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Résumé — Le présent article vise & démontrer que les ouvrages traditionnels portant sur la mi-
gration interne ou la mobilité démographique traitent de divers aspects du (ou types de)
flux démographique. La migration répétée, la migration de retour, la migration totale, la
stabilité 4 long terme et la croissance démographique servent a définir la typologie d.cing
dimensions de la population mobile et de la population stable. Cette typologie identifie 32
tendances de migration interne ou de mobilité démographique. L’élaboration de la
typologie de la population mobile et de la population stable a surtout permis de conclure
que la mobilité ou la migration ne peut étre mesurée que d’une seule facon. L’article
démontre que la mobilit¢ ou la migration ne comporte pas une variable mais une
complexité de variables, qu’elle est plurielle et que les analyses de la migration interne qui
ne tiennent pas compte des différentes dimensions de la mobilité sont fausses, tant sur le
plan conceptuel que méthodologique.

Abstract — The objective of this article is to show that the traditional literature on internal mi-
gration or population mobility discusses a number of dimensions of (or types of) flows of
people. These aspects of repeat migration, cyclic or return migration, population turnovers,
long-term stability, and population growth are used to define a multivariate Mover-Stayer
Typology. The typology specifies 32 patterns of internal migration or population mobility.
In this regard the major implication resulting from the development of the Mover-Stayer
Typology is that mobility or migration cannot be measured by a single measure, but must
take into account its varied aspects. The central theme of the article is that mobility or mi-
gration is not a variable but is a complex of variables — is plural, and that analyses of inter-
nal migration that fail to consider the various aspects of mobility noted are conceptually, as
well as methodologically, unsound.

Key Words — internal migration, mobility processes, repeat migration, return mi-
gration '

I.  Introduction

This paper raises issues about misconceptions which often occur in the literature on
internal migration. It is hoped that when the reader has finished this paper, he will be as
uncomfortable with all common usages of the terms mobile and stable in relation to the
phenomenon of migration, as are the authors. Specifically, the object of this paper is to
‘show that the literature on the phenomenon of internal migration discusses a number of
dimensions (or types) of flows of people that can be used to define a five-fold typology —
the Mover-Stayer Typology. The major implication resulting from the development of
the Mover-Stayer Typology is that mobility cannot be measured by a single measure but
must be measured along several dimensions. Mobility/migration is a complex of variables
— is plural. Analyses of internal migration that fail to consider the various aspects noted

- are methodologically, as well as conceptually unsound.



Jay Beaman and Carl D’Arcy

In formulating this typology based on concepts found in the literature on internal mi-
gration, the intention was not to definitively solve a methodological problem, but rather
to bring the diversity of the various aspects of internal migration into clear relief.
Throughout this article the terms mobility and migration are used synonymously. In
practical terms, the typology is being presented because mobility/migration is cited as an
important factor in almost all studies of growth and change, from studies of rural areas or
urban neighborhoods, to studies of nations. As well, mobility as a variable is seen to be
causally related to a host of social phenomena.

The contribution of the typology presented here is not in providing a simple guide for
more rigorous analysis of research problems, but in demonstrating the complexity of the
entity mobility which is usually measured as if it were a simple variable.

Unfortunately, recognizing the complexity of mobility does not lead to specific
guidelines on how it can be measured or which aspects should be investigated in a given
study. Even the use of sophisticated models with extensive longitudinal data has only
begun to lead to an understanding of the nature of mobility/migration processes and the
parameters that define these processes (Beaman, 1973; Beaman and McGinnis, 1974).

TABLE 1 SOME DEFINITIONS OF MOBILITY/MIGRATION

Definition

A person is a migrant if he leaves his area of
birth.

A person is a migrant if he has been in a com-
munity less than ten years and is older than
ten.

A person is a mover if he has changed residence
during the last five years (or some period, e.g.
one year for C.P.S.}.

A person is a mover if he expresses the inten-
tion to move in the near future.

A person is a migrant if he is gone from his
place of residence for twenty-four hours or
more:

A group is mobile if a large proportion of 'its
members are mobile.

Source

Musgrove, The Migratory Elite, (1963).

Goldstein, Patterns of Mobility, 1919-1950, (1958).

Standard U.S. and Canadian Census Definition:
Being a migrant depends on crossing an approp-

riate boundary, e.g. see Shryock, Population
Hiobi 11ty WiSHiA the United States, (1064,

Rossi, Why Families Move, (1955).

M. T. Chapman, “Population Movement in Tribal
Society: The Case of Duidui and Pichahila,
British Solomon Islands" (Ph.D. Dissertation,
University of Washington, 1970).

Studies using differentials to compare groups or
areas, e.g. see studies cited in Lee, Revision of
Bulletin 43 of Social Science Research Council,

(1953) and Thomas, Research Memorandum on Migra-
tion Differentials, (1938).

For example, while writing about Canadian data, Kasahara (1965) pointed out that
for the purposes of the study of migration and the family life cycle, using the data avail-
able to her, it was necesary to define a family as migrant on the basis of the migration
status of the head of the family. She indicated the various ways this definition may lead
to errors, but also pointed out that the operational definition adopted is what the data
allow. Similarly, Shryock (1964) and others have discussed the problems involved when
county lines, state lines, or other legal boundaries are used in defining persons to be mi-
grants. The very fact that the United States Census has used different time periods in
the questions concerning mobility indicates that time period also plays a problematm
role in defining mobility.
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Other directions of thought can be seen in Table 1, one of which is Rossi’s (1955) def-
inition of persons as migrants or potential migrants in terms of their mobility intentions.
Wolpert (1965, 1966), Brown (1968a), Brown and Moore (1968), and others who are con-
cerned with decisions to move, implicitly, if not explicitly, classify individuals as mobile
in terms of probabilities of migrating.

Most students of mobility would not feel that the definitions contained in Table 1 for
mobility/migration are totally satisfactory. The definitions outlined are by and large con-
ceptually inadequate because of the constraints imposed by the nature of the data
sources used in particular studies. They focus on only a single aspect of the complex mo-
bility processes. The crucial point to be made and borne in mind is that the degree of as-
sociation or correlation between various measures of mobility is unreliable and generally
low. These measures are not necessarily correlated, measuring at best, different aspects
of something called mobility or migration.

II. The Need for a Multivariate Conceptualization of Mobility

. It is claimed by Mangalam (1968), and other authors that problems in defining mobil-
ity and stability directly relate to attempts at conceptualization which are univariate.
Mangalam, in his annotated bibliography on human migration, lists a few authors who
have developed truly multivariate schemes for the analysis of mobility. However, he does
not offer specific guidelines on how to advance along these lines.

Goldstein (1954, 1964) has made the seminal contribution in identifying the multivar-
iate nature of mobility/migration. He stresses the importance of repeat migration in cre-
ating large mobility differentials for areas where a large percentage of the point-in-time
population is composed of long-term residents. Goldstein implicitly stresses that internal
migration has at least. two uncorrelated aspects which may be called the chronic mover
aspect and the long-term stability aspect. Goldstein does not, however, offer a definition
of stability or mobility where the notion of repeat migration plays a clear role.

McGinnis (1968) has offered a multivariate approach to mobility analysis focusing on
duration of residence in combination with other factors (also see MacFarland 1970).
Morrison(1967), and Land(1969) have demonstrated the existence of a duration of resi-
dence, or cumulative inertia, effect. These two research projects were tests of McGinnis’
Cornell Mobility Model, and considered duration of residence and age as distinct vari-
ables that played different roles in defining levels of mobility; age and duration of resi-
dence were related to distinct mathematical parameters defining the quantitative nature
of mobility processes.

Tt is clear from what has been presented that analysis based on any particular meas-
ure of mobility may lead to conclusions that will not be supported in another investiga-
tion using an equally valid but different criterion to measure mobility. This means that
in a study where mobility is conceptualized as a single variable, results may be a function
of the measuring procedures involved. For example, which type of population is more
mobile: a community dominated by people with a high possibility of being there next
year but a low probability of being permanent residents (i.e., still being residents in fif-
teen years); or a community dominated by people with a lower possibility of being there
next year, but a higher probability of being permanent residents — that is, a community
with both a higher repeat migration and a high stable population proportion factor?
The preceding observations are based on potential future migration behavior. When past
behavior is considered at the same time the problem becomes even more difficult; that is,
which population is more mobile, a large, settled in-migrant population, or a smaller, un-
settled in-migrant population?
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If a community’s or an area’s mobility coefficient varies with the measure of mobility
used, then such statements as “more mobile communities tend to be . . .” are difficult to
interpret and compare. They are essentially meaningless, until precise information con-
cerning the measure of mobility is provided. The results of any research study, and espe-
cially those involving a notion of mobility, are to some extent methodological artifacts.

The point of the last paragraph, and indeed of this article, is implicit in the phrase a
community’s mobility coefficient. The phrase suggests that there is one measure of mo-
bility, that there is one definition of mobility, which is good for all occasions and
purposes. This is not the case. For example, a single coefficient cannot reflect both the
level of return migration to a community and the volume of out-migration. Both Beaman
(1973) and Miller (1973) have presented evidence that high return migration can fre-
quently be associated with a low rate of out-migration.

III. A Multivariate Framework for Analysis of Internal Migration

In developing this typology of internal migration, it is found that the various aspects
of internal migration are vague at an operational level. No clarification is attempted
because two different operational approaclies to measuring mobility may only be com-
pared with respect to their assumptions about how mobility processes operate. To impose
a structure on mobility processes in order to make comparisons would be to miss the
point that not enough is known about these processes to state confidently a given model
which may be taken as a good approximation to the real world.

The phenomenon of internal migration is conceived here to possess five aspects that
should be taken into account in the design and analysis of mobility studies and in making
propositional and/or speculative statements concerning both mobility itself and its ef-
fects. The aspects are: :

A. Repeat migration or the chronic mover dimension;
B. Cyclic or return migration;

C. Population turnover;

D. Long-term stability;

E. Population growth.

Some may question the inclusion of the fifth aspect, population growth. It is included
because population growth reflects an aspect of the mobility process not captured by the
other four aspects. Indeed growth has, upon reflection, little to do with aspects such as
long-term stability, repeat migration, etc.

A. Repeat Migration or the Chronic Mover Dimension

As a result of his studies and the analysis of the results of other studies, Goldstein
(1954) concluded that a high degree of residential stability for most of the population is
not at all contradictory with high rates of mobility. In fact, before his Norristown Study,
no one had considered repeat migration as a factor in internal migration in the same
manner that Goldstein did. After the Norristown study, Goldstein used data available in
the Danish Continuous Population Register to study the extent of repeat migration in
Copenhagen, Denmark (Goldstein, 1964).

The research by Morrison (1967) and Land (1969), which has already been cited, is
the most convincing and rigorous research available to date to show there are repeat
movers who exhibit higher mobility rates than would be expected by chance and who per-
sist in being frequent movers over time. This most mobile group’s contribution to total
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movement may be related to the chronic mover dimension of mobility, to use Morrison’s
(1970) term.

B. Cyeclic or Return Migration

Recently a number of persons have begun to consider the importance of return, or cy-
clic, mobility in understanding internal migration. Eldridge (1963) has discussed the in-
fluence of return migration on rates of net migration. Her 1965 paper was important in
introducing a three-dimensional perspective into the discussion of geographic mobility
(Eldridge, 1965). Eldridge’s then unique perspective on internal migration was actualized
by using U.S.A. census data on place of birth, place of residence in 1955, and place of res-
idence in 1960. A return to place of birth after absence in 1955 was called “cyclic migra-
tion”™.

There are a number of other cases where the effects of return migration have been
noted. Elkans (1967) discusses cyclic migration as it relates to the growth of towns in east
Africa. Data from a thirteen-Canadian-cities study which clearly show effect of return
migration were presented in 1967 (D’Arcy et al., 1967), and also as new results became
available in 1973 (Beaman, 1973). Howell (1968) who has studied migration of aerospace
workers, introducing aerospace jargon to describe mobility patterns, terms a pattern of
moves involving a return to a former place as homing. Taeuber and others have pre-
sented results in which the focus is not on returning to a particular place but on return-
ing to a class of places (Taeuber et al., 1961, 1968).

Gould and Prothero (1975) in their typology of space and time in the mobility of Afri-
can populations delineate four types of cyclic movements: daily, periodic, seasonal, and
long-term circulation. Because of the nature of the population studied in North America
and Western Europe, we have emphasized longer term return migration in this discus-
sion.

In a more theoretical vein, Miller (1973) also explicitly recognizes that one must ex-
press the migration of those returning home as a proportion of the population at risk
rather than as a ratio to the population in the area of destination. Beaman (1973), in an
analysis which does consider the size of the pool of people who have out-migrated and the
ages of these people, has shown that where the level of return migration is found to be
large, the levels of inter-area and intra-area movement are found to be small. In Miller’s
terms, this indicates that when the large size of the pool of out-migrants from an area is
taken into account, areas with large return flows tend to have a low overall rate of return.

Miller’s primary thesis is that much of the migration mechanism can be examined
only by considering in- and out-migration separately. In defending this thesis, Miller is
pursuing an idea that Anderson attempted to develop using a correlation analysis
(Anderson, 1956). However, Miller focuses' on return migration as one component of
in-migration which must be considered to understand better the determinants of total
in-migration. '

A point to be made abundantly clear is that little is known about cyclic migrants. Re-
searchers developing Markov and other stochastic mobility theories can visualize cyclic
migration as a consequence of the logical structure of their mathematical systems, and
calculate mean cyclic times. Yet, return migration is a phenomenon in which considera-
tions of kinship ties, employer policy, and other factors are considered to be important
variables (Isharwin and Piddington, 1965; Rubin, 1965). However, there may be a sub-
class of cyclic migrants whose behavior is well explained by a Markov model. Until more
is known about cyclic migration, it must be recognized that erroneous conclusions may
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result from invalid ways of comparing communities with high or low rates of cyclic migra-
tion and different types of cyclic migration.

A number of the statements made above suggest that cyclic, or return, migration is
not a single dimension. Taeuber’s return migrants who return to a similar size place may
obviously differ from migrants who return to a specific place. The migrants described by
Goldstein (1958), Eldridge (1965), and others, as leaving their place of birth and subse-
quently returning are not the same as African workers who migrate to a place where they
work with every intention of returning home. Then there are the chronic movers moving
from job site to job site whose movement may involve return migration by chance.

C. Population Turnover

Turnover as used here refers to short-term flows in the population of a community
that are a result of internal migration. The United States Current Population Survey
(CPS) is in essence obtaining information on population turnover by asking an individual
where he lived one year before being surveyed. Of course, repeat migrants would be ex-
pected to load heavily on turnover. The high mobility, or turnover, rates usually found in
data like the CPS may reflect several divergent patterns of internal migration, such as:
the mobility of the most transient component of the population — a population which in-
cidentally has a large stable component; a continuing and consistently high level of de-
parture even among people with a long duration of residence; or the age distribution of
the population being studied. The real problem is how to decompose these elements. It is
possible and consistent with the age specificity of mobility rates, that high population
turnover in cities is only a function of age distributions. (See Lowry, 1966; and the discus-
sion of the SAD models in Beaman, 1973; or Beaman and M¢Ginnis, 1974.)

Return migrants who repeatedly leave an area and return to it contribute dispropor-
tionately to high population turnover in a community. Unless the definition of popula-
tion turnover stated above is changed to exclude return migrants, return and turnover
migration are not necessarily independent of each other. No prétence is made here that
the aspects defined are completely unrelated, but the authors feel that there is no obvi-
ous reason to conclude that any of the dimensions discussed are redundant.

D. Long-term Stability

When the stable portion of a population is defined in terms of the proportion of the
population with significant continuous residence, one is concerned with a long-term
measure of mobility. The ten-year measure of stability used by Goldstein (1958) or a
fifteen-year measure as used by Beaman and Du Wors in their 1965 papers and by Du
Wors et al. (1972) are such long-term measures.

Long-term stability is the kind of stability to which most politicians and social com-
mentators seem to refer when they consider the mobile segment of the population as sus-
pect. Individuals residing in a community for a short period, particularly those who do
not meet the local stereotype which may include buying a house, participation in local or-
ganizations etc., are suspected as not having the best interests of the community at heart.
While Sorokin (1927) suggests both desirable and undesirable characteristics of the mo-
bile, Goldstein (1958) gives the reader the impression that his data only show the unde-
sirable characteristics of the mobile and the desirable characteristics of the long-term
residents of an area. Morrison’s (1970) application of the label chronic mover carries an
implication of the deviance of the mobile.

Research done in mobility studies of Canadian cities suggests the long-term resident
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plays a disproportionately significant role in political life of the community. (See Du
Wors et al., 1972; D’Arcy, 1966).

E. Population Growth

Population growth is a component in the kind of mobility rates which are frequently
calculated from census and CPS data. As Miller indicates, it is only necessary to reflect
on the rate defined by the formula below to see that the mobility rate specified reflects
both in-migration and population growth (Miller, 1973):

Number in Population Present in 1966
Outmigration = Residing Elsewhere in 1971

Rate Populationin 1971 age 5+

In addition, if the last people into an area tend to be the first people to leave the area
(i.e., there is a duration of residence effect), it does not require much analysis to see that
such a mobility rate is a quite complicated function of past gross in-migration, and gross
in-migration is a function of growth and out-migration in a given year.

The rate defined in the above expression is one that has often been calculated from
Canadian census data. It is clearly influenced by population growth since it involves a
ratio of migrants to a population other than the at risk population. The population that
was subject to the risk of out-migration was the 1966 population and even if that popula-
tion was used in the denominator of the out-migration rate, there should be a mortality
correction reflecting differential mortality losses of city areas having a higher proportion
of their population in older age groups. As already implied, the difference in rates be-
tween using the 1971 population that is five and over in defining an out-migration rate
and using a differential mortality-loss-corrected 1966 population is the difference caused
by population growth, as well as by differential mortality and mobility loss of population
five and over during the 1966 to 1971 period.

Population growth also constitutes a significant factor in mobility in a way described
by Lowry (1966:95-96):

At the same time, such prosperous communities experience a ‘normal’ amount of out-migration,
varying somewhat with age-structure, the resident population will become increasingly concen-
trated in the most mobile age-brackets, and the prosperous community can expect actually a
higher rate of out-migration than a depressed community. Growth through mlgratlon continues
only because the inflow is even larger than the outflow.

Some readers may feel that the level of in-migration and the out-migration should
have been considered as separate factors in the mobility process. However, at least one
component of the level of in-migration, that of return migration, has been considered. In
defense of their omission of other in-migration flows, the authors contend that unless
other flows can be related to a population at risk in a structurally meaningful way, such
as return flows, it is not reasonable to introduce a dimension into the typology other than
population growth.

IV. A Typology for the Analysis of Mobility

Given the preceding discussion, it is argued that at least the five aspects of
mobility/migration noted above should be considered in designing any study involving a
concept of internal geographic mobility/migration. This is especially the case for studies
which are not based upon a formal theoretical system which postulates a set of quantita-
tive mobility dimensions.
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Dichotomizing the five aspects of mobility — turnover, long-term stability, return mi-
gration, repeat migration, and population growth — makes it possible to discuss mobility
in terms of a variety of divergent patterns. The range of possible combinations of the five
dichotomous variables is two to the fifth power.

This 32-fold typology illustrated in Table 2 is called the Mover-Stayer (M-S)
Typology by the authors. This typology reflects important general dimensions of mobil-
ity which have been noted in traditional (non-modelling) geographic mobility literature
and demonstrates that there are numerous divergent patterns of population movement
under which the population of an area can be considered stable or mobile. Obviously the
only unambiguous cells in the typology are 2 and 31 which respectively indicate high mo-
bility and low mobility in all aspects.

TABLE 2 THE MOVER-STAYER TYPOLOGY OF PATTERNS OF INTERNAL

MIGRATION
LONGTERM STABILITY
LOW (Few Longterm Residents) HIGH (Many Longterm Residents)
Population Repeat
Growth Migration Turnover Low Return High Return Low Return High Return
High 1 2 3 4
High
Low 5 6 7 8
High
High 9 10 1 12
Low
Low 13 14 15 16
High 17 18 19 20
High
Low 21 22 23 24
Low
High 25 26 27 28
Low
Low 29 30 31 32

Examination of actual mobility data may show that many cells of the typology are not
relevant to real situations since cases typical of a cell may be rare. Furthermore, if one
assigns numeric values to designate high and low levels on the various dimensions of mo-
bility and considers classes of models, it may be possible to say that certain cells involve
combinations of types of mobility that are impossible.

Beaman (1973), attempting to select one of several models as being most appropriate
in explaining migration data on thirteen Canadian cities, concluded that no single model
was clearly superior to another. The inability to select the correct model to explain given
mobility observations leads to problems in quantitatively identifying parameters of the
mobility process. One can discuss how the M-S Typology can be defined using each of
several quantitative models and show why, if Beaman’s (1973) OUT-SAD and
RETURN-SAD (Simple Age Dependent) models are accepted, only three dimensions of
the typology are needed: turnover, population growth, and return dimensions. In such
models there is no duration of residence effect independent of age, and long-term stabil-
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ity strictly depends on turnover. However, other mobility models cannot be rejected and
accepting these leads to a quite different set of conclusions on the appropriateness the
M-S Typology and the dimensions that should be included.

Some social scientists may feel that a complex multivariate typology like the one pre-
sented does not contribute scientifically to the field, and that research effort would be
better spent in identifying specific aspects of mobility. It may be argued that such
typologies show population mobility as so complex that the data requirements for a thor-
ough and rigorous analysis cannot be satisfied, making further analysis pointless. To the
contrary, we believe that our experience with the analysis of mobility has shown that
both work on the development of typologies to integrate research results and mathemati-
cal modelling are crucial to gaining an understanding of mobility processes.

It is of interest to note that Gould and Prothero (1975), in their recent paper on mo-
bility in African populations, delineate a typology of migration patterns in terms of time
(i.e., short-term and long-term circulation, migration) and directionality (i.e., rural-rural

. and rural-urban movement). They feel that their typology will facilitate the study of
African population mobility by identifying its important dimensions. We make no less a
claim.

Progress is in fact made if one is able to identify the dimensions of mobility that char-
acterize a population. For example, examining data from a research program on mobility
in Canadian cities (Du Wors et al., 1972; Beaman, 1973) and in light of the five dimen-
sions of mobility cited earlier, it is possible to characterize the migration patterns of
twelve cities relative to each other for the period 1948 to 1962. In Table 3 each dimension
was dichotomized so that about half the cities fell into the high (=1) and low (=2) cate-
gories.

TABLE 3 MOBILITY PATTERNS IN TWELVE CANADIAN CITIES 1948-1962
(Based on dichotomized variable scores, High=1, Low=2)

Level of2 a4 .5 Mover-Stayer -
X gepea§ Return 3 Long?efm Population Typology
City M1grat1on Migration Turnover Stability Growth Cell Number
Toronto 2 1 2 2 2 30
Winnipeg 2 1 2 1 2 32
Hamilton 2 1 2 2 2 30
Edmonton 1 2 2 1 1 7
Calgary 1 2’ 1 2 1 1
Sudbury 2 1 1 1 1 12
Regina 1 2 1 2 2 17
St. Catherines 2 1 2 2 2 30
Saskatoon 1 2 1 1 1 3
Sault Ste. Marie 1 1 2 1 1 8
Moose Jaw 1 2 1 1 1 3
Prince Albert 1 2 2 2 2 21

Based on a duration of residence effect. The model used to derive the magnitude of the effect is
described in Beaman (1973). The values used are found in Table 5.2 in Beaman (1973).

For details on the “Return-SAD" model see Beaman (1973). The values used are found in Table 5.1
in Beaman (1973).

For details and values used see Du Wors et al. (1972), particularly Table 48, page 19.

For details and values used see Beaman (1973:44).

For details and values see Du Wors et al. (1972), particularly Tables 4B and 5A, pages 19 - 20.

Lk ol A
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The last column in Table 3 specifies the cell of the Mover-Stayer Typology into which
each city falls. For example, Table 3 shows that Toronto, Hamilton and St. Catharines
are similar in terms of their population mobility patterns. Their 2, 1, 2, 2, 2 pattern of
scores shows that they fall into cell 30 of the Mover-Stayer Typology. They are mobile
with respect to the level of return migration and long-térm stability, and are stable with
respect to repeat migration, turnover, and population growth.

We stated that the only cells in the Mover-Stayer Typology which are unambiguous
in terms of a population exhibiting uniformly high or low mobility are cells 2 and 31.
These cells correspond to scores in Table 3 of 1, 1, 1, 2, 1 and 2, 2, 2, 1, 2, respectively.
None of the twelve cities studied fall into these cells. Calgary appears to be the most mo-
bile of the Canadian cities studied, being highly mobile on all but the return migration
dimension. In contrast, Winnipeg appears to be a comparatively stable city, being highly
mobile with respect to the level of return migration.

As can be seen from Table 3, the twelve Canadian cities fall into different cells of the
Mover-Stayer Typology. Five of the cities, Toronto, Hamilton, Edmonton, St.
Catharines, and Prince Albert, fall into three different typology cells, all of which are
characterized as being mobile with respect to two aspects of the mobility process. An-
other five cities, Sudbury, Regina, Saskatoon, Sault Ste. Marie, and Moose Jaw, fall into
four different typology cells, all of which are characterized as being mobile with respect
to three aspects of mobility/migration. With Calgary mobile on four aspects, and Winni-
peg on only one, these two cities form thé end points of the distribution.

If two separate studies were to analyze mobility data for these cities, one using
turnover as the mobility measure and the other long-term stability their result would
agree for only five out of the twelve cases. This typology allows the presentation of a
more detailed account of the patterns of mobility present in these Canadian cities.

From the preceding discussion, it is apparent that the Mover-Stayer Typology pre-
sents a variety of possible mobility patterns and makes it clear that geographic mobility,
or internal migration, is a multivariate phenomenon. Hopefully, the discussion of our re-
search findings on the patterns of population mobility of twelve Canadian cities illus-
trates how the typology aids the appreciation of the geographic and idiographic character
of population mobility in Canada. It identifies not only patterns of mobility which are
widely recognized, but those about which relatively little is known and to which attention
should be given.

An important consequence of accepting the multidimensional nature of mobility is
that the researcher who uses a simple operational measure which taps several dimen-
sions of mobility runs the distinct risk of presenting an average of significant and mean-
ingful differentials as irretrievable components of a single number. It follows that the re-
searcher cannot simply use an accepted measure of mobility but ask what aspect or
aspects of mobility are really of interest in the study in question. In reviewing the litera-
ture, the researcher must examine the mobility measures used by other researchers to see
what was intended to be measured, and if it seems plausible that it was indeed measured
as indicated. These two steps should be followed before accepting the findings of other
researchers which appear, superficially, to be relevant to the problems being considered.
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Bold to whom we wish to express our appreciation.
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