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Abstract
The internal migration literature has identified various factors that deter migration 
and encourage staying, but has been less concerned with people’s own reports about 
what makes it difficult for them to migrate or makes them want to stay. We explore 
factors that make it difficult to change the place of residence—from here on denoted 
as constraints—reported in the Spanish survey on Attitudes and Expectations of Spa-
tial Mobility in the Labour Force (N = 3892). These constraints were uniquely asked 
from all respondents through an open-ended question, regardless of their migration 
intentions. We find that many self-reported constraints correspond to factors that 
have previously been associated with decreased migration propensities. In order of 
frequency, respondents reported ties to family and friends, ties to their residential 
environment, financial limitations, and ties to work as constraints to migration. Our 
results further show that the likelihood of mentioning ties to family and friends as 
constraints decreased with age, was higher for women than for men and for people 
who lived close to most of their social network than for those who did not. Mention-
ing ties to the residential environment as constraints was positively associated with 
being partnered, and also with living in one’s birthplace. People who were unem-
ployed were less likely to mention ties to work and were more likely to report finan-
cial limitations as constraints than people who had a permanent contract—whereas 
being self-employed was positively associated with mentioning ties to the residential 
environment.
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1  Introduction

The grand narrative of modernization holds up “[a] stereotype of a hypermobile 
society and presumptions about the importance of [internal] migration” for indi-
viduals and societies alike (Cooke, 2011, p. 195; see also Fischer, 2002). Defined 
as long distance moves within a country, internal migration movements are 
important “for the operation of regional housing and labour markets, for regional 
economic and cultural convergence, and for the role of mobility in shaping indi-
vidual and community well‐being” (Cooke, 2011, p. 195). Nevertheless, in recent 
years, internal migration rates have been declining in several countries in the 
developed world (Champion et al., 2018). Examples are the USA (Cooke, 2013) 
and Australia (Bell et al., 2018). Rates have traditionally been low in other coun-
tries, such as in Spain (Bonin et al., 2008; Módenes, 1998). Seen through the lens 
of modernization, these increased immobility trends imply “less flexible labour 
markets with implications for individual economic achievement; divergence in 
regional economies, cultures, and politics; and greater ties to places and commu-
nities” (Cooke, 2013, p. 673).

In order to improve the understanding of low mobility, several scholars have 
called for a shift in focus from migration towards practices and experiences of 
immobility. Such calls for attention to immobility have arisen in relation to inter-
national as well as internal migration (e.g., Arango, 2000; Cooke, 2011, 2013; 
Coulter et  al., 2016; De Jong & Fawcett, 1981; Hammar et  al, 1997; Hanson, 
2005; Schewel, 2020; Stockdale & Haartsen, 2018). Especially in recent years, 
there has been a noticeable increase in empirical studies exploring practices and 
experiences of immobility (e.g., Hjälm, 2014; Mærsk et  al., 2021; Stockdale 
et al., 2018; Thomassen, 2021).

Much of the existing literature that has aimed to identify factors that deter 
migration or encourage staying has been based on the use of quantifiable meas-
ures of socio-demographic characteristics, household composition, socio-eco-
nomic position, and the social context or local opportunity structures (e.g., Fis-
cher & Malmberg, 2001; Mulder & Malmberg, 2014). Some of these studies 
focused particularly on the factors contributing to the abandonment of moving 
desires (e.g., Coulter, 2013; Coulter et al., 2012; De Groot et al., 2011a, 2011b).

Additional insights can be gained from people’s own reports of why they 
move or stay. Self-reported motives for moving and staying may provide a more 
nuanced description of the deterrents of migration and their relative importance. 
Furthermore, they may help uncover factors that have previously been missed or 
underestimated (Coulter & Scott, 2015). A small but growing body of literature 
employs self-reported motives for migration (Gillespie & Mulder, 2020; Haartsen 
& Thissen, 2014; Lundholm et  al., 2004; Niedomysl & Amcoff, 2011; Thomas 
et  al., 2019; Van Leeuwen & Venhorst, 2021). This literature has shown that a 
surprisingly large proportion of long-distance moves are motivated by family-
related reasons rather than by work- or education-related reasons.

While the existing research on self-reported motives for migration is far 
from abundant, research that employs self-reported motives for immobility or 
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constraints to moving is even scarcer. Some studies we were able to trace are 
interview-based explorations among small numbers of research participants 
who could be identified as stayers (Hjälm, 2014; Stockdale et  al., 2018; Thom-
assen, 2021). Several other studies—based on survey data—used information 
about the importance of fixed-category factors underlying desires or decisions to 
stay among specific categories of young adults (Haldimann et  al., 2021; Hofst-
ede et  al., 2022; Hooijen et  al., 2020; Rérat, 2016). These works have painted 
valuable pictures of people’s immobility experiences and uncovered some of the 
complexity of people’s decision-making processes. Several of these studies have 
suggested that family and friends are important motivations for staying and con-
straints to moving. However, existing studies have investigated motivations for 
staying or constraints to moving among specific sub-populations. Therefore, they 
leave unclear how frequently certain types of constraints or motivations are expe-
rienced among broader populations and how they are related to a wide variety of 
background characteristics.

We contribute to the (im-)mobility literature by exploring self-reported constraints to 
migration using the responses to an open-ended survey question among a broad study 
population. We employ a definition of ‘constraints’ that extends beyond the obstacles 
to moving for those who desire to move. This is achieved by also including obstacles 
to even forming a desire to moving, which may encourage staying. We address two 
research questions. First, we ask: What constraints to migration do respondents report, 
and in which frequencies? To answer this question, we present the frequencies of the 
four most frequently reported categories of constraints: ties to family and friends, ties 
to one’s residential environment, ties to work, and concerns about financial limitations; 
plus a residual category of ‘other responses’. Second, we ask: How is the likelihood 
of reporting specific types of constraints associated with background characteristics, 
such as gender, age, household composition, geographic proximity to the social net-
work, and socio-economic position? To answer this question, we model the likelihood 
of reporting each constraint category, compared to not reporting it.

The data were derived from the Spanish survey on Attitudes and Expectations 
of Spatial Mobility in the Labour Force (Vidal & Busqueta, 2020, N = 3892). This 
dataset contains unique information about self-reported constraints to migration 
based on the survey participants’ responses to the following open-ended question: 
‘What is the main reason why it would be difficult for you to change your place of 
residence?’ Spain embodies an interesting context for this research because it is a 
developed country with a traditionally rather immobile population (Módenes, 1998; 
Palomares-Linares & van Ham, 2020), which implies the presence of widely felt 
constraints that deter migration or encourage staying.

2 � Theoretical Framework

2.1 � Establishing the Scope of Constraints to Migration

In a conceptual article on spatial choice and behaviour, Desbarats (1983) defined 
a constraint as “any pressure or obstacle that produces attitude-discrepant actions” 
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(p. 350); that is, as an obstacle to mobility for people who would prefer to move. 
However, migration may also be constrained by an individual’s investments in non-
transferable life projects in their current place of residence (e.g., Clark et al., 2017; 
Fischer & Malmberg, 2001). Such factors may strengthen the individual’s attach-
ment to this place and barre them from forming a desire to migrate. Furthermore, 
the emerging literature on immobility has repeatedly found that staying is an active 
process in an individual’s residential trajectory, which may be more or less con-
sciously re-evaluated from time to time (Hjälm, 2014; Stockdale et al, 2018; Thom-
assen, 2021). This implies that staying is frequently the result of obstacles that may 
lead to an abandonment of one’s desire to migrate or obstacles to even forming a 
desire to moving and motivate staying. In line with these insights, we employ a defi-
nition of ‘constraints’ that extends beyond the obstacles to moving for those who 
desire to move, and also includes factors that encourage staying.

2.2 � Local Ties and Other Constraints to Migration

Significant constraints to migration can arise from the presence of location-specific 
capital. This is a type of human or social capital that accumulates and strengthens 
over time, and is not easily relocated (DaVanzo, 1981). Location-specific capital 
includes established social relationships and professional networks, knowledge of 
cultural traditions, investments in the local labour market, familiarity with the local 
landscape, and possession of property in the local housing market (e.g., Fischer & 
Malmberg, 2001; Haug, 2008; Mærsk et  al., 2021; Mulder & Malmberg, 2014). 
Such sources of location-specific capital may create attachments to place. We there-
fore refer to them as local ties (David et  al., 2010; Michaelides, 2011; Mulder & 
Malmberg, 2014).

Many of the self-reported constraints to migration measured in our dataset are 
explicitly local. We study four categories of self-reported constraints in more detail: 
local ties to family and other social network members, local ties to one’s residen-
tial environment, local ties to work, and a category of other, non-local constraints, 
namely financial limitations. For each of these categories, we discuss why they 
could be important in people’s (im-)mobility decisions and what each of their deter-
minants could be.

2.3 � Local Ties to Family and Friends

Social networks are important sources of support, care, and other interactions 
(Campbell et  al., 1986; Litwak & Szelenyi, 1969). These interactions are facili-
tated by geographic proximity (Hank, 2007; Rainer & Siedler, 2012). Indeed, peo-
ple’s local ties to family members living in their household are associated with a 
decreased propensity to move (Fischer & Malmberg, 2001). This is also true of ties 
to other geographically proximate family members, friends, and other members of 
their broader social network (Belot & Ermisch, 2009; Clark et al., 2017; David et al., 
2010; Dawkins, 2006; Mulder & Malmberg, 2014; Palomares-Linares & van Ham, 
2017). Moreover, living close to a large family network is associated with an even 
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greater reduction in the likelihood of moving somewhere else (Palomares-Linares 
et  al., 2019). Due to a combination of cultural preferences and structural, institu-
tional, and social factors (Reher, 1998), proximity to family members might play an 
even larger role in spatial immobility in Spain than it does in other countries (see 
also: de Miguel Luken, 2002). Although family and friends fulfil different roles in 
social networks, we had to lump together ties to family members and friends. This 
was because many respondents mentioned them in the same breath, and some used 
ambiguous expressions that could refer to family, friends, or both.

Gender There are several reasons to think that women attach more importance 
than men to living close to extended family. It has, for example, been suggested that 
women maintain stronger relationships with family members than men do (Rossi & 
Rossi, 1990). Women’s family relationships are also characterised by more frequent 
exchanges of support (Klein Ikkink et al., 1999). For Spain, Puga (2004) observed 
that compared to men, women develop more social network ties in relation to their 
specific productive and reproductive roles. We do not have a theoretical reason to 
expect substantial gender differences in reporting local ties to friends (even though 
there are gender differences in how friendships develop over the life course; Fis-
cher & Oliker, 1983). Given that we group ties to family and friends together, we 
expect women to be more likely than men to mention ties to family and friends as 
constraints to migration. When we look at the empirical work on gender differ-
ences in ties to family and friends, a mixed picture emerges. Mulder and Malm-
berg (2014) found no gender differences in the extent to which local ties to fam-
ily deterred migration. With regard to motives for migration, Gillespie and Mulder 
(2020) reported that women were more likely than men to mention moving closer 
to non-resident family members as a motive for migration. In contrast, they found 
no evidence of gender differences in the likelihood of mentioning ties to friends as 
a motive for migration. For Spain, Ferrer and Jiménez (2009) showed that women 
were more likely than men to mention family ties as a reason for moving. Women 
were also more likely to stay in their new place of residence for a longer period if 
they had moved there to be close to kin.

Age The importance attached to relationships with family and friends could 
change over the life course. Whereas friends feature prominently in the networks 
of young adults, family ties tend to gain in importance with increasing age (Rossi 
& Rossi, 1990, for family; Fisher & Oliker, 1983; Gillespie et al., 2015, for friends; 
Gillespie et al., 2021b, for family and friends). In Spain, older people seem to pri-
oritise family life over work or other aspects of life (CIS, 2014). At the same time, 
many Spanish young adults rely on family support during the early stages of their 
residential and labour market careers. This reliance on family may motivate them 
to remain close to family until they reach a certain level of autonomy (Fuster et al., 
2020). Thus, although age likely plays an important role in migration decisions, 
there is no clear reason to expect to observe a particular age pattern in the likelihood 
of citing ties to family and friends as constraints to migration.

Household composition and geographic proximity to the social network Peo-
ple’s life courses are inextricably linked to those of their household members (Elder 
et al., 2003). Individuals therefore tend to take into account the effects of a potential 
move on their social relationships (e.g., Thomassen, 2021). Some people may be 
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apprehensive about uprooting their family members’ social lives. This may espe-
cially be true of their resident children’s social lives at school and in their neigh-
bourhood. Individuals who live with a spouse may have to consider additional ties 
to family and friends, such as to in-laws or the spouse’s friends. Therefore, we may 
expect people with a partner and/or resident children and/or other resident family 
members to be more likely to mention ties to family and friends as constraints to 
migration than people without family members in their household. This expectation 
is also based on the frequent finding in the literature that having a partner and/or res-
ident children is associated with a decreased propensity to migrate (e.g., Fischer & 
Malmberg, 2001; Mulder & Malmberg, 2014; for Spain: Recaño, 2015). Naturally, 
ties to non-resident family and friends are only relevant as constraints to migration if 
they live nearby. We therefore expect people whose social network members mostly 
live close by to be more likely to mention ties to family and friends as constraints to 
migration than people whose social network members live far away.

Employment Family and friends are known to provide people with support in pre-
carious situations, such as help with job hunting or temporary housing (Thomassen, 
2021), or financial assistance (Fuster et al., 2020). Therefore, we expect people who 
are currently unemployed or have a temporary contract to be more likely to men-
tion family and friends as constraints to migration than people with a permanent 
contract.

2.4 � Local Ties to the Residential Environment

People who report having strong feelings of attachment to their residential location 
migrate less often than those who do not (Adams, 2016). Clark et al. (2017) attrib-
uted these feelings of place attachment to the presence of family roots, connections 
to the community and the neighbourhood, the number of spaces used, and satisfac-
tion. Feelings of place attachment may thus be reported as a constraint to migration.

People may also be tied to their residential location based on the locally avail-
able amenities and services. These may include higher education institutions, hospi-
tals and care institutions, favourable housing or labour markets, the overall ‘quality 
of life’, the climate, or other landscape characteristics (Graves, 1976; Maza et  al., 
2019). Indeed, a favourable attitude towards the residential environment and its 
amenities has been identified as a major reason why individuals choose to stay in 
certain areas of Spain that deal with high unemployment rates (Artal et al., 2015; de 
la Fuente, 1999).

Age People are less likely to migrate with increasing age (e.g., Fischer & Malm-
berg, 2001; Mulder & Malmberg, 2014). Among other factors, this age pattern has 
been attributed to the tendency of people to ‘settle down’ as their feelings of attach-
ment to their area grow stronger over time. Moreover, adults and seniors seem to 
feel an affiliation to place that is much more based on their experiences and links 
with their place of residence than is the case for young people. By contrast, young 
people primarily identify with a place based on their local experiences with friends 
and family (Cuba & Hummon, 1993). We thus expect to see a positive association 
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between age and mentioning ties to the residential environment as constraints to 
migration.

Household composition and geographic proximity to social network members 
Feelings of place attachment may be more pertinent for people who feel ‘settled’. 
Fischer and Malmberg (2001) attributed ‘settling down’ not only to age patterns, but 
also to local life projects, such as being married, having children, and being a home-
owner. Thus, the presence of a partner, children, or other family members in the 
household may lead people to feel tied to their residential environment. Therefore, 
we expect people who are living with a partner, children, and/or other family mem-
bers to be more likely to mention ties to their residential environment as constraints 
to migration than people who are single, childless, or without other resident family 
members. Furthermore, as place attachment is rooted in local family and neighbour-
hood connections (Clark et al., 2017), people with social network members living 
nearby may have a greater tendency to develop ties to their local environment. Thus, 
we expect people whose social network members mostly live close by to be more 
likely to mention ties to their residential environment as constraints to migration 
than people whose social network members live far away.

Living in one’s birthplace Living in, or near, one’s birthplace is associated with 
a low propensity to migrate (Mulder & Malmberg, 2014). Moreover, people who 
have returned to their birthplace after having moved away may also have strong feel-
ings of attachment to their place of residence. That is because they are likely to be 
familiar with the surroundings and to have location-specific capital there. Indeed, 
the special relationship many Spanish people have with their birthplace has been 
identified as a factor in that country’s low migration rates (Palomares-Linares, 2018) 
and high return migration rates (Puga, 2004). We thus expect to find that people who 
no longer live in their birthplace are less likely to mention local ties to their residen-
tial environment as constraints to migration than people who live in their birthplace.

2.5 � Local Ties to Work

Local ties to work may constrain migration, especially among people who work 
close to home (Mulder & Malmberg, 2014), who cannot easily change their work 
location, or who feel attached to their job.

Gender According to the gender role model of family migration (e.g., Cooke, 
2013), there is reason to believe that in opposite-sex couples, ties to the work of 
the male partner will have a more constraining effect on a couple’s propensity to 
migrate than those of the female partner. We therefore expect men to be more likely 
than women to mention ties to work as constraints to migration. However, Mulder 
and Malmberg (2014) found no support for the idea that in opposite-sex couples, the 
man’s local ties to work would have a stronger association with the actual likelihood 
of migrating than the woman’s.

Age The job change hypothesis argues that over time, people find jobs that fit 
their needs better (Wright & Hamilton, 1978). Thus, people’s feelings towards their 
job may become more positive with age. Indeed, many studies have found a positive 
relationship among workers between age and job satisfaction (for an overview, see: 
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Barnes-Farrell & Matthews, 2007). However, people’s work values differ between 
cohorts, as they are shaped by generational experiences, such as financial and secu-
rity crises (Smola & Sutton, 2002). Our cross-sectional data do not allow us to dis-
tinguish between age and birth cohort. Furthermore, no direct links between age, 
workplace satisfaction, and migration have emerged from the literature. Therefore, 
we are undecided about which association we expect to observe between age and the 
likelihood of reporting ties to work as constraints to migration.

Employment Naturally, we would not expect unemployed people to feel con-
strained from migrating because of ties to work. Among employed people, those 
who have a temporary contract know that they will have to leave the company in 
the future. They may thus develop fewer ties to work than those with a permanent 
contract. It has traditionally been argued that self-employed people and entrepre-
neurs tend to be attached to a local clientele, and are therefore less likely than sal-
aried workers to migrate (Koster & Venhorst, 2014). Today, however, some self-
employed people work online, and may thus be less constrained to move. We expect 
unemployed people and those with a temporary contract to be less likely, and self-
employed people to be more likely, to mention ties to work as constraints to migra-
tion than individuals with a permanent contract.

People’s occupations may also be associated with developing more or fewer ties 
to work. In the Spanish labour market, professionals are more likely than workers in 
other occupations to have a history of migration (Mulder et al., 2022). Conversely, 
managers and directors may feel more attached to their job or loyal to their place of 
work because they supervise teams and employees who depend on them. We there-
fore expect people in other occupations to be more likely than professionals to men-
tion ties to work as constraints to migration.

2.6 � Financial Limitations

While migration has been characterised as a tool for coping with socio-economic 
and labour market vulnerability (see: Clark, 1982), people also need information and 
resources in order to move. Having insufficient financial resources makes it more 
difficult for people to cover the monetary costs of moving. These costs may include 
the ‘out-of-pocket expenses’ of food, lodging, and transportation (Sjaastad, 1962). 
Moreover, people who move may have to put down a deposit to rent a new dwelling, 
pay real estate agencies for their services, cover the cost of a new dwelling before 
their old dwelling has been sold, and cover other transaction costs. Thus, financially 
vulnerable people may not feel well-equipped to navigate the migration process, and 
might therefore mention financial limitations as constraints to migration. Indeed, 
Landale and Guest (1985) suggested that a lack of resources constrains people’s 
migration intentions from being realised.

Age According to Collins and Urban (2020), people’s financial well-being—
measured as their subjective financial status and perceived future financial trajec-
tory—increases with age. In Spain, high levels of labour and housing market vulner-
ability among young people (Fuster et al., 2019) point to an age pattern in financial 
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well-being. Therefore, we expect age to be negatively associated with mentioning 
financial limitations as constraints to migration.

Household composition When partners share a household, they can pool 
resources. Indeed, the probability of moving has been found to increase with house-
hold income (Clark & Huang, 2003; Coulter, 2013; Coulter et al., 2011; de Groot 
et  al., 2011a; Lu, 1998). Thus, we expect to find that people who have a partner 
are less likely than single people to mention financial limitations as constraints to 
migration. It is not immediately clear what effect having children in the household 
has on people’s migration decisions. On the one hand, this life phase tends to be 
associated with financial stability. On the other hand, people with children may feel 
a strong responsibility to support their family, and thus be less inclined to take the 
financial risk of moving.

Education and employment The distribution of earnings is largely determined 
by the level and the distribution of schooling (Becker & Chiswick, 1966; Mincer, 
1974). Having a university education improves an individual’s human capital, and 
may lead to higher-paying professional and managerial jobs. We therefore expect 
to find that people who have a university degree are less likely than people who 
do not to mention financial limitations as constraints to migration. People who 
lack secure employment or who work in a lower-paying job may have insufficient 
resources to cover moving costs. Therefore, we expect people who are unemployed 
or who have a temporary contract to be more likely to mention financial limitations 
as constraints to migration than people who are permanently employed or are self-
employed. Having little or no income has been found to deter people from migrating 
(Kley, 2011; Kley & Mulder, 2010). However, being unemployed has been shown 
to both decrease (de Groot et al., 2011a) and increase (Mulder & Malmberg, 2014) 
the propensity to migrate. We also expect to find that professionals, managers, and 
directors are less likely than people in other occupations to mention financial limita-
tions as constraints to migration.

3 � Data and Methods

3.1 � Dataset and Sample

We use cross-sectional data from the Spanish survey on Attitudes and Expectations 
of Spatial Mobility in the Labour Force (Vidal & Busqueta, 2020). The data were 
collected through computer-assisted web interviews in October 2019.1 The main 
objective of the survey was to explore the participants’ willingness to migrate based 
on their perceptions of the constraints in their current place of residence, and of 
opportunities elsewhere. The structured questionnaire contained 51 questions, and 
the primary topics covered were employment, migration history, mobility intentions, 
and willingness to migrate. The survey also asked respondents about their values, 

1  Data collection was before the Covid-19 pandemic. A replication of the analyses using information 
collected at the time of or after the pandemic could result in different findings.
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their life expectations, and the socio-demographic characteristics of themselves and 
their households. While most of the questions had fixed-category responses, ques-
tions regarding constraints to and reasons for migration were open-ended.

The target population were between 18 and 55 years old, resided in Spain, and 
participated in the labour force by being (self-)employed or seeking employment. 
The sample was stratified according to three characteristics: region of residence 
(eight Nielsen zones), age group (18 to 24, 25 to 39, and 40 to 55), and sex. How-
ever, as is often the case in online surveys, the response rate was low (12%). Several 
efforts were made to obtain a sample representative of the population of Spain, for 
example through quota sampling. To assess the representativeness, Mulder et  al., 
(2022) compared the survey’s sample with the sample of the third quarter of 2019 
in the Spanish Labour Force Survey. They found no relevant divergences in sample 
composition with regard to socio-demographic characteristics, level of education, or 
employment situation.

The survey yielded 4008 viable responses. We dropped the responses of people 
who were serving in the military (n = 23) because they may not have been free to 
choose where they lived, and thus would not have been constrained in their migra-
tion decisions by the same factors as the general population. We also dropped cases 
that did not contain information about one or more of the following independent 
variables: relationship to the respondent’s birthplace (n = 19 missing values), univer-
sity education (n = 14), occupation (n = 22), or geographic proximity to social net-
work members (n = 40). The final sample size was 3892.

3.2 � Dependent Variables

To construct the dependent variables, we used the responses to the following open-
ended question: ‘What is the main reason why it would be difficult for you to change 
your place of residence?’ A further instruction read: “by place we mean the town/
village where you live and its surroundings”.2 All respondents were asked this ques-
tion, regardless of their moving intentions. We use the term migration to denote all 
these potential moves from the place of residence. Although respondents were asked 
to cite the ‘main reason’, 358 respondents mentioned two or three constraints. Ini-
tially, we labelled all first, second, and third constraints separately (N = 4289) using 
an inductive approach, which resulted in a primary coding scheme with keywords in 
English. Then, we grouped the subcategories around major themes drawn from the 
(im-)mobility literature, which yielded four types of constraints and a rest category. 
In Appendix  1, we describe the coding and operationalisation processes in more 
detail. Table 5 in Appendix 1 shows the reported frequencies per constraint category 
and per subcategory, and the associated inductive keywords.

To prevent information loss for respondents who mentioned more than one con-
straint (9%), we constructed four separate binary dependent variables that measured 

2  Spanish wording of the open-ended question: ‘¿Cuál es la razón principal por la que te sería difícil 
cambiar de lugar de residencia?’. Spanish wording of further instructions: ‘por lugar nos referimos a la 
población donde resides o sus alrededores’.
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whether a particular type of constraint was reported or not. These four dependent vari-
ables indicate whether or not the respondents felt constrained by: (1) local ties to fam-
ily and friends; (2) local ties to the residential environment; (3) local ties to work; and 
(4) financial limitations. The reference category of each variable contains all responses 
in which the outcome of interest was not reported, including those cases in which the 
respondent did not mention any constraint. In Table 1, we report the frequencies of the 
dependent variables. For a sensitivity analysis we also specified a categorical depend-
ent variable based on the respondents’ first-mentioned constraint, with four catego-
ries for the four constraints and one category for other responses; results are shown in 
Appendix 1 (Table 6).

3.3 � Independent Variables

All four models included the same set of independent variables (frequencies shown in 
Table 1). We included sex as a dummy variable and age in years. We measured house-
hold composition with two variables: (1) a four-category variable measuring living with 
or without a partner, and with or without children; and (2) a dummy variable measur-
ing whether or not any parents and/or other family members were living in the house-
hold. We measured geographic proximity to social network members as a dummy indi-
cating whether individuals were or were not living close to most or all of their social 
network members. Furthermore, we used three indicators of socio-economic status: (1) 
a dummy for university education; (2) a four-category variable measuring employment 
status (permanent contract, temporary contract, self-employed, unemployed); and (3) a 
five-category variable indicating the type of occupation (professionals, manual work-
ers, administrative/services workers, managers/directors, and a residual category of 
people who had never worked and thus could not be categorised into any occupation 
type). We used a three-category variable indicating where people were living in relation 
to their birthplace: living in their birthplace (including return migrants), living outside 
their birthplace but having been born in Spain, and international migrants living in 
Spain. Finally, we introduced two control variables. One categorical variable measured 
migration intention. This allowed us to take into account whether respondents were: not 
considering to migrate, considering to migrate, or considering and planning to migrate 
at the time they reported their constraints. Another control was included for the geo-
graphic region of residence categorised into four large zones (North-West, East, South, 
and Central) and the two main metropolitan areas of Spain (Madrid and Barcelona). 
Measures of homeownership and household income were also included in the data-
set. However, 30% of these two variables contained missing values. The missing values 
on homeownership were surprising, but they proved to be uncorrelated with all other 
variables in the dataset. They did follow a similar pattern as those on income. We thus 
excluded both variables from the analyses in order to not bias our results.

3.4 � Analytical Approach

We ran separate binary logistic regressions for each of the four outcomes. We pre-
ferred this approach over one multinomial model because it prevents information 
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Table 1   Descriptive statistics of independent and dependent variables (N = 3892)

Independent variables Column % or mean (SD)

Sex
 Men 50.4
 Women 49.6

Age in years 38.0 (9.8)
Household
 Single without children 25.2
 Single with children 8.2
 Partner without children 22.3
 Partner with children 44.4

Other resident family members
 No 79.5
 Yes 20.6

All or most social network members live close by
 No 31.5
 Yes 68.5

Employment status
 Permanent contract 59.1
 Temporary contract 16.2
 Self-employed and entrepreneurs 11.9
 Unemployed 12.9

Occupation
 Professionals 20.8
 Manual workers 26.2
 Commercial, service, and administrative sector 28.9
 Managers and directors 21.6
 Never worked before 2.5

University education
 No 53.7
 Yes 46.3

Relationship to birthplace
 Living in the birthplace 65.4
 Not living in the birthplace 26.2
 International migrant 8.4

Migration intention
 Not considering to migrate 55.3
 Considering to migrate 24.4
 Considering and planning to migrate 20.3

Geographic region of residence
 North 16.7
 East 14.3
 South 24.9
 Central 16.2



1 3

Local Ties as Self‑Reported Constraints to Internal Migration… Page 13 of 37     16 

loss for the 9% of the respondents who mentioned more than one constraint. The 
sensitivity check using one multinomial regression model allows for comparisons 
between outcome categories, but can only take into account the first constraint 
mentioned (results shown in Appendix  1, Table  6). The findings are very similar 
to those from the separate logistic regression models. We present the models using 
unweighted data. A sensitivity check using weighted data (tables available upon 
request) revealed that the results were similar to those of the unweighted models.

4 � Results

4.1 � Frequencies of Reporting the Constraints

The constraint category that was most frequently cited as the first constraint (31.5% 
of the respondents) and as a second or third constraint (1.5%) was that of local ties 
to family and friends (Fig. 1). Respondents also frequently reported ties to the resi-
dential environment (17.0%), ties to work (8.5%), and concerns about financial limi-
tations (11.5%) as the first constraint. Of those three categories, financial limitations 
were least frequently mentioned as a second or third constraint.

Table 2 shows that there were large differences by socio-demographic character-
istics in how frequently specific constraints were mentioned. For example, ties to 
family and friends were mentioned particularly frequently (> 35%) by women, peo-
ple who were living with family members other than their partner or children, and 
people whose social network members were living close by.

Source: Survey on Attitudes and Expectations of Spatial Mobility in the Labour Force (Vidal & Bus-
queta, 2020)

Table 1   (continued)

Independent variables Column % or mean (SD)

 Metropolitan area: Madrid 14.4
 Metropolitan area: Barcelona 13.5

Dependent variables Column % n

Ties to family and friends
 Mentioned 33.0 1285
 Not mentioned 67.0 2607

Ties to the residential environment
 Mentioned 17.9 698
 Not mentioned 82.1 3194

Ties to work or the partner’s work
 Mentioned 9.6 374
 Not mentioned 90.4 3518

Financial limitations
 Mentioned 11.8 459
 Not mentioned 88.2 3433
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4.2 � Results of the Logistic Regressions

In Table 3, we present the results of the four binary logistic regressions. We also 
provide an overview of the expected associations and the results for these associa-
tions in Table 4.

Sex In line with our hypothesis, women were more likely than men to mention 
ties to family and friends as constraints to migration (B = 0.269, implying an odds 
ratio of exp[0.269] or 1.309; p = 0.000). We also found that women were consider-
ably less likely than men to mention financial limitations as migration constraints. 
These observed gender differences may be related to the persistence of gender roles, 
with women being the main caregivers and men having the bulk of the financial 
responsibilities. For similar reasons, we had expected to find that women would 
be less likely than men to mention local ties to work, but we did not find support 
for this hypothesis. This is in line with earlier findings by Mulder and Malmberg 
in Sweden (2014). Overall, the observed associations between gender and report-
ing specific categories of constraints may be understood as a sign that women in 
Spain have increasingly taken up roles in the productive sector, but their roles in the 
domestic and reproductive spheres have changed less quickly (Salido, 2011).

Age Given that location-specific capital tends to accumulate and strengthen over 
time (DaVanzo, 1981), we expected to find a positive association between age and 
the likelihood of mentioning ties to the residential environment. The positive asso-
ciation we found is not statistically significant, however. We were undecided about 
the expected associations between age and the likelihood of reporting ties to family 
and friends as well as ties to work. We found a negative association between age and 
mentioning ties to family and friends. This may relate to the finding from a quali-
tative work by Fuster et al. (2020) that a strong reliance on family support makes 
young adults in Spain want to remain close to family members. We found a positive 
association between age and mentioning ties to work. We cannot be certain whether 
this means that attachment to work increases with age, or that our cross-sectional 

Fig. 1   Percentage of respondents (N = 3892) mentioning each category of self-reported constraint to 
migration as the first constraint, or as a second or third constraint. Note: 25.8% of respondents did not 
mention any constraint. Source: Survey on Attitudes and Expectations of Spatial Mobility in the Labour 
Force (Vidal & Busqueta, 2020), authors’ calculations
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data was picking up on differences between the labour force roles of the younger 
and the older generations (Smola & Sutton, 2002). The survey was collected at a 
time of high unemployment rates, increasing job vulnerability, and job precarious-
ness among young Spanish people (Fuster et al, 2019). Nevertheless, we did not find 
support for a negative association between age and mentioning financial limitations.

Household composition and geographic proximity to the social network We 
found little variation in the likelihood of reporting specific constraints according to 
the respondents’ household composition. For example, we found that living with a 
partner and children or with family members other than a partner and children was 
positively associated with mentioning ties to family and friends. However, these asso-
ciations were not very strong and only marginally significant. Regarding ties to the 
living environment, we found positive associations for those living with a partner—
with or without children—compared to singles without children. We did not find any 
significant associations between any of the other expectations regarding the house-
hold composition and reporting ties to the living environment or financial limitations.

As expected, people whose social network members lived close by were more 
likely to mention ties to family and friends as constraints to migration. This finding 
emphasizes that family and friends who live close by are experienced as constraints, 
and should be understood as a motivation for immobility. This is in line with earlier 
findings on the role of social ties determinants for staying behaviour in Spain (Clark 
et al., 2017; Palomares et al., 2019) as well as other contexts (Schewel & Fransen, 
2022). While we did not formulate any hypotheses about this, those whose family 
and friends lived close by were also less likely to report ties to work. However, we 
did not find support for the hypothesis that living close to the social network would 
also be positively associated with citing ties to the living environment.

Employment Surprisingly, we found that self-employed respondents were much 
less likely to report ties to family and friends, and marginally less likely to report 
financial limitations, than respondents with a permanent contract. We also unexpect-
edly found a positive association between reporting ties to the residential environ-
ment and being self-employed or an entrepreneur. However, we did not find evi-
dence for the expected positive association between reporting ties to work and being 
self-employed or an entrepreneur. In a previous study, Koster and Venhorst (2014) 
found that self-employed people relocated their business more often than their resi-
dence. The authors attributed this finding to a desire to stay close to their social ties 
while improving the location of their business. Our findings suggest that the main 
constraints to moving for self-employed respondents were not their ties to family 
and friends, but their ties to their residential environment.

Furthermore, we found the expected negative association between having a tem-
porary contract or being unemployed and mentioning ties to work as constraints 
to migration, compared to having a permanent contract. With regards to reporting 
financial limitations as constraints to migration, we found the expected positive 
associations for those with a temporary contract and those who are unemployed. 
However, the effect was marginally significant for those with a temporary contract. 
We did not find support for our hypotheses that people who had a temporary con-
tract or were unemployed would be more likely to mention ties to family and friends 
than people who had a permanent contract.w
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Occupation and education We had expected to find differences in the likelihood 
of citing ties to work and financial limitations as constraints to migration based on 
people’s socio-economic position. However, our findings showed little variation 
based on people’s occupation and education. We only found a statistically signifi-
cant, positive association for people who had never worked before in reporting ties 
to work, compared to professionals. We were surprised to find that, instead, manual 
workers and people who had never worked before were less likely than profession-
als to mention ties to family and friends. We see no reason to think that these indi-
viduals attached less importance to family and friends than professionals. Instead, 
we speculate that there may have been more respondents among the professionals 
(whose jobs are more likely to require migration; e.g., see Mulder et al., 2022) who 
have experienced living at a distance from their family and friends before. Further-
more, while we had expected to observe that people who had a university degree 
would be less likely to mention financial limitations than people who did not, we 
found no evidence for such an association.

Migration history, migration intention, and geographic location We find support 
for a negative association between reporting ties to the residential environment and 
no longer living in the birthplace. We also found evidence for a negative association 
between being an international migrant and reporting ties to family and friends. This 
finding is not surprising given that some or all of the family and friends of interna-
tional migrants likely live abroad. In addition, we observed a statistically significant 
positive association between no longer living in one’s birthplace and mentioning ties 
to work as well as mentioning financial limitations.

Our results did not change substantially once we controlled for the respondent’s 
migration intentions and geographic locations. Yet, it is interesting to note that 
considering as well as planning to migrate was negatively associated with report-
ing ties to the living environment and positively associated with reporting financial 
limitations. It might be that considering to migrate makes people more aware of the 
financial resources needed to make the move, while ties to the living environment 
and work are important constraints for those who are not currently considering to 
migrate. Considering to migrate was positively associated with mentioning ties to 
family and friends.

5 � Conclusions and Discussion

With this paper, we aimed to advance the (im-)mobility literature by exploring self-
reported constraints to migration. We were able to do so drawing on the answers to 
an open-ended question in the Spanish survey on Attitudes and Expectations of Spa-
tial Mobility in the Labour Force (Vidal & Busqueta, 2020).

Our analyses of self-reported constraints to migration across a uniquely broad 
study population showed that a large proportion of constraints corresponded to three 
types of non-transferable factors, known as local ties. Previous studies have shown 
such ties to be associated with a decreased propensity to migrate (e.g., Fischer & 
Malmberg, 2001; Michaelides, 2011; Mulder & Malmberg, 2014). Our results help 
understand the relative importance of these constraints in people’s (im-)mobility 
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decisions. Apparently, the constraints that people report are indeed mostly con-
nected with ties to their local social and physical environment. Nevertheless, another 
category of frequently reported constraints included concerns about financial limita-
tions. This finding points to the need for resources to undertake migration and to the 
role of financial investments like mortgages in constraining migration (e.g., Landale 
& Guest, 1985; Sjaastad, 1962). Financial limitations seemed to have materialized 
into a constraint to migration especially for those who were indeed considering or 
planning to migrate; they were much more likely to report financial constraints than 
those who were not currently considering to migrate.

We would like to call specific attention to the relatively high frequencies of men-
tioning ties to family and friends as constraints (more than one-third of the respond-
ents). While some respondents mentioned ‘family and friends’ in one breath, others 
explicitly mentioned the obligation they felt towards a specific social network mem-
ber (for more keywords, see: Appendix 1, Table 5). The high incidence of reporting 
ties to family and friends might be partly related to strong feelings of family solidar-
ity, which are specific to contexts like Spain and other societies with collectivis-
tic family traditions. However, the important roles of family and friends in people’s 
(im-)mobility decisions have also been emphasised in qualitative studies conducted 
in more individualistic societies (e.g., Hjälm, 2014; Stockdale et al., 2018; Thomas-
sen, 2021). Furthermore, surprisingly large proportions of family- and friend-related 
responses have also been documented in studies that explored self-reported motives 
for migration. Such studies have been conducted in Spain (Puga, 2004), but also in 
North-West Europe (Gillespie & Mulder, 2020; Haartsen & Thissen, 2014; Lund-
holm et al., 2004; Niedomysl & Amcoff, 2011; Thomas et al., 2019). Our findings 
reinforce the notion from earlier studies that living close to family deters migration, 
and adds to this notion that ties to family and friends are also widely reported as 
constraints to migration. Important to note is that we could observe these constraints 
while taking into account information about the actual location of the social net-
work, which is frequently lacking from survey data.

Although we find evidence for associations between reporting specific constraints 
to migration and the respondents’ background characteristics, several of our results 
did not support the expected hypotheses. For example, we found little variation in 
the likelihood of reporting ties to family and friends according to people’s back-
ground characteristics. We also found little variation according to people’s house-
hold composition in mentioning any of the constraint-categories. Potentially, these 
findings are specific to the Spanish context, as family solidarity is particularly strong 
in Spain (Reher, 1998). In other contexts, ties to family and friends might be more 
relevant when needs appear, which might lead to more differentiation by background 
characteristics. In order to gain a better understanding of the differences in perceived 
migration constraints across cultural contexts, it is necessary to explore these per-
ceptions in different countries.

We also failed to find evidence of differences in reporting any of the constraint cat-
egories according to the respondents’ occupation and educational achievement. Poten-
tially, the omitted information about homeownership and income could have provided 
additional insights here. Nevertheless, the lack of differentiation is remarkable given 
that occupation and education are consistently found to be important determinants of 
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migration. When identifying such apparent inconsistencies between self-reported con-
straints and observed migration or staying behaviour, we should be careful to interpret 
these findings as contradicting the existing literature. It might be that while reported 
constraints to migration are similar among educational and occupational categories, 
their incentives to migrate are different. Likewise, our finding that women were more 
likely than men to mention ties to family and friends as constraints to migration does not 
necessarily contradict a previous finding that highly educated Spanish women migrate 
more than men (González-Leonardo et al., 2020). In order to explore how self-reported 
constraints relate to realized (im-)mobility behaviour, future research could combine 
information on self-reported constraints and longitudinal residential information.

Employing a broad definition of constraints allowed for the inclusion of respond-
ents who did not consider migrating. Their constraints to migration—including the 
obstacles to even forming a desire to move—have frequently been excluded from sur-
vey routings and missed by previous studies. Overall, controlling for the respondent’s 
migration intentions did not change our results in a substantive way. Yet, the results for 
each of the categories of the control variable showed that the likelihood of reporting 
specific constraints differs according to the respondents’ migration intentions; it thus 
provides important additional information about the extent to which each constraint 
is experienced. Notably, the results contradict the assumption that those who do not 
consider migrating would be less likely to report any constraints (see also: Appen-
dix 1, Table 6). Our results further suggest that ties to the residential environment and 
work may be important factors that keep people from even forming a desire to migrate. 
Further research is needed to investigate the self-reported motivations for moving and 
staying depending on the stage of the decision-making process.

Self-reported constraints are important to explore in light of the observed declin-
ing migration rates and low mobility trends across the developed world. Such trends 
do not fit with modern stereotypes of a hypermobile society and various presump-
tions about the importance of internal migration for individuals and societies alike 
(see, for example: Cooke, 2011; Fischer, 2002). A traditionally immobile popula-
tion, like Spain, offers an interesting research context to study constraints to migra-
tion. On the whole, our findings demonstrate the added value of including questions 
on constraints to migration in surveys, and to ask such questions not only to those 
who consider migrating, but also to those who intend to stay.

Appendix 1: Operationalisation of Self‑Reported Constraints 
to Migration

The Open‑Ended Question: Implications for Definitions

We used the answers to the open-ended question ‘¿Cuál es la razón principal por 
la que te sería difícil cambiar de lugar de residencia?’ (What is the main reason 
why it would be difficult for you to change your place of residence?) to construct our 
dependent variables. All respondents were asked this question, regardless of their 
moving intentions. Therefore, the answers to the question represent self-reported 
constraints to migration at all stages of the decision-making process, including 
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considering, planning, or realising a move. Further instructions in the survey, ‘Por 
lugar nos referimos a la población donde resides o sus alrededores’, imply that our 
definition of migration encompassed any moves away from the current town or vil-
lage of residence and its surroundings, as interpreted by the respondents.

Coding the Responses Using an Inductive Approach

The original answers to the open-ended questions were in Spanish. As one of the 
authors is a native of Spain, this presented no translation issues. The first read-
through of the responses provided an overview of the answers and an opportunity 
to recode odd and non-classifiable answers (i.e.: ’vbnhtggffsi’; ’yes’) to missing 
responses. We completed the coding process over three more rounds of revisions 
in which we labelled each constraint using an inductive approach, resulting in a pri-
mary coding scheme with keywords in English.

Our coding scheme, once aggregated, was similar to the scheme produced by Vidal 
and Busqueta (2020) using the same data, although ours was more specific in crucial 
dimensions, such as family-related codes. Our final coding scheme consisted of 30 sub-
categories grouped into six overarching dimensions: 1. work and economic reasons; 2. 
the living environment; 3. housing; 4. family; 5. friends; and 6. other reasons; plus a 
category with missing responses. Gillespie, Mulder and Eggleston (2021: Appendix) 
classified mobility motives into 64 subcategories, and later grouped them according to 
six larger dimensions: 1. work-related; 2. living environment; 3. housing; 4. social rea-
sons; 5. education; and 6. other reasons. Even though this classification is similar to 
ours, there are some obvious differences. For example, Gillespie et al., (2021a, b) found 
that education was a prominent motive for migration that merited the construction of a 
separate dimension in the coding scheme, whereas the respondents in our sample rarely 
mentioned education as a constraint to migration. We attribute this discrepancy to dif-
ferences in the nature of the questions and the samples: namely, our question was about 
reasons not to move and was posed to a sample of labour force participants; whereas 
their question was about reasons to move and was posed to anyone who migrated over 
20 km. Our full coding scheme is available in table format upon request.

Coding Second‑ and Third‑Order Constraints

Despite the instruction to cite the ‘main reason’, 9% of the respondents (n = 358) 
mentioned more than one constraint, and some of them mentioned three. To account 
for each reported constraint separately (N = 4289), we constructed three variables: 
first, second, and third constraint. This strategy was also used by Gillespie and 
Mulder (2020) to study primary and secondary reasons for moving.

Coding Ambiguously Stated Constraints

The responses differed in terms of their levels of abstraction and generalisation. 
For example, some respondents cited ’family’ or ’money’, whereas others men-
tioned ’being close to my mother’ or ’because I am paying a mortgage’. This kind 
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of variability is common when working with open-ended questions in computer-
assisted web interviews (De Leeuw, 2002). Although this variability made it impos-
sible for us to create specific, exhaustive, and exclusive categories, we tried to be as 
specific as possible when applying keywords to each response. In order to account 
for the uncertainty that this variability introduced into our coding process, we later 
grouped the responses together into subcategories and larger dimensions. Here, we 
used the operationalisation process of: Appendix) as an example.

Operationalisation of the Dependent Variables

We observed that many of the self-reported constraints to migration involved sources 
of non-transferable capital (i.e., local ties) that have previously been shown to act as 
constraints to migration (David et al., 2010; Michaelides, 2011; Mulder & Malm-
berg, 2014; Palomares-Linares, 2018; Thomassen, 2021) and financial constraints 
(Landale & Guest, 1985; Sjaastad, 1962). Some examples are ‘family care obliga-
tions’, ‘a fear of change’, ‘the work location’, or feeling ‘happy here’; obstacles such 
as age or health; and financial limitations such as ‘income’. We thus grouped the 30 
subcategories into three categories of local ties and a category for financial limita-
tions. This yielded four dependent variables: (1) ties to family and friends; (2) ties to 
the residential environment; (3) ties to work or the partner’s work; and (4) financial 
limitations. Table  5 provides the reported frequencies per constraint category and 
per subcategory, and shows the associated inductive keywords.

Ties to Family and Friends

This variable combined two dimensions of our initial coding scheme: family and 
friends. Some of the most frequently mentioned keywords were ‘family network’, 
’family reasons’, and ‘friends’; and keywords related to living geographically close 
to family members. While these responses clearly indicated that people felt con-
strained by their social networks, the ambiguity in some of the answers made it 
impossible to know whether they were referring to family members living in their 
household or extended family networks. Conversely, some respondents mentioned 
very specific constraints, such as geographic proximity to specific kin (i.e., children, 
parents, and the partner). We also included responses indicating a fear of losing con-
tact with the social network as a whole.

Ties to the Residential Environment

This variable combined living environment dimensions and some subcategories 
related to the respondents’ dwelling. Again, many responses were very generally 
related to place (i.e., ’I love the place’; ’I have everything here’; and expressions 
of ’attachment’). Based on these statements, we could infer that people felt tied to a 
place, but it was unclear whether they were thinking about physical characteristics 
only or also about the people living in that place. Other responses related to ‘feeling 
settled’, ‘amenities’, or ‘quality of life’. We also included responses that cited more 
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specific characteristics of the dwelling, such as ’I like my house’ and ’the surround-
ings of my house’.

Ties to Work and the Partner’s Work

This variable was constructed using the subcategories related to work from the 
dimension ‘work and economic reasons’. While the responses included information 
on the respondents’ job and employment status, they also sometimes included that 
of the partner. Notably, the job of the husband was mentioned much more frequently 
than the job of the female spouse. Other responses included the location of the job 
and the characteristics of the position (i.e., ’permanent job’, ’well-paid job’, and ’job 
conditions’).

Financial Limitations

This variable combined subcategories of housing (i.e., ’paying a mortgage’ and ’the 
housing costs of relocation’) and subcategories of work and economic reasons (i.e., 
‘uncertain labour conditions’ and ’no money’). Responses mentioning the lack of 
money and income as a limitation were the most frequent.

Other Responses

This category combined all the answers that could not be classified as ties to family 
and friends; ties to the residential environment; ties to work or the partner’s work; or 
financial limitations (n = 229). It also contained all missing responses (n = 1004). We 
are aware that missing values can be interpreted in various ways, but we included 
these in the reference category because people who did not report any constraint 
also did not mention the outcome of interest as a constraint.

It is worth noting here that open-ended survey questions are known to result in 
more missing responses for particular groups. This is especially likely to be the case 
when using computer-assisted web interviews, and missing responses are more com-
mon among individuals with lower levels of education (De Leeuw, 2002; Díaz de 
Rada, 2000). The descriptive findings of the missing responses (see Table 3) con-
firmed the presence of some biases. Singles with children, self-employed people, 
and manual workers were particularly likely to have missing responses. In addition, 
the average marginal effects (see Table 6) showed that ‘other responses’ were more 
common with increasing age, and among people who were living with a partner 
and children or other family members, and managers or directors. Thus, it seems 
that people who were short on time, were older, or were in a lower socio-economic 
position were overrepresented in this category. We took this overrepresentation into 
account in our interpretation of the results.

Inclusion and Exclusion of Specific Subcategories

Responses such as those expressing ’no desire to move’ were more difficult to cat-
egorise. An explorative analysis of this subcategory using the independent variables 
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in the models revealed that individuals who did not want to move were closest to 
the people who mentioned place attachment or place happiness, and they were less 
similar to the people who left the question blank or who said ’I don’t know’. There-
fore, the ‘no desire to move’ subcategory was included as a tie to the residential 
environment. Likewise, we evaluated mentioning unemployment as a constraint by 
including and excluding it in the models, and eventually included it as a financial 
constraint. While mentioning unemployment as a constraint could be regarded as 
a subcategory of work, our findings indicated that feelings of financial uncertainty 
and not the ties to work were the driving force. To check the validity of the opera-
tionalisation, we ran models excluding and including the subcategory in doubt as a 
sensitivity check. The results were not substantially different from our main results 
(results are available upon request).

Acknowledgements  The FamilyTies Project is supported by the European Research Council (ERC) 
under the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation programme (grant agreement No 
740113). The data collection was supported by Fundación Bancaria “la Caixa”. We are grateful for 
the support that we received from Sergi Vidal (Centre d’Estudis Demogràfics, Universitat Autònoma 
de Barcelona) and the comments and suggestions from people at the URSI seminar, ENHR workshop, 
DDW2020, and CED seminar.

Declarations 

Conflict of interest  The authors have no competing interests to declare that are relevant to the content of 
this article.

Open Access  This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License, 
which permits use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long as 
you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative Com-
mons licence, and indicate if changes were made. The images or other third party material in this article 
are included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line to the 
material. If material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended use is 
not permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission 
directly from the copyright holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit http://​creat​iveco​mmons.​org/​licen​
ses/​by/4.​0/.

References

Adams, H. (2016). Why populations persist: Mobility, place attachment and climate change. Population 
and Environment, 37(4), 429–448. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s11111-​015-​0246-3

Arango, J. (2000). Explaining migration: A critical view. International Social Science Journal, 52(165), 
283–296. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​1468-​2451.​00259

Artal, A., Navarro, J., & Requena, F. (2015). Las migraciones interiores en España durante la crisis 
económica [Internal migration in Spain during the economic crisis]. Anuario CIDOB de la Inmi-
gración, 147–168.

Barnes-Farrell, J. L., & Matthews, R. A. (2007). Age and work attitudes. In K. S. Shultz & G. A. Adams 
(Eds.), Aging and work in the 21st century (pp. 139–162). Lawrence Erlbaum Associates Publishers.

Becker, G. S., & Chiswick, B. R. (1966). Education and the distribution of earnings. American Economic 
Review., 56(1/2), 358–369.

Bell, M., Wilson, T., Charles-Edwards, E., & Ueffing, P. (2018). Australia: The long-run decline in inter-
nal migration intensities. In T. Champion, T. J. Cooke, & I. Shuttleworth (Eds.), Internal migration 
in the developed world. Are we becoming less mobile? (pp. 147–172). Taylor & Francis Group.

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11111-015-0246-3
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-2451.00259


1 3

Local Ties as Self‑Reported Constraints to Internal Migration… Page 33 of 37     16 

Belot, M., & Ermisch, J. (2009). Friendship ties and geographical mobility: Evidence from Great Britain. 
Journal of the Royal Statistical Society: Series A (statistics in Society), 172(2), 427–442. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1111/j.​1467-​985X.​2008.​00566.x

Bonin, H., Eichhorst, W., Florman, C., Hansen, M. O., Skiöld, L., Stuhler, J., Tatsiramos, K., Thomasen, 
H., & Zimmermann, K. (2008). Geographic mobility in the European Union: Optimising its eco-
nomic and social benefits. IZA Research Report, 19, 1–152.

Campbell, K. E., Marsden, P. V., & Hurlbert, J. S. (1986). Social resources and socioeconomic status. 
Social Networks, 8, 97–117. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/​S0378-​8733(86)​80017-X

Champion, T., Cooke, T., & Shuttleworth, I. (Eds.). (2018). Internal migration in the developed world. 
Are we becoming less mobile? Routledge. https://​doi.​org/​10.​4324/​97813​15589​282

CIS. (2014). Encuesta sobre Opiniones y Actitudes sobre la Familia -Encuesta Nª 2578 [Survey: Views 
and attitudes about family]. Centro de Investigaciones Sociológicas. Retrieved 2022, July 7, from 
https://​www.​cis.​es/​cis/​opencm/​EN/1_​encue​stas/​estud​ios/​ver.​jsp?​&​estud​io=​4556

Clark, W. A. V. (1982). Recent research on migration and mobility: A review and interpretation. Progress 
in Planning, 18, 1–56. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/​0305-​9006(82)​90002-​22

Clark, W. A. V., Duque-Calvache, R., & Palomares-Linares, I. (2017). Place attachment and the decision 
to stay in the neighbourhood. Population, Space and Place, 23(2), e2001. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​
psp.​2001

Clark, W. A. V., & Huang, Y. (2003). The life course and residential mobility in British housing markets. 
Environment and Planning A, 35(2), 323–339. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1068/​a3542

Collins, J., & Urban, C. (2020). Measuring financial well-being over the lifecourse. European Journal of 
Finance, 26(4–5), 341–359. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​13518​47X.​2019.​16826​31

Cooke, T. J. (2011). It is not just the economy: Declining migration and the rise of secular rootedness. 
Population, Space and Place, 17(3), 193–203. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​psp.​670

Cooke, T. J. (2013). Internal migration in decline. Professional Geographer, 65(4), 664–675. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1080/​00330​124.​2012.​724343

Coulter, R. (2013). Wishful thinking and the abandonment of moving desires over the life course. Envi-
ronment and Planning A, 45(8), 1944–1962. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1068/​a45314

Coulter, R., Van Ham, M., & Feijten, P. (2011). A longitudinal analysis of moving desires, expectation 
and actual moving behaviour. Environment and Behaviour A, 43, 2742–2760. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1068/​a44105

Coulter, R., & Scott, J. (2015). What motivates residential mobility? Re-examining self-reported reasons 
for desiring and making residential moves. Population, Space Place, 21(21), 354–371. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1002/​psp.​1863

Coulter, R., Van Ham, M., & Feijten, P. (2012). Partner (dis)agreement on moving desires and the subse-
quent moving behaviour of couples. Population, Space and Place, 18(1), 16–30. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1002/​psp.​700

Coulter, R., Van Ham, M., & Findlay, A. M. (2016). Re-thinking residential mobility: Linking lives 
through time and space. Progress in Human Geography, 40(3), 352–374. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​
03091​32515​575417

Cuba, L., & Hummon, D. M. (1993). Constructing a sense of home: Place affiliation and migration across 
the life cycle. Sociological Forum, 8, 547–572. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​BF011​15211

DaVanzo, J. (1981). Repeat migration, information costs, and location-specific capital. Population and 
Environment, 4, 45–73. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​BF013​62575

David, Q., Janiak, A., & Wasmer, E. (2010). Local social capital and geographical mobility. Journal of 
Urban Economics, 68(2), 191–204. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​jue.​2010.​04.​003

Dawkins, C. J. (2006). Are social networks the ties that bind families to neighborhoods? Housing Studies, 
21(6), 867–881. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​02673​03060​09177​76

de Groot, C., Mulder, C. H., Das, M., & Manting, D. (2011a). Life events and the gap between intention to 
move and actual mobility. Environment and Planning A, 43(1), 48–66. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1068/​a4318

de Groot, C., Mulder, C. H., & Manting, D. (2011b). Intentions to move and actual moving behaviour in 
The Netherlands. Housing Studies, 26(3), 307–328. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​02673​037.​2011.​542094

De Jong, G. F., & Fawcett, J. T. (1981). Motivations for migration: An assessment and a value-expec-
tancy research model. In G. F. De Jong & R. W. Gardner (Eds.), Migration decision making (pp. 
13–58). Pergamon Press. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/​b978-0-​08-​026305-​2.​50008-5

De la Fuente, A. (1999). La dinámica territorial de la población española: Un panorama y algunos resul-
tados provisionales [The territorial dynamics of the Spanish population: An overview and some pro-
visional results]. Revista De Economía Aplicada, 20(7), 53–108.

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-985X.2008.00566.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-985X.2008.00566.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0378-8733(86)80017-X
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315589282
https://www.cis.es/cis/opencm/EN/1_encuestas/estudios/ver.jsp?&estudio=4556
https://doi.org/10.1016/0305-9006(82)90002-22
https://doi.org/10.1002/psp.2001
https://doi.org/10.1002/psp.2001
https://doi.org/10.1068/a3542
https://doi.org/10.1080/1351847X.2019.1682631
https://doi.org/10.1002/psp.670
https://doi.org/10.1080/00330124.2012.724343
https://doi.org/10.1080/00330124.2012.724343
https://doi.org/10.1068/a45314
https://doi.org/10.1068/a44105
https://doi.org/10.1068/a44105
https://doi.org/10.1002/psp.1863
https://doi.org/10.1002/psp.1863
https://doi.org/10.1002/psp.700
https://doi.org/10.1002/psp.700
https://doi.org/10.1177/0309132515575417
https://doi.org/10.1177/0309132515575417
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01115211
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01362575
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jue.2010.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673030600917776
https://doi.org/10.1068/a4318
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2011.542094
https://doi.org/10.1016/b978-0-08-026305-2.50008-5


	 J. A. K. Thomassen et al.

1 3

   16   Page 34 of 37

De Leeuw, E. (2002). The effect of computer assisted interviewing on data quality: A review of the evi-
dence. In B. Blasius, J. Hox, E. De Leeuw, & P. Schmidt (Eds.), Social science methodology in the 
new millennium. Leske + Budrich.

De Miguel Luken, V. (2002). Aproximación a la geografía familiar de la emigración andaluza al resto de 
España en el siglo XIX [Approach to the family geography of Andalusian emigration to the rest of 
Spain in the 19th century]. Revista De Demografía Histórica-Journal of Iberoamerican Population 
Studies, 20(1), 81–120.

Desbarats, J. (1983). Spatial choice and constraints on behavior. Annals of the Association of American 
Geographers, 73(3), 340–357. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/j.​1467-​8306.​1983.​tb014​21.x

Díaz de Rada, V. (2000). Problemas Originados Por La No Respuesta En Investigación Social: 
Definición, Control Y Tratamiento [Problems caused by non-response in social research: Definition, 
control and treatment]. Universidad Pública de Navarra.

Elder, G. H., Johnson, M. K., & Crosnoe, R. (2003). The emergence and development of life course the-
ory. In J. T. Mortimer & M. J. Shanahan (Eds.), Handbook of the life course: Volume I. Handbooks 
(pp. 3–22). Kluwer/Plenum.

Ferrer, A. & Jiménez, Y. (2009). Población, hogares y viviendas en el área metropolitana y en la ciudad 
de Granada. Situación actual y perspectivas de futuro [Population, households and dwellings in the 
metropolitan area of Granada. Current situation and future perspectives]. Technical report, Instituto 
de Desarrollo Regional: Universidad de Granada.

Fischer, C. S., & Oliker, S. J. (1983). A research note on friendship, gender, and the life cycle. Social 
Forces, 62(1), 124–133. https://​doi.​org/​10.​2307/​25783​51

Fischer, C. S. (2002). Ever-more rooted American. City & Community, 1(2), 177–198. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1111/​1540-​6040.​00016

Fischer, P. A., & Malmberg, G. (2001). Settled people don’t move: On life course and (im-)mobility in 
Sweden. International Journal of Population Geography, 7(5), 357–371. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​
ijpg.​230

Fuster, N., Arundel, R., & Susino, J. (2019). From a culture of homeownership to generation rent: Hous-
ing discourses of young adults in Spain. Journal of Youth Studies, 22(5), 585–603. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1080/​13676​261.​2018.​15235​40

Fuster, N., Bertolini, S., & Duque-Calvache, R. (2020). Fear of flying? Leaving home late among young 
people in the South. In F. Entrena-Durán, R. Soriano-Miras, & R. Duque-Calvache (Eds.), Social 
problems in Southern Europe (pp. 73–86). Edward Elgar Publishing.

Gillespie, B. J., Lever, J., Frederick, D., & Royce, T. (2015). Close adult friendships, gender, and the life 
cycle. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 32(6), 709–736. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​02654​
07514​546977

Gillespie, B. J., & Mulder, C. H. (2020). Nonresident family as a motive for migration. Demographic 
Research, 42, 399–410. https://​doi.​org/​10.​4054/​DemRes.​2020.​42.​13

Gillespie, B. J., Mulder, C. H., & Eggleston, C. M. (2021a). Measuring migration motives with open-
ended survey data: Methodological and conceptual issues. Population, Space and Place, 27(6), 
e2448. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​psp.​2448

Gillespie, B. J., Mulder, C. H., & von Reichert, C. (2021b). The role of family and friends in return 
migration and its labor market outcomes. Population Research and Policy Review. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1007/​s11113-​021-​09650-x

González-Leonardo, M., Recaño, J., & López-Gay, A. (2020). Selectividad migratoria y acumulación 
regional del capital humano cualificado en España [Selective migration and regional accumulation 
of qualified human capital in Spain]. Investigaciones Regionales. Journal of Regional Research, 
2(47), 113–133. https://​doi.​org/​10.​38191/​iirr-​jorr.​20.​013

Graves, P. E. (1976). A reexamination of migration, economic opportunity and the quality of life. Journal 
of Regional Science, 16(1), 107–112. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/j.​1467-​9787.​1976.​tb009​54.x

Haartsen, T., & Thissen, F. (2014). The success–failure dichotomy revisited: Young adults’ motives to 
return to their rural home region. Children’s Geographies, 12(1), 87–101. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​
14733​285.​2013.​850848

Haldimann, L., Heers, M., & Rérat, P. (2021). Between stuckness and stillness: Why do young adults not 
undertake temporary mobility? Population, Space and Place, 27(8), 1–12. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​
psp.​2461

Hammar, T., Brochmann, G., Tamas, K., & Faist, T. (1997). International migration, immobility and 
development: Multidisciplinary perspectives. Berg.

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8306.1983.tb01421.x
https://doi.org/10.2307/2578351
https://doi.org/10.1111/1540-6040.00016
https://doi.org/10.1111/1540-6040.00016
https://doi.org/10.1002/ijpg.230
https://doi.org/10.1002/ijpg.230
https://doi.org/10.1080/13676261.2018.1523540
https://doi.org/10.1080/13676261.2018.1523540
https://doi.org/10.1177/0265407514546977
https://doi.org/10.1177/0265407514546977
https://doi.org/10.4054/DemRes.2020.42.13
https://doi.org/10.1002/psp.2448
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11113-021-09650-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11113-021-09650-x
https://doi.org/10.38191/iirr-jorr.20.013
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9787.1976.tb00954.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/14733285.2013.850848
https://doi.org/10.1080/14733285.2013.850848
https://doi.org/10.1002/psp.2461
https://doi.org/10.1002/psp.2461


1 3

Local Ties as Self‑Reported Constraints to Internal Migration… Page 35 of 37     16 

Hank, K. (2007). Proximity and contacts between older parents and their children: A European com-
parison. Journal of Marriage and Family, 69, 157–173. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/j.​1741-​3737.​2006.​
00351.x

Hanson, S. (2005). Perspectives on the geographic stability and mobility of people in cities. Proceedings 
of the National Academy of Sciences, 102(43), 15301–15306. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1073/​pnas.​05073​
09102

Haug, S. (2008). Migration networks and migration decision-making. Journal of Ethnic and Migration 
Studies, 34(4), 585–605. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​13691​83080​19616​05

Hjälm, A. (2014). The ‘stayers’: Dynamics of lifelong sedentary behaviour in an urban context. Popula-
tion, Space and Place, 20, 569–580. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​psp.​1796

Hofstede, H., Salemink, K., & Haartsen, T. (2022). The appreciation of rural areas and their contribu-
tion to young adults’ staying expectations. Journal of Rural Studies, 95, 148–159. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1016/j.​jrurs​tud.​2022.​07.​018

Hooijen, I., Meng, C., & Reinold, J. (2020). Be prepared for the unexpected: The gap between (im)mobil-
ity intentions and subsequent behaviour of recent higher education graduates. Population, Space 
and Place, 26(5), 1–21. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​psp.​2313

Klein Ikkink, K., van Tilburg, T., & Knipscheer, K. C. P. M. (1999). Perceived instrumental support 
exchanges in relationships between elderly parents and their adult children: Normative and struc-
tural explanations. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 61(4), 831. https://​doi.​org/​10.​2307/​354006

Kley, S. A. (2011). Explaining the stages of migration within a life-course framework. European Socio-
logical Review, 27(4), 469–486. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1093/​esr/​jcq020

Kley, S. A., & Mulder, C. H. (2010). Considering, planning, and realizing migration in early adult-
hood. The influence of life-course events and perceived opportunities on leaving the city in Ger-
many. Journal of Housing and the Built Environment, 25(1), 73–94. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​
s10901-​009-​9167-8

Koster, S., & Venhorst, V. A. (2014). Moving shop: Residential and business relocation by the highly 
educated self-employed. Spatial Economic Analysis, 9(4), 436–464. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​17421​
772.​2014.​961537

Landale, N. S., & Guest, A. M. (1985). Constraints, satisfaction and residential mobility: Speare’s model 
reconsidered. Demography, 22(2), 199–222. https://​doi.​org/​10.​2307/​20611​78

Litwak, E., & Szelenyi, J. (1969). Primary group structures and their functions: Kin, neighbours, and 
friends. American Sociological Review, 34, 465–481. https://​doi.​org/​10.​2307/​20919​57

Lundholm, E., Garvill, J., Malmberg, G., & Westin, K. (2004). Forced or free movers? The motives, vol-
untariness and selectivity of interregional migration in the Nordic countries. Population, Space and 
Place, 10, 59–72. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​psp.​315

Lu, M. (1998). Analysing migration decision making; relationships between residential satisfaction, 
mobility intentions, and moving behaviour. Environment and Planning A, 30, 1473–1495. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1068/​a3014​73

Mærsk, E., Sørensen, J. F. L., Thuesen, A. A., & Haartsen, T. (2021). Staying for the benefits: Location-
specific insider advantages for geographically immobile students in higher education. Population, 
Space and Place. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​psp.​2442

Maza, A., Gutiérrez-Portilla, M., Hierro, M., & Villaverde, J. (2019). Internal migration in Spain: Deal-
ing with multilateral resistance and nonlinearites. International Migration, 57(1), 75–93. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1111/​imig.​12472

Michaelides, M. (2011). The effect of local ties, wages, and housing costs on migration decisions. Jour-
nal of Socio-Economics, 40(2), 132–140. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​socec.​2011.​01.​010

Mincer, J. A. (1974). Schooling, experience, and earnings. National Bureau of Economic Research.
Módenes, J. A. (1998). Flujos espaciales e itinerarios biográficos: la movilidad residencial en el área de 

Barcelona. [Biographic and spatial paths of residential mobility in Barcelona metropolitan región]. 
[Doctoral dissertation, Departamento de Geografia, Universitat Autònoma de Barcelona]. http://​hdl.​
handle.​net/​10803/​4933

Mulder, C. H., & Malmberg, G. (2014). Local ties and family migration. Environment and Planning A, 
46(9), 2195–2211. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1068/​a1301​60p

Mulder, C. H., Palomares-Linares, I., & Vidal, S. (2022). International migration, living close to family, 
and individual labour-market outcomes in Spain. Comparative Population Studies, 47(28), 3–28. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​12765/​CPoS-​2022-​01

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2006.00351.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2006.00351.x
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0507309102
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0507309102
https://doi.org/10.1080/13691830801961605
https://doi.org/10.1002/psp.1796
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2022.07.018
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2022.07.018
https://doi.org/10.1002/psp.2313
https://doi.org/10.2307/354006
https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcq020
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10901-009-9167-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10901-009-9167-8
https://doi.org/10.1080/17421772.2014.961537
https://doi.org/10.1080/17421772.2014.961537
https://doi.org/10.2307/2061178
https://doi.org/10.2307/2091957
https://doi.org/10.1002/psp.315
https://doi.org/10.1068/a301473
https://doi.org/10.1068/a301473
https://doi.org/10.1002/psp.2442
https://doi.org/10.1111/imig.12472
https://doi.org/10.1111/imig.12472
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socec.2011.01.010
http://hdl.handle.net/10803/4933
http://hdl.handle.net/10803/4933
https://doi.org/10.1068/a130160p
https://doi.org/10.12765/CPoS-2022-01


	 J. A. K. Thomassen et al.

1 3

   16   Page 36 of 37

Niedomysl, T., & Amcoff, J. (2011). Why return migrants return: Survey evidence on motives for internal 
return migration in Sweden. Population, Space and Place, 17(5), 656–673. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​
psp.​644

Palomares-Linares, I., & van Ham, M. (2017). Del sedentarismo a la hipermovilidad. Medida y deter-
minantes de las historias de (in)movilidad residencial en contextos urbanos [From immobility to 
hypermobility: Measures and determinants of (im) mobility trajectories in urban contexts]. Papers-
Revista De Sociología, 102(4), 637–671. https://​doi.​org/​10.​5565/​rev/​papers.​2414

Palomares-Linares, I. (2018). Movilidad residencial y sedentarismo en contextos urbanos [Residential 
mobility and immobility in urban contexts]. [Doctoral dissertation, Universidad de Granada]. http://​
hdl.​handle.​net/​10481/​49077

Palomares-Linares, I., Duque-Calvache, R., & Susino, J. (2019). El papel de las redes familiares en las 
decisiones de (in)movilidad espacial en el área metropolitana de Granada [The role of family net-
works in the spatial (im)mobility decisions in the metropolitan area of Granada]. Revista Internac-
ional De Sociología, 77(2), e129. https://​doi.​org/​10.​3989/​ris.​2019.​77.2.​18.​052

Palomares-Linares, I., & van Ham, M. (2020). Understanding the effects of homeownership and regional 
unemployment levels on internal migration during the economic crisis in Spain. Regional Studies, 
54(4), 515–526. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​00343​404.​2018.​15024​200

Puga, D. (2004). El comportamiento residencial de los mayors. Análisis biográfico de la movilidad en 
la vejez [Residential behavior of the elderly. Biographical analysis of mobility in old age]. Revista 
Española De Investigaciones Sociológicas, 105(1), 79–102.

Rainer, H., & Siedler, T. (2012). Family location and caregiving patterns from an international perspec-
tive. Population and Development Review, 38(2), 337–351. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/j.​1728-​4457.​
2012.​00495.x

Recaño, J. (2015). Familia, género y migración interna en España [Family, gender and internal migration 
in Spain]. Revista De Demografía Histórica-Journal of Iberoamerican Population Studies, 33(2), 
153–184.

Reher, D. S. (1998). Family ties in Western Europe. Persistent contrasts. Population and Development 
Review, 24, 203–234. https://​doi.​org/​10.​2307/​28079​72

Rérat, P. (2016). Migration and post-university transition. Why do university graduates not return 
to their rural home region? Geographica Helvetica, 71(4), 271–282. https://​doi.​org/​10.​5194/​
gh-​71-​271-​2016

Rossi, A. S., & Rossi, P. H. (1990). Of human bonding: Parent-child relations across the life course. 
Aldine de Gruyter.

Salido, O. (2011). Female employment and policies for balancing work and family life in Spain. In A. M. 
Guillen & M. León (Eds.), The Spanish welfare state in European context (pp. 187–208). Ashgate.

Schewel, K. (2020). Understanding immobility: Moving beyond the mobility bias in migration studies. 
International Migration Review. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​01979​18319​831952

Schewel, K., & Fransen, S. (2022). Who prefers to stay? Voluntary immobility among youth in Ethiopia, 
India, and Vietnam. Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies, 48(19), 4457–4484. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1080/​13691​83X.​2022.​20920​85

Sjaastad, L. A. (1962). The costs and returns of migration. Journal of Political Economy, 70(5), 80–93. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1086/​258726

Smola, K. W., & Sutton, C. D. (2002). Generational differences: Revisiting generational work values for the 
new millennium. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 23, 363–382. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​job.​147

Stockdale, A., & Haartsen, T. (2018). Editorial introduction: Putting rural stayers in the spotlight. Popu-
lation, Space and Place, 24(4), e2124. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​psp.​2124

Stockdale, A., Theunissen, N., & Haartsen, T. (2018). Staying in a state of flux: A life course perspective 
on the diverse staying processes of rural young adults. Population, Space and Place, 24(8), 1–10. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​psp.​2139

Thomas, M., Gillespie, B., & Lomax, N. (2019). Variations in migration motives over distance. Demo-
graphic Research, 40(April), 1097–1110. https://​doi.​org/​10.​4054/​DemRes.​2019.​40.​38

Thomassen, J. A. K. (2021). The roles of family and friends in the immobility decisions of university 
graduates staying in a peripheral urban area in the Netherlands. Population, Space and Place, 27(2), 
1–14. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​psp.​2392

van Leeuwen, E. S., & Venhorst, V. A. (2021). Do households prefer to move up or down the urban hier-
archy during an economic crisis? Journal of Geographical Systems, 23(2), 263–289. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1007/​s10109-​021-​00353-7

https://doi.org/10.1002/psp.644
https://doi.org/10.1002/psp.644
https://doi.org/10.5565/rev/papers.2414
http://hdl.handle.net/10481/49077
http://hdl.handle.net/10481/49077
https://doi.org/10.3989/ris.2019.77.2.18.052
https://doi.org/10.1080/00343404.2018.15024200
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1728-4457.2012.00495.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1728-4457.2012.00495.x
https://doi.org/10.2307/2807972
https://doi.org/10.5194/gh-71-271-2016
https://doi.org/10.5194/gh-71-271-2016
https://doi.org/10.1177/0197918319831952
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2022.2092085
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2022.2092085
https://doi.org/10.1086/258726
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.147
https://doi.org/10.1002/psp.2124
https://doi.org/10.1002/psp.2139
https://doi.org/10.4054/DemRes.2019.40.38
https://doi.org/10.1002/psp.2392
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10109-021-00353-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10109-021-00353-7


1 3

Local Ties as Self‑Reported Constraints to Internal Migration… Page 37 of 37     16 

Authors and Affiliations

Jonne A. K. Thomassen1   · Isabel Palomares‑Linares1   · Viktor A. Venhorst1   · 
Clara H. Mulder1 

	 Jonne A. K. Thomassen 
	 j.a.k.thomassen@rug.nl

	 Isabel Palomares‑Linares 
	 m.i.palomares@rug.nl

	 Viktor A. Venhorst 
	 v.a.venhorst@rug.nl

1	 Population Research Centre, Faculty of Spatial Sciences, University of Groningen, Groningen, 
The Netherlands

Vidal, S., & Busqueta, G. (2020). Manual de la Encuesta de Actitudes y Expectativas de Movilidad Espa-
cial de la Población Activa [User guide of the Survey on Attitudes and Expectation about Spatial 
Mobility of the Labour Force]. https://​doi.​org/​10.​17605/​OSF.​IO/​7SCP6

Wright, J. D., & Hamilton, R. F. (1978). Work satisfaction and age: Some evidence for the ‘job change’ 
hypothesis. Social Forces, 56(4), 1140–1158. https://​doi.​org/​10.​2307/​25775​15

Publisher’s Note  Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps 
and institutional affiliations.

http://orcid.org/0000-0003-1226-0558
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-6795-2987
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-8138-2105
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-0152-2225
https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/7SCP6
https://doi.org/10.2307/2577515

	Local Ties as Self-Reported Constraints to Internal Migration in Spain
	Abstract
	1 Introduction
	2 Theoretical Framework
	2.1 Establishing the Scope of Constraints to Migration
	2.2 Local Ties and Other Constraints to Migration
	2.3 Local Ties to Family and Friends
	2.4 Local Ties to the Residential Environment
	2.5 Local Ties to Work
	2.6 Financial Limitations

	3 Data and Methods
	3.1 Dataset and Sample
	3.2 Dependent Variables
	3.3 Independent Variables
	3.4 Analytical Approach

	4 Results
	4.1 Frequencies of Reporting the Constraints
	4.2 Results of the Logistic Regressions

	5 Conclusions and Discussion
	Appendix 1: Operationalisation of Self-Reported Constraints to Migration
	The Open-Ended Question: Implications for Definitions
	Coding the Responses Using an Inductive Approach
	Coding Second- and Third-Order Constraints
	Coding Ambiguously Stated Constraints

	Operationalisation of the Dependent Variables
	Ties to Family and Friends
	Ties to the Residential Environment
	Ties to Work and the Partner’s Work
	Financial Limitations
	Other Responses
	Inclusion and Exclusion of Specific Subcategories


	Acknowledgements 
	References


