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Abstract

In this paper a multinomial model of migration is estimated to ascertain whether the 

determinants of outmigration differ for the choice of moving short or long distances. I find 

that premigration income is significant in explaining long distance migration, while it has 

no effect on short distance migration. The higher the level of education the more likely 

a person is to migrate a long distance. Dependence on unemployment benefits increases 

the likelihood of migrating both short and long distances. I find that labour market 

characteristics and local fiscal characteristics do not influence the decision to migrate.

*1 would like to thank Thomas Aronsson, Roger Axelsson, Karl-Gustaf Löfgren and Olle Wester
lund for helpful comments and suggestions.
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1 Introduction

Migration studies in economics have focused on two major issues. One has con

cerned migration as a labour market phenomenon, concentrating on the effect of 

unemployment and local labour market characteristics in determining migration. 

Another strand of literature has focused on the importance of local fiscal variables 

in determining migration. A survey of studies on the importance of local fiscal 

variables as determinants for migration can be found in Charney (1993), whereas 

Herzog et. al. (1993) is a survey of studies where migration is seen as the outcome 

of a spatial job search strategy.

Although earlier studies have pointed out the fact that the determinants of mi

gration may vary with migratory distance, few studies have explicitly studied the 

differences in the determinants of long and short distance migration. The purpose 

of the present paper is to study the effect of economic and demographic factors on 

the decision to migrate, and how these factors differ with respect to their influence 

on long and short distance migration.

Long distance migration probably means that one has to change jobs, but with 

short distance migration, the old job may be within commuting distance. This could 

mean that the determinants of long distance migration and short distance migration 

may differ considerably.

In this study, long distance migration is defined as a move across the county 

boundary, and short distance migration is defined as a move between municipalities 

within the county. The distinction between migration across and within the county 

border is not ideal. In metropolitan areas and in municipalities located at the county 

border, cross border migration could be shorter than within county migration. How

ever, in the Swedish case, Harkman (1988), in a survey of young unemployed, found 

that close to 50 per cent of across county border migrations, i.e. long distance mi

grations, were made for labour market reasons. Another way of dealing with the 

problem of defining labour related migration is used in Axelsson and Westerlund
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(1998). They use a distance parameter to select for the probability of labour related 

migrations.

In this paper, the intention is to study the migration decision for an economically 

active population. The migration pattern is observed over a period of eleven years, 

from 1981 to 1991. All individuals in the sample are required to be active in the 

labour market and to have income from employment (gainful employment or self- 

employment) every year during the period 1979 to 1991. Accordingly, we have 

restricted the sample to young men, aged between 20 and 40 years old in 1981. 

Young women are less likely to be continuously active in the labour market, e.g. they 

may have breaks for maternity leave, even if they have income from employment 
every year during this period, since parental allowance is, for tax purposes, defined 

as income from gainful employment. Restricting the age group to those between 20 

and 40 years old in 1981 means that all individuals in the sample are well below 

retirement age in 1991.

This paper is structured as follows. Section 2 contains a description of the migra

tion model, while section 3 contains a description of the data set used. Estimation 

results are presented in section 4, and conclusions are found in section 5.

2 Migration Model

The individual must take one of three possible courses of action: stay within the 

municipality where he resides, migrate to another county; or migrate to another 

municipality within the same county. These decisions are mutually exclusive and 

simultaneous, so a multinomial decision model is used.

Assume that the net benefit M* from migration choice j  for individual i may be 

described by

Mij =  f  (y*. Qt> Li) (l)

where y* is a vector containing information about net income and growth in net 

income the year before the migration choice is made. In addition to net income,
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personal characteristics and household attributes, Q*, also affect the net benefit 

of migration. Some characteristics of the municipality of residence, L*, may also 

influence the net benefit of outmigration. The choice of variables in these vectors is 

discussed below.

The individual will choose migration choice j  if the net benefit of that choice 

exceeds the net benefit of the other choices:

where M* is the observed migration choice for individual i. The individual can 

take one of three possible actions: not migrating (j =  0); migration across county 

border (j =  1); and migration within the county (j =  2).

For simplicity of notation let X*= [y* Q* L*]. The net benefit of mobility 

choice j ,  M*j, depends on the observable characteristics X* and on a vector ß j, 

which is a vector of parameters influencing the expected net benefit of mobility 

choice j .

The net benefit of each mobility choice is considered in comparison with the 

other alternatives. As a reference point, the net benefit of not migrating is set to 0, 

i.e. ß j =  0 for j  =  0, for the sake of computability.1

Given a logit model, the probability of observing mobility choice j  is:

Hence the probability of observing a mobility choice will depend on the net 

benefit of mobility choice j , and the net benefit of the other migration choices.

1See e.g. Greene (1993), chapter 21, p 666.

Mi =  j  if M*. > M*k for j ± k (2)

(3)

(4)
1 +  E  exp (Xil3k)

k=0
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2.1 Personal and Income Variables

Net income from employment before migration may have an impact on the decision 

to migrate. The lower the net income, the lower the opportunity cost of moving, 

as measured by forgone consumption. Another argument could be that the lower 

the income and income growth before mobility, the larger the number of attractive 

alternative income offers are likely to be. Net income rather than gross income is 

chosen, as the net income is more closely linked to consumption possibilities. Capital 

income is excluded from the measure, as it is not location specific. As income for 

the year migration takes place is endogenous, i.e. net income depends on whether or 

not one migrates, we use pre-migration income and income growth. This is because 

pre-migration income is exogenous in the year in which the decision to migrate is 

made.

It is often emphasised that the effect of income on migration is ambiguous - see 

e.g. Da Vanzo (1978) or Greenwood (1985). This is because, at very low levels 

of income, migration may be too costly. As income increases, migration becomes 

an affordable option, but the opportunity cost of forgone income is higher, which 

may deter migration. However, until 1988 starting assistance grants were given in 

Sweden to those migrating for labour market reasons, which would counteract the 

effect of not being able to afford to migrate for those with very low levels of income. 

An analysis of the effect of starting assistance grants on migration flows in Sweden 

may be found in Westerlund (1992).

Other personal and household characteristics that may influence the migration 

decision are marital status, whether or not the spouse has a regular income from 

employment at the current place of residence and whether this income consitutes a 

considerable portion of household income. If the spouse contributes a large share of 

the household income, the employment opportunities for her may also be important 

in the migration decision, and may deter at least long distance migration. Accord

ingly, I include the proportion of household income that is provided by the spouse.
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Another characteristic that may tie the individual to a community is having chil

dren, especially school-aged children. For a discussion of family migration decisions, 

see e.g. Mincer (1978).

The amount of schooling an individual has is expected to have a positive effect 

on the decision to migrate. If more highly educated individuals are more specialised 

in their occupation, they may face ”thinner” local labour markets, which may make 

migration necessary to increase their earning potential by changing jobs.

It is a commonly observed phenomenon in migration literature, that the prob

ability of migrating decreases with age. One important explanation for this dates 

back to Sjaastad (1962), and the human capital investment model of migration. 

Migration is seen as an investment in human capital, and the shorter the pay-off 

period, the lower the net benefit of migration. Hence, the net benefit of migration 

should also decrease with age, since the potential gain from higher wages and lower 

taxes is discounted over a shorter remaining period.

Engagement in farming or business activities in the current place of residence 

may also deter migration. If income from farming is a substantial proportion of 

the household income, the household may be less likely to move, as migration may 

mean losing this source of income. A similar reason applies with regard to business 

activities. The income from business activity may decline if it is moved, as set-up 

costs in a new location may be high.

Unemployment, particularly long term unemployment could be an important 

factor in determining migration. The longer one has been unemployed, the more 

likely one may be to migrate for labour market reasons. The effect of unemployment 

on migration has been studied by e.g. Da Vanzo (1978), Schlottmann and Herzog 

(1981) and Goss and Paul (1990). They all find that unemployment increases the 

probability of migration.

Previous long distance migration may be an indicator of individual preferences 

for moving. If an individual has migrated before, he may have fewer ties to the 

community and hence be more likely to migrate again. A long distance migrator
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may also be more inclined to make a short distance migration shortly after the long 

distance migration. This because the attributes of closely situated municipalities 

might not be known before the long distance migration.

2.2 Variables Concerning the Municipality of Residence

Attributes of the municipality of residence also play a part in the decision to migrate. 

A person may prefer to live in a municipality with low local taxes, and a high local 

tax may induce migration to municipalities with lower local taxes, for a given the 

level and quality of local public services. Another factor is the guaranteed local 

tax base. For Sweden, Westerlund and Wyzan (1995) found that local taxes (in 

relation to the national average) influence short distance migration in metropolitan 

areas in Sweden. In non-metropolitan areas, the local tax base (in relation to the 

national average) influences the outmigration decision.2 The guaranteed local tax 

base reflects the possibility of the municipality to offer publicly provided services. 

Therefore, a household may want to move to communities with a high guaranteed 

tax base, because communities with a low guaranteed tax base may have less, and 

a lower standard, of services.

Degree of urbanisation may also be a factor influencing migration. Densely 

populated urban areas may have a more varied economic structure, with more op

portunities for employment. This could be expected to decrease the likelihood of 

long distance migration.

The number of unemployed per vacancy in the municipality is thought to capture 

local labour market conditions. This measure in preference to the local unemploy

ment rate, as it means that the demand for labour is also taken into consideration; a 

high local unemployment rate may coexist with a large number of vacancies, which 

indicates that the unemployment is mainly of a frictional or structural nature. How

ever, if the number of unemployed per vacancy is large compared with the national

2 See Westerlund and Wyzan (1995) for a discussion of tax base versus tax rates as push factors 
for migration.
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average, we may interpret this as a local business cycle slump. In such a case, we 

would expect that the probability of outmigration - especially long distance migra

tion - would increase as the number of unemployed per vacancy increases.

The proportion of unemployed in labour market programs (relief work or labour 

market training) may also affect the migration decision. If labour market programs 

are readily available for the unemployed, they may prefer to stay, even when unem

ployed.

The location of the municipality may also be important. Stockholm is the largest 

city in Sweden. Stockholm county constitutes the largest metropolitan area in Swe

den, which consists of a number of closely situated municipalities. The close prox

imity of municipalities, and the differences in characteristics of these municipalities 

should make short distance migration more likely, whereas the diversity of the eco

nomic structure should make migration from Stockholm county less likely. On the 

other hand, the north of Sweden is the most sparsely populated region in Sweden, 

and its few municipalities tend to be large in terms of area and small in terms of 

population. Accordingly, commuting between municipalities is relatively limited. 

An individual living in the northern part of Sweden could, therefore, be more likely 

to migrate both short and long distances.

3 Data

The sample studied consists of 537 men in the Level of Living Surveys. The Level 

of Living Surveys are a regurlarly recurring survey of a cross section of the Swedish 

population. For a description of this survey, see Eriksson and Åberg (1987). Income, 

marital status and place of residence for each year axe found in the tax assessment 

files of the selected sample.

The sample selected were men aged between 20 and 40 years old in 1981. The 

mobility decisions axe observed each year from 1981 to 1991. All in the chosen 

sample were required to have an assessed income high enough to be liable to pay
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taxes each year from 1979 to 1991. Variables concerning income and municipality 

of residence are available each year, but other information is taken from the Level 

of Living Survey 1981 and 1991, respectively. Information about the date of birth 

of children is taken from Level of Living Survey of 1991. The education level for 

the individual each year is calculated by linear extrapolation, i.e. if an individual 

has recieved e.g. four years of schooling between 1981 and 1991, his education level 

rises by 0.4 each year. Information about the local labour market and local fiscal 

characteristics are gathered from official statistics.3

A description of the variables used in this study is found in Table 1. Descriptive 

statistics for selected years, by mobility choice, are presented in Table 2. As can be 

seen in Table 2, both short and long distance migrators are, on average, younger 

than non-migrators. It is more common for short distance movers to be married, 

than for both stayers and long distance movers. Long distance movers have a higher 

level of education than either short distance movers and stayers in both 1981 and 

1991.4 Long and short distance movers have no income from farming or business 

activities in either of the selected years.

In the sample, roughly 26 per cent of the individuals have migrated at some 

time during the period studied, and approximately 9 per cent have migrated more 

than once. A total of 219 migrations for 137 migrators were observed during the 

period. Moves across the county border constitute about 47 per cent of all observed 

migrations, and 55 per cent of all migrators have migrated across county fine at least 

once during the period studied.

As can be seen in Table 3, close to 41 per cent of those whose latest recorded move 

was a move across county border (LM) stated that a new job (for either the man 

or his spouse) was the reason for the migration. Among short distance migrators 

(SM), 20 per cent named a new job as the reason for the move.

3 Sources: the Swedish Labour Market Board and Statistics Sweden.
4Actually, long distance migrators have a higher level of education than either short distance 

migrators or stayers each year during the period, except 1985 and 1986.
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Table 1: Variable description.

Variable Description

y Net income in year t-1, hundreds of SEK, 1990 prices.

In y Natural logarithm of y.

GROWTH Vt - i /y t -2 ,  growth in net income between year t  — 2 and t  — 1.

SINKP Spouse’s net income as proportion of total household net income year t — 1.

AGE Age in years: t  — birth year.

SCHOOL Years in school.

UNPA Proportion of household income from unemployment benefits and cash 

assistance in year t — 1.

FARM Proportion of household income from farming in year t — 1.

BUSI Proportion of household income from business activity year t  — 1.

SMCH Number of children aged 0-6 in the household.

SCCH Number of children aged 7-16 in the household.

ELM Dummy variable: 1 if migrated across county border earlier during the 

period, 0 else.

TBAS Tax base, per cent of national average year t  —  1.

LOCT Local tax rate in MOR divided by the national average for this measure.

POPDEN Population density in MOR, population aged 16-64 per square kilometres.

UNPVAC Number of unemployed per vacancy in MOR divided by the national 
average for this measure.

LMP Proportion of unemployed in labour market programs in MOR divided by 

the national average for this measure.

STHLM Dummy variable: 1 if municipality of residence (MOR) is located in 

Stockholm County, 0 else.

NORTH Dummy variable: 1 if MOR is located in the north of Sweden, 0 else.

MOR =  Municipality of residence in t — 1.
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Table 2: Decriptive statistics for selected variables. Entry is sample mean for each 

year.

1981 1985 1990

S LM SM s LM SM S LM SM

y 807.66 802.75 789.72 827.32 766.75 774.92 953.54 1070.62 951.67

GROWTH 0.01 0.20 0.25 0.03 0.18 0.05 0.05 0.14 0.04

SINKP 0.23 0.20 0.39 0.21 0.22 0.26 0.32 0.34 0.34

AGE 30.19 28.78 26.20 34.23 33.80 31.19 39.27 36.31 35.55

SCHOOL 11.35 13.22 12.20 11.65 11.64 11.86 11.97 13.45 11.57

UNPA 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.06 0.03 0.01 0.02 0.00

FARM 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00

BUSI 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.03 0.00

SMCH 0.45 0.22 0.00 0.44 0.40 0.31 0.45 0.69 0.82

SCCH 0.27 0.11 0.00 0.51 0.50 0.06 0.63 0.54 0.45

ELM 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.20 0.31 0.12 0.38 0.27

n 523 8 6 511 14 12 513 16 8

S =  No migration

LM =  Long distance migration

SM =  Short distance migration
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Table 3: Reasons for latest move. Per cent.

Reasons for moving LM SM ALL

No answer 16.9 39.4 16.8

New job 40.8 19.7 30.7

Studies 1.4 0.0 0.7

Changes in family situation 15.5 24.2 19.7

Other 25.4 39.4 32.1

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

n 71 66 137

Source: The Level of Living Survey 1991.

In more than half of the cases, reasons other than factors related to the labour 

market influence the decision to migrate. Hence demographic and social variables 

also play an important role in the decision to move as do attributes of the munici

pality of residence.

4 Estimation Results

The results of the multinomial logit choice equation are reported in Table 4. Mar

ginal effects and elasticities of continuous variables are found in Table 5.

An individual with a high pre-migration income is less likely to make a long 

distance move than a person with low pre-migration income. A one per cent increase 

in income, decreases the probability of long distance migration by 3.5 per cent. For 

short distance migrators, pre-migration income has no effect on the probability of 

a move. This is in accordance with Da Vanzo (1978) who found a negative effect 

on pre-migration household income on the probability of interdivisional migration 

for the United States. This could be interpreted as low pre-migration income is a 

push factor for long distance migration, and that greater earnings potential is gained
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through long distance migration. Income and income growth have no effect on the 

probability of short distance migration.

As expected, an older person is less likely to migrate than a younger, and an 

individual who has more schooling is more likely to make a long distance move 

than a person with less schooling. A one percent increase in the number of years 

in education increases the probability of long distance migration by three per cent. 

Schooling has no effect on the probability of short distance migration.

The dependence on unemployment benefits - measured by the proportion of in

come from unemployment benefits (UNPA) - has a positive effect on the probability 

of long distance migration. However, we cannot reject the hypothesis that the effect 

of the dependece on unemployment benefits on the probability of migration is the 

same for both long and short distance migration. A one per cent increase in the 

proportion of income from unemployment benefits increases the probability of long 

distance migration by 0.03 per cent.

The number of school-aged children in the family (SCCH) has a negative effect 

on the probability of long distance migration, and a person with more children is 

less likely to migrate than a person with fewer children. The effect of the number of 

children on the probability to migrate is the same for both long and short distance 

migration.

Local labour market characteristics do not seem to influence the migration deci

sion. Local labour market activity as measured by the number of unemployed per 

vacancy (UNPVAC) has no effect on the decision to migrate either within or across 

the county border. An increase in the number of unemployed per vacancy has a 

positive (but insignificant) effect on the probability to migrate within the county, 

but (counterintuitively) a negative effect on the probability of cross-border migra

tion. The availability of labour market programs (LMP) has a negative effect on the 

probability of migrating across the county border, but the effect is not significant.

As might be expected, previous long distance migration (ELM) has a positive 

effect on the probability of long distance migration. This could be a remigration
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Table 4: Logit estimation results. Dependent variable is M.

Variable

LM

Coefficient t

SM

Coefficient t

Constant 1.2277 0.30 -3.2008 0.80

In y -0.5433 2.47 0.3090 1.05

GROWTH 0.4201 1.93 -0.0194 0.07

InAGE -1.2108 2.00 -1.7073 3.13

InSCHOOL 1.3207 2.89 0.1204 0.28

SINKP 0.4878 1.04 -0.1254 0.27

SMCH 0.0509 0.37 -0.0256 0.19

SCCH -0.3683 1.91 -0.3491 1.91

FARM -58.6170 0.72 -5.1653 0.76

BUSI -3.4169 1.42 -0.1367 0.18
UNPA 3.1526 2.47 2.1443 1.44

TBAS -0.0001 0.01 -0.0074 0.62

LOCT1 -0.6632 0.23 3.2799 1.20

POPDEN 0.0002 0.65 0.0002 0.79

UNPVAC1 -0.1559 1.11 0.0439 0.62

LMP1 -0.0022 0.01 0.2282 1.16

STHLM -0.2201 0.50 0.5886 1.80

NORRL 0.1325 0.46 -0.0639 0.24

ELM 1.3144 5.34 1.1114 4.22

Xi6 =  143.74

Significance level: 0.00000
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Table 5: Marginal effects and elasticities for continuous variables.

Variable Derivative

LM

1*1 Elasticity Derivative

SM

1*1 Elasticity

In y -0.0042 2.28 -3.5256 0.00532 1.06 2.089

GROWTH 0.0032 1.18 0.0090 -0.00039 0.08 -0.001

InAGE -0.0091 0.32 -4.0072 -0.02884 2.59 -5.980

InSCHOOL 0.0102 1.04 3.0792 0.00187 0.25 0.267

SINKP 0.0038 0.99 0.1300 -0.00220 0.28 -0.036

SMCH 0.0004 0.37 0.0219 -0.00044 0.19 -0.011

SCCH -0.0028 0.42 -0.1723 -0.00588 1.68 -0.171

FARM -0.4507 0.44 -0.5218 -0.07988 0.51 -0.044

BUSI -0.0263 0.91 -0.1064 -0.00186 0.14 -0.004

UNPA 0.0240 0.52 0.0274 0.03600 1.34 0.019

TBAS 0.0000 0.00 0.0029 -0.00013 0.61 -0.734

LOCT1 -0.0055 0.13 -0.6948 0.05581 1.17 3.289

POPDEN 0.0000 0.34 0.0502 0.00000 0.77 0.055

UNPVAC1 -0.0012 1.06 -0.1894 0.00077 0.64 0.057

LMP1 0.0000 -0.01 -0.0067 0.00388 1.14 0.257

Derivatives and elasticities are computed at the mean vector.
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effect, because those who are new to a community have less ties to that community 

and, therefore, have lower thresholds to overcome when making another migration 

decision. A person who has previously migrated a long distance during the period 

studied is almost three times more likely to migrate a short distance, than a person 

that has not migrated across the county border earlier during the period.5

As may be expected, the probability of short distance migration is higher for 

individuals living in Stockholm County. The local fiscal variables, the local tax rate 

and local tax base, have the expected signs for short distance migration, but the 

effect is not significant.

4.1 A Note on Migration Distance

One could argue that the definition of long and short distance migration could have 

some influence on the results. Therefore, I have reestimated the model with long 

distance migration defined with a distance parameter. The distance approach could 

well be seen as equally arbitrary to the approach used in this paper. I want long 

distance migration to be defined as a move to a new local labour market, i.e. the 

new municipality of residence should not be within commuting distance from the old 

job. Since commuting distance should be measured in time units, not in kilometres, 

what consitutes a long distance migration varies depending on where the individual 

fives. This is indirectly considered when I define long distance migration as a move 

across county border, since counties are fairly small in densely populated areas, 

where commuting distance may be shorter when measured in kilometres, and large 

in sparsely populated areas, where the viable commuting distance is longer.

I have varied the definition of long distance migration - from the definition that a 

long distance migration is a move more than 30 kilometres to a move more than 150 

kilometres, with a successive increase of 5 kilometres. Migration distance is defined 

as the distance in kilometres from city centre to city centre. The number of recorded

5The odds ratio for dummy variables are computed as exp (ßi).
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Table 6: Long and Short Distance Migration by Migratory Distance.

SM is defined as LM SM SM is defined as LM SM

MD<30 km 158 61 MDclOO km 97 122

MD<40 km 144 75 MDcllO km 94 125

MD<50 km 124 95 MD<120 km 82 137

MD<60 km 114 105 MD<130 km 75 144

MD<70 km 107 112 MD<140 km 74 145

MD<80 km 103 116 MD<150 km 69 150

MD<90 km 102 117

MD =  Migration distance in kilometres.

migrations in each category for various migration distances are found in Table 6.

The estimation results are not very different from the results presented in this pa

per. The variables that were important when long distance migration was defined as 

a move across county border, are important when long distance migration is defined 

with migratory distance. The parameter estimates have in general the same signs 

(at least for parameters with absolute ^-ratios above 0.5). However, the significance 

level of the parameters varies slightly with the definition of distance. Generally, we 

can say that the magnitude and significance level of the income variable increases 

when I increase the distance required for a move to be considered a long distance 

migration.

Table 7 contains the estimation results from two such estimations - one where 

long distance migration is defined as a move more than 60 kilometres, and one where 

long distance migration is defined as a move more than 120 kilometres.

The variables describing the local labour market characteristics have very low 

^-ratios in all estimations. The variables describing the municipality of residence are 

still not significant.
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Table 7: Estimation results with short distance migration defined as a move less 

than 60 kilometres and 120 kilometres.

Variable

LM

Coefficient t

SM

Coefficient t

LM

Coefficient t

SM

Coefficient t

Constant -0.9372 0.24 -0.5208 0.13 0.5023 0.11 -1.9053 0.52

In y -0.3068 1.31 -0.0205 0.08 -0.4970 2.02 0.1185 0.47

GROWTH 0.3058 1.31 0.1171 0.44 0.4940 2.12 -0.0113 0.05

InAGE -1.2661 2.20 -1.6340 2.87 -0.9362 1.42 -1.8144 3.53

InSCHOOL 1.0047 2.32 0.3624 0.80 1.0586 2.15 0.4610 1.14

SINKP 0.2418 0.53 0.1145 0.24 0.6843 1.30 -0.1417 0.34

SMCH -0.0294 0.22 0.0418 0.30 -0.0607 0.38 0.0509 0.42

SCCH -0.2090 1.24 -0.5594 2.57 -0.3000 1.50 -0.4026 2.25

FARM -26.9870 0.77 -5.3977 0.80 -37.0910 0.68 -5.7924 0.83

BUSI -3.5657 1.49 0.1111 0.14 -3.1075 1.32 -0.2639 0.34

UNPA 2.6490 2.04 2.6472 1.82 2.8022 1.95 2.5253 1.92

TBAS -0.0022 0.17 -0.0037 0.29 0.0039 0.27 0.0076 0.67

LOCT 0.8811 0.32 1.7474 0.61 -1.3013 0.41 3.0674 1.20

POPDEN 0.0001 0.19 0.0003 0.92 0.0000 0.11 0.0003 1.05

UNPVAC -0.0029 0.04 -0.0293 0.27 0.0084 0.09 -0.0401 0.41

LMP 0.0549 0.25 0.1974 0.95 -0.1294 0.46 0.2550 1.39

STHLM 0.4139 1.11 0.1466 0.40 0.0766 0.16 0.3603 1.15

NORTH 0.4408 1.74 -0.6137 1.81 0.6366 2.22 -0.5082 1.75

ELM 1.5554 6.76 0.7590 2.57 1.1089 3.81 1.3046 5.72

Xle =  141.72 x§6 =  144.09
Significance level: 0.00000 Significance level: 0.00000
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5 Conclusions

The main finding in this study are that the higher the pre-migration income, the 

lower the probability of long distance migration. However, income has no effect on 

the probability of short distance migration. The length of unemployment increases 

the probability of long distance migration. I do not find evidence to support that 

local fiscal variables or local labour market characteristics increase the likelihood 

for either short or long distance migration. We may interpret these results as if 

long distance migration is an action taken to increase earning potential, but that 

short distance migration is not due to perceived gains in earning potential. The 

significance of the dependence on unemployment benefits on long distance migration 

may be interpreted as an involuntary act to counteract unemployment at the current 

place of residence, although the effect of unemployment on the probability to migrate 

does not significantly differ for either short or long distance migration.

As expected, previous long distance migration has a positive effect on the prob

ability of both long distance and short distance migration. Local labour market 

characteristics, that I expected to influence long distance migration, appear to have 

no effect on explaining long distance migration, neither on short distance migration. 

I expected local fiscal characteristics to influence the decision to make a short dis

tance migration, but local fiscal characteristics do not explain neither short distance 

migration, nor long distance migration.

As the distinction between long and short distance migration is somewhat ar

bitrary in this paper, it could be a fruitful extension to make a better distinction 

between long and short distance migration, based on commuting distance measured 

in time, not distance in kilometres. Another development that could explain short 

distance migration is some measure of the quality of the publicly provided services 

in the municipalities, such as schools, child day-caxe, and recreational facilities.
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