move/

Moves Move Moves Return  All Moves Move Moves Return All
NF 358 332 309 314 355 338 310 290 301 333
NS 349 319 30.0 304 344 345 318 282 305 341
PE 353 319 314 314 350 347 317 291 316 342
NB 354 323 30.2 308 350 343 312 28.1 304 338
PQ 350 327 303 306 346 347 336 29.7 30.3 346
ON 353 345 315 306 352 355 332 29.7 311 354
MN 363 341 31.3 319 361 352 324 296 304 346
SK 357 337 31.8 31.6 353 351 316 29.6 305 345
AB 355 323 30.7 313 350 346 310 288 305 338
BC 352 324 30.3 317 346 356 320 299 309 353

TOTAL 36.7 331 315 317 364 351 321 29.2 306 348

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 being to characterise
individuals by economic status and to identify the effects of moving on
individuals' incomes. T o do this, mean incomes in 1982 (“pre-move” for those
who change province), mean incomes in 1995 (“post-move”), and the percentage
changein mean incomesover the 1982to 1995 period are shown. Asnoted earlier,
therelevant concept istotal market income—basically all non-government sources
of income. All individuals, including those with zero and negative incomes, are
includedin the analysis. The approach adopted here is quite similar to that used in
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Courchene (1974) and Grant and Vanderkamp (1976) for much shorter 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 Biases and the Need for a Disaggregated 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
assessingtheincome eff ectsof inter-provincial migration areimmediately obvious
in Table 3a, which presents the income figures for all individual s taken together
(men and women of all ages). Looking at 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 income 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 underegimated by looking at second period income levels alone —
precisely because the incomes of movers were generally lower than those of
stayersto begin with. Marrand Millerd (1980) conduct such a set of simple “post-
move” comparisons, while gracefully explaining the limitations of their approach.

There are, on the other hand, some significant differencesin these patterns by
sex (Table 3b). For males, the initial mean income levels of stayers were (at the
national level) below those of single 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 highestinitial incomelevelsand the
greatest income growth over time. These findings thus indicate that the
characterigicsof movers and stayers and the effects of moving differ in important
ways by sex, and that any analysis of the income effects of inter-provincial
mobility which failed to takeinitial income levelsinto account would suffer from
significant biases w hich varied by both sex and the type of move.

Finally, the patterns also vary province and by age group (Table 3c). In short,
the propensity to move and the associated income profiles arecorrelated with sex,
province, and age, meaning that any analysis of the characteristicsof movers and
stayersor the effects of moving on incomes needs to be broken down along these
dimensions in order to avoid confounding the “pure” relationships between
incomes and moving with these related factors.*

4.  For example, younger individuals generally have a greater tendency to move, lower income
levels, and greater rates of incomegrowth than do older ones. Hence, comparing the income
profiles of movers and non-movers of all ages tak en all together mixes the related age effects
with the effects of moving per se. In particualr, moverswill tend to have lower startingincomes
and greater increases over time simply because they tend to be younger. Similar problems arise
with respect to province with which mobility raes and incomeprofilesare also related.
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It should be noted that the income patterns for moversrefled the amount of
timethey have spent in the new province(s) —in a context where income levels of
course continue to evolve over time. These ae, therefore, “average” (time-
dependent) effects, but they neverthel ess establish the general nature of theincome
patterns and their relative amplitudes. In arelated, more technical piece, Finnie
(1998c) first analyses the short-run effects of moving on earnings and then the
subsequent income profiles of movers, who are found to be quickly integrated 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 returned to the original province tended to have relatively low
starting income levels than others.®

Clearer patterns emerge for the older groups, however. | n most provinces,
multiple movers tend to have had the highest starting incomes, single movers
follow fairly closely on these, individuals who left and subsequently returned to
their original province generally come next, and non-moverstypically had amongst
the lowest initid income levels. Thus, except for the youngest group, movers
typically had higher starting incomesthan non-movers. If inter-provincial 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 theseincome
effects are generally non-linear, and that individuals with very low income levels,
aswell asthose collecting social assistance and unemployment insurance, are also
more likely to move than are individuals at middle income levels.

There are, furthermore, two important exceptions to these income-mobility
patterns: in Albertaand British Columbia, moversoften (depending onthe specific
age group) had lower (not higher) starting incomes than non-movers. Indeed, we
shall seein the results that the migration-related income 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 economiesas these
played out over the 1982 to 1995 period covered by the data.

5. Onerelatively sinple yet efective means of measuring these tendencies is torank theincome
levels across the four groups in a given provi nce (for a given age group), and then survey the
general pattern of rankingsacrosstheprovinces. Thisistheprimary analytical devicerelied upon
inthis section —accompanied byinspections d the rankingsand specific income figuresin each
provincein each yearin order toidentify any particularly interestingor important exceptionsto
the general tendencies.
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The Effects of Moving on Men’s Incomes

Looking now at the changesin incomelevels, inter-provincial mobility isgenerally
associated with greater income growth for all groups of men except the oldest
(“Prime-Older”). More specifically, within a given province, single and multiple
movers tended to have the greatest income gainsfrom 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 would, therefore, 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 quite substantial, especially for the younger groups, with
the associated income increases ranging up to around the 20 % mark for the Prime-
Y ounger group, up to double this for the Y ounger group, and up to more than a
doubling effect for the Entry group. (The effects of moving are taken to be the
differencein 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 gproach as usd in the work by
Courchene and Grant and V anderkamp.)

There are important issues related to causality and sample selection to
consider here, but Finnie (1998c) showsin an econometricframework thatthe pre-
move increases in earnings from one year to anothe of movers were not
significantly different from those of non-movers, thus suggesing that the greater
income gains of movers shown here are probably largely attributable to their
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 themigration-income relationship presumably being related to the
beginning of the movement into retirement.

Given the starting income patternsmentioned above, the final income levels
are not surprising: 1995 incomes were generally highest for multiple and single
movers, lower than this for those who left and returned, and lowest of all for
stayers.

Turning now to the exceptions, asthe patterns of initial incomes of those who
moved from Alberta and British Columbia versus those who stayed differed
somewhat from those of other provinces, so do the effects of moving on income.
Specifically, the gains of the mover groups generally did not outstrip those of the
stayersto the same degree they did in other provinces, 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
incomeprovinceswhere one might expectthe “homegrown” income opportunities
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to generally be relatively attractive.

The income dynamics associated with inter-provincial mobility would thus
appear to have taken somewhat different forms in the “have” and “have not”
provinces. In the latter, individuals who moved generally enjoyed substantially
greater income growth than did those who remained behind, thus indicating gains
to migration. Putting this result alongside thefinding that it wasgenerally higher
income individuals who left these provinces thus provides a picture of inter-
provincial mobility representing apath to better economic 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, however, these
generalisations do not hold — at least not as consistently as elsewhere. Out-
migration from these provinces has been less commonly the domain of those at
higherincomelev els and generally | ess associated with higher income growth. For
residents of these provinces, then, inter-provincial mobility seemsto have beenless
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 femal e patterns (the second part of Table 3c) are quite differentfrom the male
ones. First, female stayer s tended to have higher initial income levelsrelative to
the various mover group sthan did men —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
gainsasaresult,women’s moves have beenless concentrated amongst those at the
upper income levels and have often resulted in income losses rather than gains.
These results ae consistent with a view of women often being “secondary”
workerswho compromise their own careersfor the sake of their spouses’ —in turn
related to their typically greater responsibility for children and other 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 their final (as opposed to

initial) province provides the alternative perspective of how entrants (as opposed
to leavers) compare to non-movers and those who left and then returned to their
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province of origin.

Weimmediately 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
(interchangeably) the highest starting incomes, followed by those who left and
returned, with non-moversgenerally having thelowest incomes; while Albertaand
British Columbia (and to alesser degree Ontario) again provide exceptionsto this
rule, with stayers tending to have higher starting income levels than movers
(“entrants” here) — especially for the two younger groups. (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 same provinces throughout (i.e.,
movers did worse than stayers). This presumably 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 ol dest group throughout this discussionfor
reasons previously discussed). Thiswould include both newcomerswillingto take
acutinpay for apreferred “life style”, aswell asindividual s reurning home after
making their living elsewhere and being similarly willing to accept a drop in
incomein 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 Atlantic 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, perhgpsreflecting the accumul ation of skillsand other
career advancements made during the time spent elsewhere in the country. Note
that inter-provincial differencesin the cost of living are not controlled for in these
calculations, and also surely play arole in the observed income patterns.

Conversely, individuals who moved to Ontario (both single and multiple
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 are generally
high. Moversto A Ibertaalso had greater income growth than natives, presumably
for similar reasons, while the patterns were more mixed for British Columbia, the
other generally highincome province. Theincomegrowth patterns were somewhat
more mixed for Quebec, Manitoba, and Saskatchewan— middle income provinces
— but in the majority of casesentrants (as well as returners) experienced greater
income gr owth than incumbents.

In short, the effectsof moving on individuals’ incomes has depended on the
province both to and from which individual s have moved in avery common sense
manner: moving from a lower-income province and to a higher-income province



FINNIE

252

VLT
8T
ST

TS
29T
2'8¢
€Te
L°0¢
60
'8t
9'Te

winpy

anON

DA0 A winpy SSAOIA 0D>\O+Z-

PUE SO

EAIA

aldnINN - 5)puig

SN

LA ONU
ajfuis oo

pueanopy 2dBINI 8lbuis

abuey) afielusdled

(durA01g [¢UL]) S[ENPIAIPU] [V ‘SI9AO]A-UON PUE STOAOIN JO (S661$) SP[JOIJ SWOIU] &p AIAV.L



253

INTER-PROVINCIAL MIGRATION IN CANADA

9Vl
9'Ge

s
0'Te
ove
LT¢
6'LT
T'.¢
Vi
St

98T
00T

ve

9
8'€T
TOE
6'GE
6'T¢
v'ee
00c
2'6€

wnpy

anon anon
ajbuis sonON

winpy

ATVINAA

SNON SN0 sonE&N wnpy SONON SN0 sonON
albuis albuis ATV

puesnoiN  sidninA

pue ano N

ol i
STEHA STEHAA

pue Ao\

abueyD afiejusdled

(99UIA0.1J [BUL) X3S A( SIIAOJA-UON PUE SIIAOA JO (S661S) SA[JO0.1d dwodu] qp A 1dV.L



0.2

102

FINNIE

20T
ar
§'ee
G'8€
08y
2'6¢
T2
4 4
[

0¢8
7’89
LSy
TS
1L
€ETT
9'90T

616
8'erl

unpy

anoN

90N mw>%_2

unpy
BAOIN

MO

anON
apuis

sonéiN

(b€-S7) YAONNOA ‘HTVIN

uinpy Ao
PNON aNOIN SN .
aidunia w_mmxmncuv AUL ATIVIN

1A

<l
LA

V=N
SOEHS

S[annin

abuey) afeiusoied

254

(P3urroag [eul]) dnois) XaS-23Y A( SIIAOA-UON PUE SIIAOIA JO (S661$) SOILJOIJ owodu] op A TAV.L



255

INTER-PROVINCIAL MIGRATION IN CANADA

9'9¢-

7o

8'6¢-
9'0v-
€6¢-
€'ee-
'8¢
6°0€*

IATA

0T
144%
9CT-
T91-
€6
66T
¢TE

90-
20T

uinpy

(¥S-S¥) YAATO-ANTAd ‘A TVIN

uinsy 9NO N
aNON SN0\ SNON SN0
son@N N0 SN .
MON 0N uiney ajbuis RrOW (Pp-5€) YAANAOA-TNIH “ATVIN

PION

P AN A St
S[UTTIN RdISY ' aidninA T

abueyD afielusdled

(3.u0d) (PurA0ag [eul]) dnois) XaS-98Y A( SIIAOJA-UON PUE SIIAOIAL JO (S661$) SPIJOIJ owodu] op A'1dV.L



€9¢
EVE
N4

FINNIE

68T
¥'8€
Tve
6'€e
ST¢
L've
[ ¥4
¢Te

LT¢
Lce
8'8-
0T
T'6c
[SWAS
S'le

0€e
€ee

unpy
PNON

anoON
uinpy

PAOW

anoN MO

D_m___n.

sanON

aidnini

anon
albuis

sonON

(F€-ST) YAODNNOA ‘ATVINIA

9NN

(spoR AuEENITVINaa

e anON

BAQIAL

ETC IR '

7 LA

adninin

abuey) abejusdled

256

(PJu0d) (90uIA01g [Buly]) dNoI5) X0§-98Y AQ SISAOIA-UON PUE SIIAOIN JO (S661$) SI[JOIJ owodu] op A 1dV.L



257

INTER-PROVINCIAL MIGRATION IN CANADA

8'0v-
8'¢e-

a0V

9¢v
gee-
8'8¢*

TetT"

SHT
Lze
LT
99
eTe
9'9%

29
9’8

unpy
PNON

(FS-S¥) YAATO-ANIId ‘A TVINIA

9N0 SN0 9NN O9NO N
W e o oo abus  sonoi wnBd  (pp-gd) waowBos- AR NTvIvaa

YRS aldnini ACHAL
adnINIA i aidnini

abuey) afejusdied

(PJu0d) (duIA0I{ [eul]) dnoas) X9G-08Y A( SIIAOIA-UON PUE SIIAOIA JO (S661S) SAIJOIJ owodu] of A 1dV.L



258 FINNIE

has generally been associated with income gains, while moving from a higher-
income province to a lower income province has generdly resulted in income
losses relative to stayers.

Finally, aninspection of final income level s by migration status usingthefinal
province perspective indicates that multiple movers tended to have the highest
incomes(especially for thethree youngergroups), followed by single movers, then
returners, and stayers having the lowest levels of all. Thus, the generally higher
initial income levels of moversrelative to incumbents and the more mixed pattern
of growth rates (lower for entrants than incumbentsin Atlantic Canada, generally
the reverse elsew here) has resulted in generally higher final income levels for
newcomers rel ative to incumbents of the provinces to which they moved.

Final Province Income Profiles for Women

The final provinceincome patternsare again rather different for women thanmen.
Inparticular, theinitial income patterns of movers and stayers are once morefound
to be quite mixed, although stayers typically had consistently higher — rather than
lower (as for men) — starting income levelsfrom Manitoba westward. As for the
changes in incomes over time, female stayers tended to have had the greatest
increases (once more ignoring the oldest group which was moving into its
retirement years), consstent 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. Firgd, male movers have
tended to be not only younger individuals, but also to have had higher starting
incomes than those who stayed in their province of origin, Alberta and British
Columbiaexcepted. Second, inthe“original province” part of theanalysis, moving
from one province to another is seen to have generally resulted in increases in
incomes — often very substantial — while income decreases were experienced for
those who left the wealthier provinces (Ontario, Alberta, British Columbia). The
“final province” calculations, on the other hand, indicate that the income effects
associated with inter-provincid mobility have depended not only on the province
from which, but also the provincero which the individual moved. The effects thus
generally correspond to the well-known provincial income patterns which hold
across the country: moving from a lower income province and to a wealthier
province has generally been assod ated with income gains, while moving from a
higher income provinceand to alower income province has been associated with
alossin income. The patterns are qualitatively similar across age groups (except
the oldest) but stronger for younger individuals.

This entire story is, therefore, consigent with inter-provincial mobility being
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driven to a significant degree by relative income opportunities, although “quality
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 commonly served individuals at higher income levels
to start with would, furthermore, presumably reflect the gpatial elements of various
labour sub-markets. In particular, we might infer that higher income professionals
have effectively faced wider labour markets which have offered greater potential
advantages to moving.

Finally, this oppor tunity-driven migration story does not generally apply to
women, for whom inter-provincial mobility hastypically being less“ sd ective” (by
incomelevel) and to have had more negativ e than positive income effects, thus
conforming to a view of women as secondary workerswho compromisetheir own
careers in order to advance those of their spouses. Such differences would,
therefore, seem to comprise aninterestingand potentiallyimportantcomponent of
the general set of gender differences in labour market behaviour and the gender
earnings gap in particular.

Conclusion

In this paper, theresults of an empirical analysis of inter-provincial migration over
the period 1982-95 based on the recently available Longitudinal Administrative
Database have beenreported. Individuals w erefirst categorised according to their
longitudinal migration profilesinto stayers, o ne-timemovers, multiplemovers, and
returners. Overall, 7.4 % of theindividualsin the longitudinal samplesused 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 provinces —
sizeable movementsby almost any standard.

The associated dynamicincome profiles associated with each of themigration
groupswere then analysed. For men, moving has typically been more common at
higher income levels and associated with substantial income gains, especially
amongst younger individuals. The patternsare, however, quite different for males
moving from the higher income provinces, especially Alberta and British
Columbia, where moving has been less concentrated amongst those with higher
incomes and often associated withincomedeclines raher than gains. Theincome
effects also vary with the destination province, with movements 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 income losses rather than gains.

The general story is, then, one of inter-provincial migration being therouteto
better labour market opportunitiesfor men, particu arly for those coming from the
lower income provinces and moving to higher income ones, and especially in the
case of younger men. Conversely, the different patterns for those movingfrom the
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generally wealthier provinces indicate a dynamic of declining opportunitiesrather
than the pull of better opportunities seen elsewhere. For women, the results
presumably reflect —and perhgps feed backinto —their generally secondary labour
market role and a tendency to move due to the relocation of a spouseeven 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 Canada, with implications for
our understanding of:

» This particular determinant of the nation’s demographic characteristics;

»  Therelationship between migration and labour market opportunities and how
these flows might affect the provinces’ and nation’s economic performance;

» How various socid 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 individuals
across theland might inhibit individual s’ opportunities and the flow of human
resources to where their valueis greatest; and,

» most generally, the role that inter-provincial migration plays in the nation’s
basic set of structures and behaviour which makeit a social-economic union
as well as apolitical 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 or other sources.
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