[image: image108.emf]
Attracting Human Capital: The Driving Forces Behind the Migration of University Graduates
Michael Kurtz
Master thesis Cultural Economics & Cultural Entrepreneurship
Attracting Human Capital: The Driving Forces Behind the Migration of University Graduates
Student Name:
Michael Benjamin Kurtz 
Student Number: 
336906mk
E-mail: 

michaelbkurtz@gmail.com
Thesis Supervisor: 
Dr. Christian Handke
Second Reader:
Prof.dr. Arjo Klamer
University:

Erasmus University Rotterdam
Faculty:

Erasmus School of History, Culture and Communication

Date: 


August 8, 2011
Preface

In 2010 I wrote a paper on urban development for a class called Cultural Economics, taught by Dr. Filip Vermeylen. It was a new topic for me and a refreshing change from what I had been writing about in the months before. Something about cities fascinated me, particularly the success stories. I had just taken a two month trip to San Francisco, and I marvelled at the bright lights and famous landmarks. This sense of wonder turned into curiosity: how do cities like these achieve such growth? No doubt Silicon Valley, a business cluster near San Francisco which includes some of the most successful innovative companies, has something to do with it. But how did other cities such as New York City become such important hubs? And what makes these cities such big attractions to so many people? 
This master thesis started with a look at the factors that influence city growth and urban development. The importance of people turned out to be the premise for this study. People can take ideas, transform them into products, build companies around them, and subsequently drive economic growth. The question is whether one should make a distinction between creative and/or educated individuals, and people who possess these traits to a lesser extent. One could argue that the former group might be more suited to drive economic growth. I approached this issue from an economic, geographic, and psychological point of view, which turned out to be very interesting.

I want to thank Christian Handke for keeping my research on track and helping me with my first big quantitative study. I also want to thank him for his support and advice throughout the entire duration of my studies at the Erasmus University of Rotterdam. It was a true pleasure. Also thanks to my second reader Arjo Klamer, who made every lecture unique and helped me develop a critical attitude. Finally, I would like to thank Carien van der Wal and the Erasmus Alumni office, who helped me with distributing my questionnaire to the alumni of this university.

I hope that this thesis will contribute to the vast amount of literature that is already available in the field of urban development. While knowledge and creativity is recognized as a factor that drives urban development, there is still needs much more empirical work to be done if we want to establish a firm link between these concepts and economic growth.
Michael Kurtz
July 29, 2011
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Introduction
As the use of technology in our society moves forward and new innovations make long-distance communication more practical, people are questioning whether we need physical places in order to do business. Kelly (1998) wrote that the New Economy operates in a ‘space’ rather than a place, and over time more and more economic transactions will migrate to this new space. Still many places continue to display a concentration of specific industries and both businesses and people continue to flock to these places (think of Silicon Valley near San Francisco and the Broadway district in New York City).

The question is how these places developed themselves to what they are today. Jane Jacobs (1969) believed that economies that add new kinds of goods and services, that are innovative and diverse, will expand and develop. In the process of finding an answer, several theories have been developed that try to explain how small clusters of people and natural resources can transform into shining beacons of economic activity. 

In the first part of this thesis, we try to figure out what the most important element is that drives economic growth. Traditionally, a lot of emphasis has been placed on attracting innovative firms. The thought process behind this is that these firms create jobs, which attracts employees. Over the last few decades, more and more emphasis has been put on knowledge as a source of growth; people who have the ability to come up with new ideas and transform them into products (Glaeser, 1994). As a result, new kinds of goods and services will be added and economic activity will not be limited to a single sector of production. Once a whole cluster of innovative firms is established, the conditions are right for the growth of an economy that continues to develop and expand. 

The auto industry in Detroit serves as a primary example of how focusing on a single, non-innovative industry can be detrimental in the long term. While the auto industry provided a lot of work for many people in Detroit, it did not generate economic activity in other sectors (it did not add new kinds of goods and services). When the auto industry collapsed, Detroit’s economy depended too much on this industry and consequently the city’s economy also collapsed.

Innovative firms often tend to look for specific kinds of workers. Characteristics often named by many scholars in an effort to define this group are creative, skilled, talented, and educated individuals who are grounded in a knowledge-based tradition. The perceived importance of these characteristics dates from many centuries ago, as Glaeser (2005) shows: 
‘The observation that idea-generation is becoming more significant is not a particularly novel observation. After all, Adam Smith emphasizes the importance of knowledge-creation. Alfred Marshall is generally credited for beginning the modern discussion of idea-generation in urban economies. Jane Jacobs is all about creativity, especially in urban areas. What were the new growth economies of Paul Romer about, if not creativity and its rising importance over time?’ (Glaeser, 2005: 594)
The value that this group of people adds to the economic development of cities has been the inspiration for this research, which attempts to answer the following question:


Why do creative/skilled/talented/educated individuals move to certain places?

Questions that follow from the first question and which need to be answered before an answer can be found to the main question include:

· What is the exact definition of this group?

· What are the factors that influence their decision to move?

· What is the most important factor?

The first two questions are dealt with in part I of this thesis, the theoretical explanation. In order to answer the first question, theories by some of the most prominent scholars in this field are discussed and – sometimes - compared in order to decide which theory holds up better than the other. As a result, we end up with a clearly defined population that we will work with during this research.


In order to answer the second question, the literature review will focus mostly on empirical studies in the field of (urban) migration. These studies will inform us of the different frameworks that exist and the most cited reasons by respondents when they were asked about the different factors that played a role in their relocation decisions. This information is used to create a new framework which consists of three different categories of relocation factors.

An empirical study is then performed by distributing a questionnaire among our sample, in order to answer the third question. The results of this survey provide us with information which we can use to answer the main question. In the end, we will know what the most important factors are that attract our target group to cities.
Part I – Theoretical Exploration

Chapter 1 – The Importance of People
1.1 Introduction
Richard Florida (2005) discusses three theories that could possibly explain why some cities have become clusters of big firms and talented people. First, he mentions Robert Putnam’s social capital theory. In this theory, economic growth is associated with tight-knit communities where there are dense ties between people and between firms. However, he argues that people increasingly want to pursue their own lives, instead of being part of a traditional community. When people move to new places, they prefer cities with looser networks and weaker ties, because their barrier to entry is smaller. It is a more inclusive community. 
Next, Florida mentions the human capital theory. This theory hinges on the fact that having economic capital or having endowments of natural resources isn’t enough to guarantee a city’s success. The human capital theory propagates that the key to regional growth lies not in reducing the cost of doing business, but in endowments of highly educated and productive people. Florida mentions Jane Jacobs as being the source of this idea, although Jacobs’ views focused on the fact that innovation in work and diversity of outputs were factors that generated economic growth (Jacobs, 1969). If we assume that innovation requires creative and highly educated people, then Florida might have a point.

1.2 What Attracts People?

This in turn begs the question why creative and educated people cluster in certain places. According to Florida’s own creative capital theory, the elements that attract the creative class to communities are abundant high-quality experiences, openness to diversity of all kinds and the opportunity to validate one’s identity as a creative individual. More concretely, Florida states that “talent migrates to regions possessing high degrees of social openness, diversity, and creativity”. This group of talented people would then stimulate the economic growth of a region by starting up or joining innovative (hi-tech) firms. This process is visualized in figure 1.1. 

Florida’s work has been very popular since its release and his books are well read by many people. However, the emphasis he places on social openness, diversity and creativity as being key to a city’s economic development has been criticised by many scholars. In the rest of this chapter we will look critically at these aspects.
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Figure 1.1
1.3 Creativity
Florida measures creativity using a Bohemian index, which comprises the number of writers, designers, musicians, actors, directors, painters, sculptors, photographers, and dancers in a region. However, the evidence Florida uses to establish the link between artists and the creative class loses much of its value, because Florida does not provide a full description of the method with which he attempted to prove that artists and artistic creativity attract the creative class. He argues that a large presence of bohemians (artists) is positively correlated with a large hi-tech industry, but he does not describe clearly how he gathered and processed his data on bohemians (artists). And even if this correlation is true, he does not provide proof that the presence of artists causes economic development, nor does he convincingly prove that it causes an in-migration of the creative class. 
Glaeser (2005) studied Florida’s research, and concluded that there is no evidence to suggest that the presence of bohemians actually spurs a city’s development. Glaeser finds that not the presence of bohemians, but years of schooling are positive and significant in explaining city growth. Glaeser’s research is based on Florida’s data, which he provided for this purpose. Glaeser finds that there is no evidence to suggest that Bohemianism explains city growth, once you control for human capital (highly educated people). In this respect, we could argue that Florida’s theory, with regard to creative activity being a factor in attracting the creative class and a predictor of economic growth, is lacking.

1.4 Social Openness and Diversity
While the size of a city’s artist population might not be a decisive variable in terms of attracting the creative class, it is possible that the arts might be able to generate social openness. Belfiore (2007) has studied the social impact of the arts. The author views the social impact of the arts in a historic light by reflecting on several studies on this subject. The goal of this exercise is to gain a clearer sense of where commonly accepted views on the impact of arts actually originate from. This impact includes the role of the arts in society and their effects on audiences. The author’s critique on social impact studies (Belfiore, 2002) is that they are still underdeveloped (in the sense that there are not many robust critical studies of the social impact of the subsidized arts). Moreover, many studies attempt to demonstrate that culture is a successful means of promoting social cohesion, inclusion or regeneration. But the author argues that culture is a not a means to an end, but an end itself. De Ridder (2010) confirms that there is no empirical evidence that the arts contribute to social cohesion within our society on a meso and macro level.

Setting aside the issue whether the arts influence social behavior, the question still remains if social openness and diversity, which Florida also refers to as tolerance, are factors that attract talent and spur economic growth. Florida bases his case on the correlation he finds between talent (or Creative Capital) and places that score high on his basic indicators of diversity: Gay, Bohemian and other indices (Florida, 2005: 38). He argues that places that score high in his Gay index are by definition very tolerant, because “a place that welcomes the gay community welcomes all kinds of people” (Florida, 2005: 41).  
Marlet & Van Woerkens (2005) studied the tolerance/creative class nexus in the Netherlands and concluded that tolerance is not a significant factor in attracting the creative class. Marlet (2009: 329) performed a survey targeting university alumni in his research on location decisions of graduates, and found that tolerance (including diversity) is not a factor that significantly influences highly educated individuals when they decide where to live.

Glaeser (2005) ran a regression to check Florida’s statements once more, and found that, once you control for human capital (schooling), the Gay index does not predict economic development and/or city growth. As Glaeser puts it, in his analysis of Florida’s research: a high level of tolerance may create many positive (side) effects within a city, but Florida’s story on how tolerance or Bohemianism help urban development is unfounded. 
1.5 Human Capital vs. Creative Class
To be able to form a clear discussion, it is relevant at this point to identify two groups, which are both attributed to having a significant effect on economic growth: 

Table 1.1: Definition and Characteristics of “Human Capital” and “Creative Class”
	Group:
	Human Capital
	Creative Class

	Propagated by:
	Glaeser (and many others)
	Florida

	Consists of:
	Highly skilled and educated individuals
	A type of human capital, creative people, who engage in work whose function is to create meaningful new forms

	Measured by:
	Education level: usually people with a college degree
	Profession: scientists, engineers, university professors, poets/novelists, artists, entertainers, actors, designers, architects, non-fiction writers, editors, cultural figures, researchers, analysts

	
	
	


At first glance, Florida’s Creative Class seems to overlap quite a bit with the Human Capital perspective: scientists, engineers and university professors are clearly professions that require a great deal of formal training. The essential difference is that he ascribes value to occupations that might not require a university degree, which explains why he does not use education level as a measurement tool.

In Glaeser’s view, one should not look for a proper indicator of economic growth in the amount of artists or people with creative professions (which the Creative Class partly consists of), but in the amount of skilled people that possess human capital, using education level as the unit of measurement to define this group. 

In order to establish a concrete comparison, Donegan, Drucker, Goldstein, Lowe, and Malizia (2008) devised a study which tries to establish which indicators explain metropolitan economic performance best. They compared the influence of Florida’s measures to those of more traditional indicators of economic competitiveness, which included the indicator “percentage of population aged 25 and older with a college degree”, using multivariate regression models.

Their results showed that indicators of human capital performed as well or better than those of Florida’s Creative Class, which included the proportion of regional workforces in creative class occupations. Therefore, they concluded that “measured derived from Florida’s creative class hypotheses are no more associated with positive economic outcomes than traditional competitiveness measures.” (Donegan et al., 2008: 180). 
Chapter 2 – Consumer City
2.1 Introduction
Despite receiving much criticism for parts of his work , Florida is generally supported for his claim that high quality experiences are important in drawing in talent. In his review of Florida’s work, Glaeser does agree that in order for cities to succeed, they need to think about their attractiveness and providing lifestyle (or consumption) advantages to their residents:

“Declining transportation costs mean that few places have any innate advantages in production anymore. Proximity to the coal mines or the harbor may have mattered in 1900, but do not matter today. Instead, the productive advantage that one area has over another is driven mostly by the people. Urban success comes from being an attractive “consumer city” for high skill people” (Glaeser, 2005: 594)

According to Heuer (2004), these highly educated people often choose their destination based on factors other than the location of jobs. In her research, Heuer finds that the best and brightest are often confident in their ability to find employment, which means that they are likely to choose their destination based on noneconomic considerations, and worry about getting a job later. They cite quality of life, and subsequently amenities, as reasons for moving. 
Research by Hansen and Niedomysl (2009) shows that highly educated individuals cite employment as the most important reason to move, but also mention living environment, education, housing, and social reasons. According to later research by Florida (2011), a community that satisﬁes its residents appears to be one that provides a solid economic foundation, provides abundant opportunities for social interaction, offers good schools, and is also perceived as beautiful and aesthetically pleasing. 
Marlet (2009) conducted a survey where he divided factors into an economic and an amenities category. 41% of the respondents state that these different kinds of amenities played a role in their decision to live in a certain place, while 37% answered that this decision was based on economic factors. However, Marlet had seven indicators in his economic category, compared to twenty in his amenities category. Making a comparison of categories that differ so much in the amount of indicators used and constructing an aggregate to measure the importance of each of these categories is generally unfavorable.
However, taking all of the aforementioned research into account, there are many reasons to believe that amenities - consumption or lifestyle advantages that are linked to the environment and quality of a city - play a role in attracting highly skilled individuals. The question is, what kind of amenities are these individuals attracted to? 

According to Whisler, Waldorf, Mulligan, and Plane (2008), attributes appearing to be important to all young graduates are recreational opportunities and a rich cultural environment. Metropolitan areas with low scores on the recreation and arts factors have higher out-migration rates than metropolitan areas that are well endowed with recreational opportunities and cultural activities. 
It has often been claimed that culture has a significant attraction for creative people. A lively cultural atmosphere is believed to attract people and firms to certain regions. One theory is that people who enjoy arts and culture are willing to accept a cut in their pay check if it means that they can live in a location that has better access to cultural institutions (Bille & Schulze, 2006). Glaeser (2001) researched the role of consumer goods and found that the presence of live performance venues significantly predicts later growth at county level, and Marlet and Poort (2005) have indicated that theatre performances and pre-WWII buildings seem to attract the creative class. 

However, most research shows that when asked where they want to live, the first factor that people consider are job opportunities, housing, family relations, schools, and other factors which are not related to culture (Bille & Schulze, 2006). However, this statement refers to people in general and might not hold true for highly skilled individuals. Whisler et al. (2008) confirm that an overall composite desirability index that rates the best and worst places is virtually meaningless. They claim that desirability indices pertaining to different life course groups are more appropriate. But the question is whether the needs of one group of people radically differ from the needs of other groups of people. 
2.2 Attractiveness of Cities: Empirical Research in the Netherlands
Marlet and Van Woerkens (2005; 2007) followed up on Florida’s research in the Netherlands. Their findings indicate that the presence of the creative class (in all kinds of industries other than creative ones) appears to be a much stronger driver of employment growth than creative industries. (Stam, De Jong and Marlet, 2008). In other words, people (not companies) drive growth.
Consequently, they asked what local governments can do to attract and retain the creative class. They concluded that not the number of artists, but amenities (or in their words, cultural production) is the key to attracting the creative class. However, the authors found that while the initial phase of cultural production is performed in the Netherlands, the final stages of production are often executed outside the borders (for instance in the design and film sector). Consequently, cultural production might dry up which could cause an exodus of the creative class. As far as which kinds of amenities draw this group in, they concluded that Glaeser’s top amenities, such as culture, environmental beauty and historic buildings, are most likely to attract members of the creative class to Dutch cities. 
Marlet and Van Woerkens continued their work on location decisions of Dutch people and started a foundation which regularly publishes studies on Dutch cities and regions. One of these studies comprises an annual ranking by the ‘Atlas voor Gemeenten’ (2009, 2010, 2011). These studies feature a calculated attractiveness index, based on an econometric analysis of people’s behaviour when it comes to settling in Dutch cities.

The calculated attractiveness index consists of job opportunities, cultural supply (of performing arts), safety (with respect to crime), availability of resale property, proximity to nature, the quality of culinary supply, the presence of a university, and the historic character of a city (percentage of housing built before 1945). 
In his research, Wouters (2010) used these factors to devise a survey, which he distributed among highly educated young adults in the age range 23-28. The respondents were either students or recent graduates. In addition to the factors in the calculated attractiveness index, Wouters also included four factors which were not measured in this index. These factors were mentioned during interviews held prior to the survey, and it was deemed plausible that they would also explain settling behavior. These factors included: presence of likeminded peers, proximity to family and friends, child friendly environment, and accessibility. The results are displayed in table 2.2.1.
	Table 2.2.1: Response to Wouters’ survey

	
	
	Frequency distribution of each score

	Factor 
	average score (1-5) 
	1=not important 
	2=somewhat important
	3=reasonably important 
	4=important
	5=very important 

	Proper accessibility
	3,90 
	4 
	8 
	17 
	60 
	33 

	Job opportunities 
	3,70 
	5 
	17 
	20 
	49 
	32 

	Supply of likeminded peers 
	3,70 
	5 
	9 
	23 
	65 
	20 

	Availability of resale property
	3,60 
	2 
	15 
	26 
	64 
	13 

	Proximity to family and friends 
	3,54 
	6 
	18 
	27 
	47 
	25 

	Historic character
	3,41 
	9 
	17 
	27 
	53 
	16 

	Safety
	3,33 
	4 
	21 
	36 
	54 
	8 



	Proximity to nature
	3,20 
	3 
	35 
	30 
	39 
	13 

	Cultural supply (of performing arts)
	3,15 
	8 
	26 
	39 
	39 
	11 

	Culinary supply 
	2,95 
	15 
	25 
	37 
	43 
	3 

	Child friendly environment 
	2,81 
	20 
	23 
	48 
	24 
	8 

	Supply of universities
	2,32 
	29 
	40 
	36 
	14 
	2 


Marlet (2009) also conducted a survey among highly educated individuals, specifically alumni from the University of Utrecht. The age range in this research was more diverse. 62% of the respondents were below the age of 45, which shows that there were indeed many respondents older than 45 who participated. 

Marlet divided his questions into five different categories. The category ‘economical factors’ included statements about accessibility of jobs (in the sense that they are within range and accessed easily), employment opportunities, and supply of universities. The category ‘Residential amenities’ includes nightlife, esthetics, proximity to nature, recreational facilities, events, housing quality/availability of property, and quality of the neighborhood. The last three categories included tolerance, proximity to family and friends, and supply of creative people.

Upon analyzing the results, the following five factors proved to be most important: accessibility of one’s job, supply of universities, proximity to nature, the quality of the neighborhood, and proximity to family and friends. Job accessibility, proximity to family and friends, and neighborhood quality were clearly the three most important factors. Job accessibility proved to be the most important reason for 18% of the respondents, 16% chose proximity to family and friends, and 11% chose neighborhood quality as the most important reason for settling in their current city.
When we compare the top 3 factors of both surveys, we see the following results:

Table 2.2.2: Top 3 factors of surveys by Wouters and Marlet
	Wouters
	Marlet

	1. Proper accessibility

2. Job opportunities

3. Presence of likeminded peers
	1. Job accessibility

2. Proximity to family and friends

3. Neighborhood quality


Differences between the results might have occurred due to a number of factors. First, the survey questions, while relatively similar, were posed in a different way. ‘Proper accessibility’ could have been understood  as general accessibility, referring to the idea that a city is easily accessible through transportation or that it is located in a central location in the country. Therefore, this might explain why ‘job opportunities’ scores much higher in Wouters’ survey than in Marlet’s survey, as it is the only work-related question in Wouters’ survey. Furthermore, ‘neighborhood quality’ is a term which can encapsulate many of the questions posed in Wouters’ survey, including ‘safety’ and ‘child-friendly environment’. And ‘presence of likeminded peers’, finally, was not included in Marlet’s research.

However, these results might also be partially explained by the different target groups in each study. The target group in Wouter’s study was young adults who were either studying or who had just graduated. Marlet’s research focused only on alumni, and did not have an age range. This might explain why the presence of likeminded peers was rated much higher than categories having to do with neighborhood quality. A child-friendly environment, for instance, might not be the priority among the age group of 23-28. Furthermore, this group might place a bigger emphasis on job opportunities than on proximity to family and friends. 
Generally speaking, young people also tend to be more mobile. This is confirmed by Hansen and Niedomysl (2009: 202), who claim that most people that migrate do so in their twenties, and Whisler et al., who argue that those who are young and childless—whether married or unmarried—are very mobile in general. A large part of these migration activities are undertaken by young people who move away from their parents’ home. In the Netherlands it is not unusual for students to continue living with their parents until late in their studies, or even until graduation. Landing that first job might be the moment that they finally decide to leave the nest.
2.3 Factors That Play a Role in Relocation Decisions – A Framework

In Marlet’s (2009: 360) model, there are two main categories within which we can place the factors that supposedly make a city attractive to live in. These are economic factors and residential amenities. In his empirical survey, he decided to include a tolerance category, as well as the proximity of family and friends. The tolerance category was brought to attention by Florida, who considers it as one of the most important factors that attract highly educated individuals. However, empirical studies in the Netherlands have not confirmed this fact. Moreover, attempting to pose questions that would indicate whether tolerance is a decisive factor might lead to socially desirable results, which in turn might produce stated preferences instead of revealed preferences (Marlet, 2009). Therefore, this category will not be included in this research.

The remaining three categories have a strong basis in existing literature. In a study on the location decisions of university graduates in Pittsburgh by Hansen and Huggins (2003), roughly the same categories were used: Job-related, Family, City/region, and Educational. The last category did not weigh in very heavily, as only 3% of the respondents chose it as a reason to leave Pittsburgh. City/region category included amenity-related factors, such as climate preferences and lifestyle choices. The Family category included factors “Wanted to live with spouse/significant other” and “To go back home/to be near family/friends”. This category was second in significance only to the Job-related category. In a related study that tried to explain the brain drain from Pittsburgh, Hansen, Ban & Huggins (2003) further elaborated on the reasons for graduates for leaving or staying in the Pittsburgh region.

Hansen, Ban, and Huggins find two factors that explain the choice for a job location of Pittsburgh graduates, which are Proximity to family or friends and Amenities or other.

Finally, Battista (2007) also focused on job-related factors, amenities, and proximity to family in her research on alumni in the city of Roanoke, Virginia. Not enough job opportunities and wanting to be near their family proved to be the most important factors migration factors for graduates. Glaeser (2005) puts the emphasis on amenities, claiming that an infrastructure with basic commodities is what skilled people truly desire. 

Based on previous research, we can conclude that there are three categories which persistently appear in most studies. These are: (a) Economical Factors, (b) Family/Friends/Social Factors, and (c) (Physical) Amenities. Therefore, it makes both historic and logical sense to use these categories to devise a framework of location factors for graduates. Since we are researching Dutch society, the indicators that are used will mostly be based on research that was done in the Netherlands. After all, climate is not a factor that would differ much among cities in the Netherlands. The amount of Historic buildings present in each city, however, would differ. Taking indicators that proved to be relevant in previously mentioned studies into account, table 2.3 shows the indicators that are likely to be relevant, taking into account all of the previously discussed literature. Since previous studies showed that respondents, when it comes to physical amenities, structurally give a high rating to amenities in the natural/cultural sphere, it was decided that the third category will focus on natural and cultural amenities. 

Table 2.3: Framework of factors that play a role in relocation decisions
	Categories
	Economical factors
	Social factors
	Amenities (natural/cultural)

	Indicators


	Proximity to job location

Career opportunities

Presence of universities
	Proximity to family and friends

Supply of likeminded peers

Being near spouse/significant other
	Proximity to nature

Historic buildings

Performing art venues




Now that a useful division has been made regarding the different categories of location decisions, we can move on with our empirical research and discuss the research methods.

Part II – Research Methodology
Chapter 3 – Research Strategy, Population and Sample
3.1 Introduction
In order to find out why talented individuals decide to live in certain places, empirical research is going to be performed as part of this study. At this point, either a quantitative survey method or a qualitative interview could be considered. In the case of a quantitative survey, a representative sample could be taken from the proposed target group. The advantage is that the results could be generalized to the entire population. 
The disadvantage of doing a quantitative study is that the degree of understanding of human behavior is limited; the study can only serve as an explanation of this group’s behavior. With a qualitative study, which is rooted in interpretivism, the goal is to understand human behavior (Bryman, 2008: 15). The latter is concerned with the emphatic understanding of human action, rather than studying the forces that act on it. Quantitative research is therefore mostly used to test theories, while with qualitative research the emphasis is placed on generating theories.
The arguments for using a quantitative study are quite convincing in this case. Studies of migration behavior and location factors have been around for quite some time. Therefore, the decision making process of individuals regarding their moving behavior has already been studied rigorously. Theories about this process are available in ample supply. Many of these theories deal with analysis of secondary data which is often collected from national census bureaus. Primary data, such as surveys, are not very common in this field. In other words, empirical research that actually tests whether these theories hold up in ‘real life’ by collecting data in the field is not abundantly present. Therefore, testing these theories might prove to be a more valuable contribution to this field than adding another theory to the vast amount of literature. 
3.2 The Research Population 

Research has shown that the presence of creative and talented individuals stimulate economic development and city growth. This group is referred to as either the creative class or, in a majority of the literature, as human capital. Researchers have criticized the use of the creative class indicator in order to predict economic development, because it does not improve upon the human capital indicator, which is more solidified in academic history. Hansen and Niedomysl (2009) studied the correlation between the creative class and human capital in Sweden, and found such a strong correlation (.94) between the two that they concluded that human capital can be used as a proxy for the creative class. Based on these results, Florida’s creative class does not bring much new value into the debate on talent.

Taking these findings into account, and considering that most of the literature discussed in this thesis supports these conclusions, this research will focus on the methods and measurements employed in human capital studies (in this case specifically regarding the research population). This automatically implies that the unit of analysis will be highly educated individuals, who are historically defined as having obtained at least a college degree. 

The location where this population will be studied is going to be within Dutch borders. Aside from practical considerations, the geographic properties of the Netherlands make it country quite an interesting case for urban and regional studies. As a small country, whose four biggest metropolitan areas are concentrated in a small strip called the ‘Randstad’, it takes a relatively small amount of time to cross distances between cities. In countries like the United States of America, the amount of time needed to travel from one city (or state) to another can be enormous. In comparison, the state of New York is more than three times the size of the Netherlands
.

As such, jobs might not necessarily dictate where people live. The distance between Rotterdam and Amsterdam (the two biggest cities) is 58 kilometres. It is possible that people would choose to live in one city and work in the other. They might pay more attention to factors such as proximity to friends and family or living near natural and/or cultural amenities, compared to individuals in other countries. This might lead to interesting results that possibly show a mix of factors.
Wouters (2010) asked young, highly educated adults in the Netherlands which city they found least attractive. The city of Rotterdam scored highest on the list. In fact, of the four biggest cities (G4), it has proven least capable of retaining recent graduates. Venhorst, Edzes, Broersma, and Van Dijk (2011) came to a similar conclusion when they analyzed where recent graduates start their careers. In a comparison between five cities, results indicate that Rotterdam imports most of its young professionals, and actually has the lowest percentage (compared to the four other cities) of graduates who studied in the city and continued to work there (see figure 3.1) .

Location of study of starters on the Dutch job market (as measured in five college location (Groningen, Leeuwarden, Maastricht, Tilburg and Rotterdam)). This graph divides these starters into four categories:  people who studied in the same municipality where they currently work, people who studied in the same region, people who studied in the western part of the country (including the four biggest cities), people who studied elsewhere in the Netherlands and people who studied abroad.
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Figure 3.1  (source: Venhorst, Edzes, Broersma, and Van Dijk (2011))
It appears that even though jobs for highly educated individuals are growing rapidly in Rotterdam, most alumni leave the city after they have graduated. EM.Online, the online channel of the official Erasmus University magazine, has reported that in 2010, sixty percent of EUR students lived in Rotterdam (EM.Online, 2010). These numbers may not be very accurate, but it is reasonably safe to say that a majority of EUR students live in Rotterdam. 

With a total of 20.402 students studying at EUR in 2010 (Erasmus Universiteit Rotterdam, 2010), one would consequently expect there to be an out-migration of a large number of students after they graduate. 

Consequently, Rotterdam presents us an interesting opportunity to study what exactly drives these students to move away. In this study, we will focus on the only university in Rotterdam, the Erasmus University Rotterdam (EUR). Since we are measuring what the decisive factors for migration are for graduates that moved, this seems like a suitable pool to draw from. Aside from providing information on the migration behavior of EUR alumni in general, this study might also give us more insight into the reason why so many graduates supposedly leave Rotterdam after their graduation.

3.3 The Sample
As mentioned before, the population in this research consists of EUR alumni. The Erasmus University of Rotterdam has kept records of every student that graduated. However, the information in this database is not open to the public. What they do offer is access to the communication channels they use to reach alumni. These communication channels include three online websites/communities. The first is a website that is specifically geared towards alumni and alumni activities, www.eur.nl/alumni. The second is a Facebook group called “Erasmus University Rotterdam Alumni”. And the third is a LinkedIn group, “Erasmus University Rotterdam (EUR) / The Netherlands”. 

Being dependent on these communication channels introduces a bias in the sampling process. People who do not use the Internet, or perhaps more likely, people who use the Internet but do not visit these particular channels, will be excluded from the sample. This might limit the sample to those who are still active and/or interested in their alma mater, and who use the Internet and/or social media. Since the policy of the Erasmus University alumni office is not to give out individual contact details of alumni, this is the only way in which the alumni can be reached. It is an issue that needs to be kept in mind when discussing the possibility of generalizing the results of this study to the population.
Chapter 4 - Research Method
4.1 Introduction

As stated before, a quantitative study has a better chance of contributing something to the research that is already written in this field. A self-completion questionnaire is an option in this type of research, as are interviews. The questionnaire has the advantage of its results being easy to measure. It is also an often used research method to gain insight in behavior which is not easy to observe directly in reality, which makes it particularly suited to reflect on past behavior (Swanborn, 2002). With interviews, one has the advantage of being able to gather in-depth information. However, they are more suited for qualitative approaches. They are also rather time consuming, which makes it difficult to gather a sizeable sample. 

A questionnaire is both quick to administer and convenient for respondents (Bryman, 2008: 218). In this specific case, individuals who are open to communication by any of the aforementioned online channels can be reached relatively easily. There will be a clearly indicated banner on the homepage of the EUR alumni website that will link to the location of the online questionnaire. On Facebook, anyone that is a member of the EUR Alumni group should be able to see a message on their individual home page/news feed that will include a link to the survey. The way that group members on LinkedIn will be alerted will depend on how they have configured their account. They might receive an e-mail with the announcement containing a link to the survey, or they might have to visit the group on LinkedIn to be able to see the link.

The advantage of an online questionnaire is that data collection is automated. Among other things, this means that a large number of respondents can be processed at no significant greater cost. The website that will host the questionnaire is www.thesistools.com. This is a website specifically designed to host questionnaires, and it has done so in numerous instances in the past. It produces an excel sheet that lists the responses of every individual. It also has an option which allows one to make two separate versions of the survey, and route respondents to each version at random. This way the order in which questions or clusters of questions are posed can be altered, which can prevent an order bias. The effects of a possible order bias are then equally divided over the various questions. (Swanborn, 2002).
4.2 Questionnaire Design


The goal of the questionnaire is to find out the following:
· Who decided to move after their graduation?

· Why did these people decide to move?

When these questions are answered, we can start to determine if there is one particular reason, or a mix of many reasons, that is most important to the respondents in their decision to relocate. In order to measure what is essentially their attitude towards several possible factors, a Likert scale is one of the most common techniques (Bryman, 2008: 146). The goal of the Likert scale is to measure intensity of feelings about the item in question. Respondents are asked to indicate their level of agreement with a statement. These must all relate to the same object, in this case reasons for relocation, and each scale should have its own individual indicators.

The statements that are posed in the questionnaire, with the intention to measure what the most important reasons are for location decisions of graduates, are the same items mentioned in table 2.3. These will be formatted in a Likert scale; the respondents will be able to ask how they feel about each statement using a five point scale. The scale will include the following answer possibilities: I totally agree, I more agree than disagree, I neither agree nor disagree, I more disagree than agree, and I totally disagree. This instrument for measuring attitudes is quite common and has been used often in literature (Kappers, 2009; Bryman, 2008: 146; Swanborn, 2002: 174-175).
Aside from the statements, respondents are asked several other questions. These include questions pertaining to the demographics of the respondents, such as age, city of birth, gender, and yearly income. This information will be useful in analyzing whether there is a significant difference between different groups; for instance, females might structurally make different choices with regard to migration than males. For the entire questionnaire, see Appendix I.
Another set of questions is asked to assess the situation that the alumni were in, the first time they moved after graduation. The aim is to find out in which city they lived before they moved, to which city they moved (the first time that they moved after graduation), and what their occupational status was during that time. If the respondent was employed full-time in that period, he or she was asked in which city the job was located. Not every city could be included in the survey, so options were limited to the fifty biggest municipalities in the Netherlands ranked to the Atlas der Gemeenten (2011), a foundation that performs research related to neighborhoods, municipalities, and regions in the Netherlands.

The responses to this set of questions are useful, because they will complement the attitudes we are measuring (using the Likert scale format) with data on the actual behavior of an individual (Sirkin, 2006: 66). For instance, a respondent could state that he might feel that an important factor in his decision to move was because of the proximity of his new location to his job. With this set of questions, we can measure whether stated preferences actually line up with an individual’s actions. 

In addition, this set of questions will add to our knowledge of Dutch cities and the factors that make them attractive to EUR alumni. The goal is to gather information on where these alumni moved to (if they moved) after graduation and where they found their first full-time job. Combined with the knowledge we gain from the attitude questions, this could give us insight into which cities alumni move to after graduation, and why they choose those cities. 
Part III - Results

Chapter 5 – Reliability and Validity
5.1 Internal Reliability

In the course of designing the questionnaire, considerable effort has been put into the construction of a framework that will help us find out why people move. During this process, the indicators were put in three categories: economic factors, social factors, and natural/cultural amenities. Within these categories three statements were presented, which were derived from the indicators in each category. The question is whether the indicators in each category are really related to each other. This concept is called internal reliability (Bryman, 2003: 150; Swanborn, 2002: 218). 

Efforts have been made to make sure that items from different categories do not overlap. It is good to look at the composition of these categories with a healthy dose of criticism, and results from statistical tests later in this chapter will show whether there are radical differences between indicators within the same category. However, Cronbach (1951: 320) argues that items do not need to be factorially similar for the survey to be internally consistent (Sijtzen, 2009). We therefore apply common sense to establish whether categories are well composed.
5.2 Validity of the Research

According to Bryman (2008) and Seale (2002), there are three types of validity: measurement validity, internal validity and external validity. Measurement validity deals with the question whether a measure that is devised of a concept really reflects the concept that it is supposed to be denoting. Special attention needs to be paid to the factors that were devised in order to measure the role that of each of these factors play in the relocation decisions of graduates. 

The framework that was devised in order to properly present these factors to the respondents was made with some practical considerations in mind. First of all, attention was paid to the fact that each of the categories would have an equal amount of indicators. This would make it possible to aggregate these individual indicators and use them to measure the entire concept/category. This made it difficult to paint a complete picture for the respondents of each of these categories. Individual indicators were chosen based on (a) their popularity among the population as shown by other empirical studies, and (b) common sense. The reasoning behind this is that irrelevant questions can be excluded from the survey, while still making sure that questions are not overlapping or illogically used. As a result, the categories were identically sized without containing too much indicators, which might discourage the respondents.
Internal validity is concerned with the question whether a conclusion that incorporates a causal relationship between two or more variables holds water (Bryman, 2008). This might be relevant to two elements in our conclusions. The fact that people relocate could be due to one of the factors we have chosen to include in this research, but there may be other factors that were not included in this research which might have influenced respondents’ decisions to move. However, since we chose to collect primary data, there is less of a problem with causality than there would be were we to use secondary data. We can ask questions to clarify causality instead of relying on existing (census) data. 
Finally, the issue of external validity is concerned with the question of whether the results of a study can be generalized beyond the specific research content. This is an issue of concern in this research. The sample has not been selected randomly in the strict sense of the word, although attempts have been made to include as many members of the population as randomly as possible. A sampling bias might have occurred due to the fact that the survey was only offered online. However, with the assistance of the alumni organization of the Erasmus University of Rotterdam, access was granted to distribute the questionnaire on all the most important online meeting points of EUR alumni. Considering the alternatives this was the best option; the only other possible approach was to search for respondents without any support, which would have meant hand-picking alumni from our personal network. This would have increased the sampling bias. Therefore, we might not be able to generalize the results of thesis to the population with full confidence, but it would not be fair to write them off as insignificant.
Chapter 6 - Characteristics of the Sample

A total of 87 respondents participated in this research. As a link to the questionnaire was only offered on websites that were visited by Erasmus University Rotterdam alumni, the expectation was that most respondents would be EUR alumni. As the following graphs shows, there was indeed only a small percentage that indicated that they were not EUR alumni (five participants in total). There were also four participants who did not indicate whether or not they were EUR alumni.  These respondents will be excluded from further analysis, which means that the rest of the data analysis will be carried out using the response of 78 participants (which is 89.7% of the total response). 
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	Table 6.1: Number of respondents who are/are not EUR alumni

	Response
	n
	%

	Yes
	78
	94

	No
	5
	6

	Total
	83
	100


Note: missing values = 4
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Figure 6.1
Next, it is interesting to see what these alumni studied. The results are presented in table 6.2. As expected, most of them (61.5%) completed a study in the field of economics and management. This is the most prominent study field within the Erasmus University of Rotterdam, and its’ most renowned. Law, culture and society is next in size, followed by medicine and health sciences. The ‘other’ category included respondents who filled in a different area of study. These included Urban Management Development, History, Hospitality, Entrepreneurship, Neuroscience, and EMBA.

	Table 6.2: Responses to question “Which topic did you study?”

	Response
	n
	%

	Economics and Management
	48
	61.5

	Law, Culture and Society
	17
	21.8

	Medicine and Health Sciences
	5
	6.4

	Other
	8
	10.3

	Total
	78
	100.0


Note: missing values = 4
Respondents were asked where they lived during their studies at Erasmus University. As this pie chart shows, Eur alumni mostly lived in Rotterdam or in places surrounding Rotterdam during their studies. These results show similarities with statistics provided by EM.Online, which were discussed earlier in this thesis, which showed that sixty percent of Erasmus University students live in Rotterdam or its surrounding area. Response measured in this research indicates that the share of students is even bigger; 73.9% indicated that they lived in Rotterdam during their studies.
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	Table 6.3: Responses to question “Where did you live during your studies at Erasmus?” 

	Response
	N
	%

	Alkmaar
	1
	1.4

	Almere
	1
	1.4

	Amsterdam
	1
	1.4

	Delft
	1
	1.4

	Dordrecht
	1
	1.4

	Eindhoven
	2
	2.9

	Rotterdam
	51
	73.9

	Schiedam
	1
	1.4

	Den Haag
	3
	4.3

	Zoetermeer
	1
	1.4

	Other
	6
	8.7

	Total
	69
	100.0
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Note: missing values = 13
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Figure 6.2
Respondents were also asked about their gender and yearly income. Most respondents turned out to be male (see table 6.4), which might be expected from a university which focuses on economics and management disciplines. A question about respondents’ yearly income was answered by 34 people. This question was added to the survey at a later point, which is why there are less respondents who answered this question. The wording of this question is based on previous research where this question was posed (Haisley, Mostafa, Loewenstein; 2008). 
With every successive bracket, the range of the categories increases. The yearly income graph shows a curve peaking at the income bracket of ’40.000-80.000’; the only category that breaks with this curve is the category ‘Less than 10.000’. 

	
Table 6.4: Gender

	 
	n
	%
	 

	Male
	38
	65.5
	

	Female
	20
	34.5
	

	Total
	58
	100
	 


Note: missing values = 20
	Table 6.5: Yearly Income (in euros)
	 

	 
	n
	%
	 

	Less than 10.000
	6
	18.2
	

	10.001 - 20.000
	1
	3
	

	20.001 - 40.000
	5
	15.2
	

	40.001 - 80.000
	11
	33.3
	

	80.001 - 160.000
	8
	24.2
	

	More than 160.000
	2
	6.1
	

	Total
	33
	100
	 


Note: missing values = 45



Figure 6.3
Finally, it is interesting to look at the age of the respondents. The respondents were between the age of 22 and 61 years old. The left graph on the next page shows that the amount of respondents decline as age increases. Most of the people who responded in this survey are in the age group 21 – 30. If we look at the graph beside it, which shows the year that respondents graduated, we can see that the amount of respondents increases as we progress through the years. As these graphs show, the age of the respondents seems to be reflected in the respondents' graduation year. There is a relatively steady rise as we progress from 1972 to 2011, with a peak appearing in 2010. Young respondents probably graduated more recently, which explains the fact that this graph has an opposite progression compared to the age graph. If we look at the correlation between age and graduation year, we see a strong correlation, significant at the .01 level (pearson’s r = -.895).

                        
	Table 6.6: Mean and standard deviation for age and graduation year

	 
	M
	SD

	Age at time of survey
	38.03
	11.193

	Graduation Year
	1999.86
	10.654


	Table 6.7: Frequency data for age and graduation year

	 
	n
	%

	Age at time of survey
	
	

	21 - 30
	19
	32.2

	31 - 40
	16
	27.1

	41 - 50
	13
	22

	51 and up
	11
	18.6

	Total
	59
	100

	Graduation Year
	
	

	1972-1981
	3
	5.1

	1982-1991
	13
	22

	1992-2001
	10
	16.9

	2002-2011
	33
	55.9

	Total
	59
	100


Note: missing values = 19
	Table 6.8: Correlation between Age and Graduation Year

	 
	 
	Age in Years

	Graduation Year
	Pearson Correlation
	-.895**

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.000

	 
	N
	59

	**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).


Figure 6.5
We might assume that income and graduation year are correlated, as people who graduated more recently may not yet have taken as much steps up the career ladder as people who graduated longer ago. In order to see whether this is the case, it is necessary to treat income as an interval/ratio variable. This may be a source of bias. Furthermore, we assume that the relationship between income and graduation year is not linear, but approximately linear. 

	Table 6.9a Correlation between Yearly Income and Graduation Year

	 
	 
	Graduation Year

	Yearly Income Category
	Pearson Correlation
	-.351*

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	0.045

	 
	N
	33


*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

As the results above show, there is a significant negative correlation of -.351 (pearson’s r = .351, p = .045) between income and graduation year. The fact that it is negative means that income decreases as graduation year increases. The value of Pearson’s r indicates that there is a weak to moderate correlation between the two variables. In short, if a person has recently graduated, there is a reasonable chance that he or she will earn less than someone who has graduated a longer time ago. 

Likewise, we might assume that age and income are correlated. The results show a correlation of .306 (pearson’s r = .306, p = .083). This result is not significant at the .05 level, but it is significant at the .10 level. 
	Table 6.9b Correlation between Yearly Income and Age in Years

	 
	 
	Graduation Year

	Yearly Income Category
	Pearson Correlation
	.306

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.083

	 
	N
	33


Next, we might see whether age and graduation year together might predict income level. In order to do so we run a regression analysis which is presented in appendix II, where we including age and graduation year as independent variables and income as the dependent variable. Results show that R squared, as well as Adjusted R square, show low values of respectively .124 and .065. The ANOVA box shows that the model does not reach statistical significance (p = .138). Since this tests the null hypothesis that multiple R in the population equals 0, it means that the null hypothesis cannot be rejected. Ultimately, this regression analysis shows that age and graduation year together are not good predictors of the variance in the dependent variable income.

Chapter 7 - Relocation Decisions
So far, we have established that the respondents are mostly male EUR alumni between the age of 22 and 61, the majority of whom lived in Rotterdam during their study, where they most likely studied in the field of Economics and Management. Now it is interesting to see how many of them have moved to a different city after graduation. Respondents were asked if they had ever moved to a different city since they graduated. The results in the table below show that 65.7% moved to a different city, while 34.3% never moved. Therefore, the data analysis in the next part is carried out using the response from 46 participants. This part of the questionnaire, which we only asked these 46 participants, revolved around the questions: why did you move to a different city after graduation, and subsequently: what are the different factors that influence that decision. These questions were put in the context of the first time they moved after graduation.     

	Table 7.1: Responses to Survey Question “After you graduated from Erasmus, did you EVER move to a different city?” 


	
	n
	%

	Yes
	46
	65.7

	No
	24
	34.3

	Total
	70
	100


Note: missing values = 12
7.1 Results of the Economic Factors

The results for the economic indicators are presented below. These include the general category indicator and the three individual economic indicators. It is worth mentioning that the means differ greatly among each variable. As the table below shows, the lowest mean is 2.38, while the highest mean is 4.29. The modes also vary greatly, from 1 to 5. The standard deviation for most items is quite high, (compared to for instance the standard deviation of natural/cultural factors), hovering around 1.58. The only exception is the presence of universities, which is 1.16. A high standard deviation generally means that there is a lot of variation in the answers.
	Table 7.1.1: Means for the following survey questions: 

“At the time, I decided to move because of economic reasons” (general category indicator)

“At the time, I decided to move to live near my job” (individual indicator)

“At the time, I decided to move to improve my career opportunities” (individual indicator)

“At the time, I decided to move to be near universities or other educational institutes” (individual indicator)

 

	 
	Mean
	Mode
	Std. Deviation

	Move Economic (general indicator)
	2.79
	1
	1.630

	Move Job
	2.38
	1
	1.583

	Move Career Opportunities
	3.26
	5
	1.589

	Move Universities
	4.29
	5
	1.160


The answer possibilities that a respondent could choose from for each statement were I totally agree, I more agree than disagree, I neither agree nor disagree, I more disagree than agree, and I totally disagree. They were ranked in the same order, which means that I totally agree has a value of 1, and I totally disagree has a value of 5. If a variable has a high mean, it means that respondents generally did not regard that factor as decisive in their relocation decision.

If we look at the highest mean score we also see that the presence of universities, like with the standard deviation, has a particularly different score compared to the other categories, scoring a mean of 4.29. While the means of the other variables are lower and close to each other, this variable stands out. This seems to indicate that the presence of universities is not measuring the same concept and therefore might not be related to the other variables within the same category. What is furthermore striking if you look at the mode is the high amount of respondents that totally agreed with the statement about job proximity, and the high amount of respondents that totally disagreed with the statement about career opportunities. If you look at the mean, job proximity seems to play the biggest role in respondents’ relocation decision in this category.


Economic Factors: Frequency Tables
	Table 7.1.2: Move Economic
	 
	 

	
	n
	%

	I totally agree
	13
	34.2

	I more agree than disagree
	6
	15.8

	I agree nor disagree
	4
	10.5

	I more disagree than agree
	6
	15.8

	I totally disagree
	9
	23.7

	Total
	38
	100


Note: missing values = 8
	Table 7.1.3: Move Job
	 
	 

	 
	n
	%

	I totally agree
	17
	43.6

	I more agree than disagree
	8
	20.5

	I agree nor disagree
	4
	10.3

	I more disagree than agree
	2
	5.1

	I totally disagree
	8
	20.5

	Total
	39
	100


Note: missing values = 7
	Table 7.1.4: Move Career Opportunities 
	 

	 
	n
	%

	I totally agree
	7
	18.4

	I more agree than disagree
	8
	21.1

	I agree nor disagree
	5
	13.2

	I more disagree than agree
	4
	10.5

	I totally disagree
	14
	36.8

	Total
	38
	100


Note: missing values = 8

Figure 7.1

	Table 7.1.5: Move Universities
	 
	 

	 
	n
	%

	I totally agree
	2
	5.3

	I more agree than disagree
	1
	2.6

	I agree nor disagree
	6
	15.8

	I more disagree than agree
	4
	10.5

	I totally disagree
	25
	65.8

	Total
	38
	100


Note: missing values = 8


Figure 7.1 (continued)
An explanation for the high mean score of the variable presence of universities might be related to the occupational status of the respondents. Many EUR alumni were employed full-time the first time they moved after graduation. The fact that these alumni probably did not plan to work at a university might have been the reason that the presence of universities was not regarded as a deciding factor in their choice for a new location.
	Table 7.1.6: Response to Survey Question “What was your occupational status the first time you moved after graduation?” 

	
	n
	%

	(continued to be a) full-time student
	4
	9.1

	full-time employed
	33
	75.0

	part-time student/employed
	2
	4.5

	Unemployed
	5
	11.4

	Total
	44
	100.0


Note: missing values = 2
In table 7.1.7 the relationship between these two variables has been analyzed. After putting the variables in a contingency table, Cramer’s V can give an indication of the strength of this relationship. While it does not provide information on which direction the relationship has, we predict that occupational status will determine whether the presence of universities scores high or low. Therefore occupational status has been put in columns, indicating that it is the independent variable. The value of Cramer’s V associated with the analysis, presented in table 7.1.8, is .474. This suggests a very strong relationship between the two variables.

	Table 7.1.7
	Contingency Table

Independent variable: university presence. Dependent variable: occupational status   

	
	Occupational Status
	 

	Moved to be near universities
	(continued to be a) full-time student
	full-time employed
	part-time student/ employed
	Unemployed
	Total

	I totally agree
	1
	0
	0
	1
	2

	I more agree than disagree
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1

	I agree nor disagree
	0
	5
	1
	0
	6

	I more disagree than agree
	0
	3
	0
	1
	4

	I totally disagree
	1
	21
	1
	2
	25

	Total
	3
	29
	2
	4
	38


	Table 7.1.8: Strength of relationship between Presence of Universities and Occupational Status


	
	Value
	Approx. Sig.

	Phi
	.821
	.012

	Cramer’s V
	.474
	.012

	N of Valid Cases
	38
	


7.2 Results of the Social Factors

In this category, the means of the three individual indicators all lie closely together (see figure 7.2). The variable move social refers to the generally formulated question with regard to this category: respondents are asked if social reasons in general played a role, where after the importance of individual indicators within this category are measured (see move family/friends, move likeminded peers, and move spouse). What is interesting is that the modes all show to be 5. This means that a lot of respondents chose the extremes, displaying a strong tendency to answer I totally disagree with these options. 

It is also curious to see that the mean of move social is much lower than the means of the individual indicators. This means that when respondents are asked whether they moved because of social reasons in a general way (did you decide to move because of social reasons), this category seems to be regarded as more important than when specific examples are used to discover whether the category as a whole plays a role. This could indicate that the spectrum of social reasons encompass much more factors than just the chosen individual indicators. 

The standard deviations are comparable to those of economic reasons; they are quite high but they all lie in the same range. The mean is highest for proximity to family and friends, and lowest for being near spouse/significant other. When we look at the individual scores for the spouse variable, one can directly notice that respondents’ answers are mostly found at the extremes of the score spectrum. This might indicate that being near one’s spouse is either a very important reason for relocation, or not important at all.

Social Factors: Descriptive Statistics

	Table 7.2.1: Means for the following survey questions: 

“At the time, I decided to move because of social reasons” (general category indicator)

“At the time, I decided to move to be near family and friends” (individual indicator)
“At the time, I decided to move because of the potential presence of many likeminded peers” (ind. indicator)
“At the time, I decided to move because I wanted to live with my spouse/significant other” (ind. indicator)
 

	
	Mean
	Mode
	Std. Deviation

	Move Social (general indicator)
	2.87
	5
	1.679

	Move Family/Friends
	3.81
	5
	1.391

	Move Likeminded Peers
	3.74
	5
	1.465

	Move Spouse
	3.18
	5
	1.799


Frequency Tables

	Table 7.2.2: Move Social
	 
	 

	
	n
	%

	I totally agree
	13
	34.2

	I more agree than disagree
	6
	15.8

	I agree nor disagree
	4
	10.5

	I more disagree than agree
	6
	15.8

	I totally disagree
	9
	23.7

	Total
	38
	100


Note: missing values = 8

	Table 7.2.3: Move Family/Friends

 
	 

	 
	n
	%

	I totally agree
	17
	43.6

	I more agree than disagree
	8
	20.5

	I agree nor disagree
	4
	10.3

	I more disagree than agree
	2
	5.1

	I totally disagree
	8
	20.5

	Total
	39
	100


Note: missing values = 9
	Table 7.2.4: Move Likeminded Peers
	 

	 
	n
	%

	I totally agree
	7
	18.4

	I more agree than disagree
	8
	21.1

	I agree nor disagree
	5
	13.2

	I more disagree than agree
	4
	10.5

	I totally disagree
	14
	36.8

	Total
	38
	100


Note: missing values = 8


Figure 7.2
	Table 7.2.5: Move Spouse
	 

	 
	n
	%

	I totally agree
	7
	18.4

	I more agree than disagree
	8
	21.1

	I agree nor disagree
	5
	13.2

	I more disagree than agree
	4
	10.5

	I totally disagree
	14
	36.8

	Total
	38
	100


Note: missing values = 8


Figure 7.2 (continued)
7.3 Results of the Natural/Cultural Factors

The results for natural/cultural factors are presented below. When asked about the importance of nature and culture in general, the mean score produced is 3.59. The mean scores for each particular item in this category varies from 4.41 to 4.42. In other words, there is hardly any variation. Respondents seem to consistently choose the individual items in this category to be of little importance in their decision to move.
This is reflected in the standard deviation for each item. This ranges from 0.938 to 1.106 for the individual variables, and 1.462 for the general variable which measures the importance of the category as a whole. The modes all show to be 5, which is consistent with the rest of the results. The fact that the general question has a lower mean could also mean that there may be more indicators needed to show the true importance of natural/cultural amenities in alumni’s relocation decisions. However, it is clear that as a whole, the means in this category are higher than in other categories, which shows that natural/cultural amenities play a relatively small role in the relocation decisions of our sample.

Natural/Cultural Factors: Descriptive Statistics
	Table 7.3.1: Means for the following survey questions: 

“At the time, I decided to move because of the natural and cultural environment” (general category indicator)

“At the time, I decided to move because I wanted to live closer to nature” (individual indicator)
“At the time, I decided to move because of the presence of historic buildings” (ind. indicator)
“At the time, I decided to move to be near performing art venues” (ind. indicator)
 

	
	Mean
	Mode
	Std. Deviation

	Move Natural/Cultural Reasons (general indicator)
	3.59
	5
	1.462

	Move Nature
	4.42
	5
	1.106

	Move Historic Buildings
	4.42
	5
	.919

	Move Performing Arts
	4.41
	5
	.938



Figure 7.3
Frequency Tables

	Table 7.3.2: Move Natural/Cultural Reasons 

 

	
	n
	%

	I totally agree
	3
	8.1

	I more agree than disagree
	8
	21.6

	I agree nor disagree
	7
	18.9

	I more disagree than agree
	2
	5.4

	I totally disagree
	17
	45.9

	Total
	37
	100.0


Note: missing values = 9
	Table 7.3.3: Move Nature
 
	 

	 
	n
	%

	I totally agree
	2
	5.3

	I more agree than disagree
	1
	2.6

	I agree nor disagree
	3
	7.9

	I more disagree than agree
	5
	13.2

	I totally disagree
	27
	71.1

	Total
	38
	100.0


Note: missing values = 8
	Table 7.3.4: Move Historic Buildings
	 

	 
	n
	%

	I totally agree
	1
	2.6

	I more agree than disagree
	5
	13.2

	I agree nor disagree
	8
	21.1

	I more disagree than agree
	24
	63.2

	I totally disagree
	38
	100.0

	Total
	1
	2.6


Note: missing values = 8

	Table 7.3.5: Move Performing Arts
	 

	 
	n
	%

	I totally agree
	3
	7.7

	I more agree than disagree
	3
	7.7

	I agree nor disagree
	8
	20.5

	I more disagree than agree
	25
	64.1

	I totally disagree
	39
	100.0

	Total
	3
	7.7


Note: missing values = 7


Figure 7.3 (continued)

7.4 Comparing the Three Categories
Every category consists of a general indicator, which encapsulates the attitude towards the entire category. Furthermore, every category has three individual indicators which measure attitudes towards specific items within this category. Because of this structure, we are going to make two sets of comparisons. The first set will compare the means of the three general indicators. The second set will compare the means of the means of the individual indicators, which are grouped together according to the category they belong to.

First, we are going to look at the means of the three general category indicators. These indicate how respondents answered when they were asked whether they moved for economic, social, or natural/cultural reasons. 

Table 7.4.1: 
Means for the following survey questions: 

“At the time, I decided to move because of economic reasons
“At the time, I decided to move because of social reasons
“At the time, I decided to move because of the natural and cultural environment” 

	
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	Move Economic
	2.79
	1.630

	Move Social
	2.87
	1.679

	Move Natural/Cultural
	3.59
	1.462


The economic indicator shows the lowest mean, 2.79, which means that respondents viewed it as the most important reason to move. It is not far apart from the mean of the social indicator, which is 2.87. The real outlier is the natural/cultural indicator, which has a mean of 3.59. Although earlier analysis already indicated that natural and cultural amenities might not be seen as particularly important in graduates’ relocation decisions, these results clearly show that the other factors play a far bigger role.

Table 7.4.2 shows the means of the means of the individual indicators, grouped together by category. These have been computed in SPSS and named the total of individual economic indicators, the total of individual social indicators, and the total of individual natural/cultural amenity indicators. In order to see whether the presence of universities variable really altered the economic category, we computed another category called total of individual economic indicators (without university var), where the presence of university variable has been left out.
The results from the table before (which compared the general indicators) repeat themselves, albeit in a slightly different way. Again, we see that economic indicators provide the lowest mean (3.26), which indicates that graduates mostly look at economic reasons when deciding where to move. When the university variable is left out, the mean drops to an even lower score of 2.79. This is a sizeable reduction of the score, but it does not change the rank order between the different categories.


Again, we see that the grouped social indicators are next in rank which amounts to a mean of 3.49, while the natural/cultural amenities are ranked last with the highest mean of 4.38. The standard deviation is exceptionally low compared to the other categories, which indicates that respondents reflect the least varied attitudes on this scale in respect to the overall mean. This is also reflected by the minimum and maximum value: while all the other categories vary from 1 to 5, rankings in this category only start at 2. This means that none of the respondents found every aspect in this category to be very important in their relocation decision. 

	Table 7.4.2: Descriptive Statistics for the Individual Indicators Grouped by Category (each item represents three individual indicators, with the exception of ‘Total of individual economic indicators (without university variable)’ which represents two indicators) 

	
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	Total of Economic indicators 

(includes job proximity, career opportunities and university presence)
	3.265
	1.055

	Total of Social indicators

(includes proximity to family and friends, likeminded peers and spouse)
	3.487
	1.162

	Total of Natural/Cultural indicators 

(includes proximity to nature, historic buildings and performing arts)
	4.376
	.892

	Total of Economic indicators without university variable

(includes job proximity and career opportunities)
	2.795
	1.301


Note: minimum = 1 and maximum = 5 for all items except for natural/cultural indicators, where minimum = 2
When we compare the outcomes of the grouped individual indicators with the general indicators for each category, we notice that the means for the grouped indicators are consistently higher in each category. This indicates that respondents display a more positive attitude when they are asked questions about a certain motive in general terms. When questions about a certain factor are divided into specific indicators, respondents tend to display a more negative attitude. 

The only exception reveals itself when we look at total of individual economic indicators (without university variable). The mean of this item, which is composed of the variables proximity to job and career opportunities, is the same as the mean of the general indicator for this category: 2.79. This might indicate that these two variables are a good representation of the economic category, since respondents display the same attitude towards the grouped variables as they do towards the general indicator.
7.5 Significance of Differences Between the Categories

What this research aims at is to discover why graduates move, and which factor(s) is/are more important than others. We already established that there are variations between the means of the different categories. Now, the aim is to find out whether these variations are significantly different. In order to produce a possible significant difference in means, we need to do a so called paired difference t test. It is also referred to as a two sample t test for dependent samples, but this test is actually a one-sample t test applied to the differences in each pair of scores (Sirkin, 2006).


In order to perform this test, all the categories need to be paired so that the mean of each category is confronted with the mean of every other category. Since the economic indicators without the university variable seemed to better reflect respondents’ idea of economic factors, this category is included. However, the mean of the original group of indicators of this category, which includes the university variable, behaves more like the mean of the grouped indicators of other categories. These also showed elevated scores compared to the general indicator of their respective categories. Therefore, the test will be performed with both of the economic categories, one that excludes the universities variable and one that includes it.
This leaves us with the following pairs to be tested:

· Pair 1:
Total of individual economic indicators & Total of individual social indicators
· Pair 2:
Total of individual economic indicators & Total of individual natural/cultural amenity indicators
· Pair 3:
Total of individual economic indicators (without university variable) & Total of individual social indicators
· Pair 4:
Total of individual social indicators & Total of individual natural/cultural amenity indicators
· Pair 5:
Total of individual economic indicators (without university variable) & Total of individual natural/cultural amenity indicators

The null-hypothesis is that the differences between these means will not be significant. The alternative hypothesis is that we will see one or more cases where there is a significant difference. The formula can be written down as follows:

H0: µD = 0


H1: µD ≠ 0
In this formula, µD stands for the mean differences between the pairs in the population. If the difference between the pairs is 0, the null-hypothesis will be correct. If this is not the case, the alternative hypothesis will be correct.

The results are presented in appendix III, while a summary of the most important data can be viewed in the table on the next page. Concerning the first pair, the mean difference between the economic indicators and the social indicators was not significant. The significance for this pair is .256 (t = -1.154, p = .256). This means that the measured difference in mean for these two variables is not significant and that the null-hypothesis cannot be rejected. Therefore, it must be accepted.
The mean difference between the second pair, the economic indicators and the natural/cultural amenity indicators, did prove to be significant, with a value of .000 (t = -5.449, p = .000). This indicates that the measured difference in mean for these two variables is significant, and that the null hypothesis can be rejected. Apparently, alumni from the Erasmus University of Rotterdam consider economic reasons to be more important in their relocation decision than the presence of natural/cultural amenities. 


The third pair that squared off was the total of economic indicators (without the university variable) and the total of individual social indicators. We already compared the social indicators with the group of economic indicators that included the university variable, and the mean difference was not significant. Without this variable, it becomes a different story. The significance for this pair is .008 (t = -2.806, p = .008), which means that the null hypothesis can be rejected. When we remove the university variable from the category, economic factors become a significantly more important influence in EUR alumni’s relocation decision than social reasons. 


Next, we look at the mean difference between social indicators and natural/cultural amenity indicators. The significance for this pair is .000 (t = -4.217, p = .000). This means that the measured difference in mean for this pair of variables is significant, which once again means that the null hypothesis can be rejected. Social reasons seem to be decisively more important in the relocation decision of EUR alumni than the presence of natural/cultural amenities.


Finally, we look at the mean difference between economic indicators (excluding the university variable) and natural/cultural amenities. As expected, the significance for this pair is .000 (t = -6.528, p = .000), which means that the measured difference is significant and that the null hypothesis can be rejected. The mean difference between economic factors and natural/cultural amenities was already deemed significant, and excluding the university variable does not change this fact.

	Table 7.5.1: Paired Samples Test between Individual Indicators Grouped by Category: Each item represents three individual indicators, with the exception of ‘Total of individual economic indicators (without university variable)’ which represents two indicators)

	
	 
	Mean Differencesª
	df
	t

	Pair 1
	Total of individual economic indicators – 
Total of individual social indicators
	-0.22222
	38
	-1.154

	Pair 2
	Total of individual economic indicators – 
Total of individual natural/cultural amenity indicators
	-1.11111
	38
	-5.449***

	Pair 3
	Total of individual economic indicators (without university variable) – 
Total of individual social indicators
	-0.69231
	38
	-2.806**

	Pair 4
	Total of individual social indicators - 
Total of individual natural/cultural amenity indicators
	-0.88889
	38
	-4.217***

	Pair 5
	Total of individual economic indicators (without university variable) – 
Total of individual natural/cultural amenity indicators
	-1.5812
	38
	-6.528***


a. Represents the difference between the means of the paired items, which are themselves an average of the means of each individual indicator in their respective category
**p < .01. ***p < .001
7.6 Significance of Differences Between the General Indicators

To crosscheck the grouped individual variables with the general indicators once more, it is necessary to compare the results of the previous test with the differences in means between the general indicators in each category. Therefore, the significance of the mean differences between each general indicator must be established. The following pairs will be tested:

· Pair 1
Move Economic & Move Social
· Pair 2
Move Economic & Move Natural/Cultural

· Pair 3
Move Social & Move Natural/Cultural

The results are presented in appendix IV, with a summary of the results presented in table 7.6.1. The mean difference between move economic and move social is -0.081. The significance for this pair is .850 (t = -0.191, p = .850). This indicates that the measured difference between these means is not significant, which is similar to the result we obtained when comparing all of the grouped individual economic indicators and the grouped individual social indicators, but not similar to the results we obtained when university presence was left out of the test.

The mean difference between move economic and move natural/cultural is -0.757. The significance for this pair is .0496 (t = -2.032, p = .0496). This indicates that the measured mean difference is significant and that the null hypothesis can be rejected. This is also in line with the results from the previous test, which indicated that economic reasons play a bigger role in EUR alumni’s relocation decisions than natural/cultural amenities.

Finally, we look at the mean difference between move social and move natural/cultural, which is -0.676. As expected, this is a smaller difference than the difference between the means of move economic and move natural/cultural. The significance for this pair is .006 (t = -2.904, p = .006). Again, the measured mean difference is significant which means that the null hypothesis can be rejected. This also corresponds with the results from the previous test, which indicated that social reasons play a bigger role in EUR alumni’s relocation decisions than natural/cultural amenities.   
	Table 7.6.1: Paired Samples Test between General Indicators

	
	 
	Mean Differences
	df
	t

	Pair 1
	Move Economic - Move Social
	-.081
	36
	-.191

	Pair 2
	Move Economic - Move Natural/Cultural
	-.757
	36
	-2.032*

	Pair 3
	Move Social - Move Natural/Cultural
	-.676
	36
	-2.904**


*p < .05. **p < .01
7.7 Nonparametric Tests of Significance

In order to be able to use a paired samples t test we have had to assume that the Likert scale we used consisted of interval level data. The assumption that we make is that respondents perceive all pairs of adjacent levels as equidistant. However, some critics say that Likert-scale data should be regarded as ordinal level data, arguing that the values are not continuous and therefore not equidistant. 


Treating Likert data as interval measurements has many advantages: there is no loss of information and normal theory statistics such as ANOVA or regression can be used. But to confirm whether we can claim that our scale is equidistant, we perform the Wilcoxon Signed Ranks test. This is the nonparametric test equivalent to the dependent t-test (like the paired samples t test). If we use exactly the same variables, we can compare the results of the Wilcoxon Signed Ranks test with the paired samples t test that we performed before. If the results are similar it will confirm that our Likert scale is equidistant, and can therefore be treated as interval-level data.

The results for the grouped individual indicators are presented in table 7.7.1. As you can see, the values are very similar to the paired samples t test that we performed before. The difference between Total of individual economic indicators and Total of individual social indicators is not significant (Z = -1.086, p = .278). The difference between Total of individual economic indicators and Total of individual natural/cultural amenity indicators is significant (Z = -4.195, p = .000). The same goes for the difference between Total of individual economic indicators (without university variable) and Total of individual social indicators (Z = -2.533, p = .011), Total of individual social indicators and Total of individual natural/cultural amenity indicators (Z = -3.743, p = .000), and Total of individual economic indicators (without university variable) and Total of individual natural/cultural amenity indicators (Z = -4.544, p = .000).
	Table 7.7.1: Wilcoxon Signed Ranks: Test Statistics for our Individual Indicators Grouped by Category
	 

	
	Z

	Total of individual economic indicators - 
Total of individual social indicators
	-1.086a

	Total of individual economic indicators  -
Total of individual natural/cultural amenity indicators
	-4.195a***

	Total of individual economic indicators (without university variable) – 
Total of individual social indicators
	-2.533a*

	Total of individual social indicators – 
Total of individual natural/cultural amenity indicators 
	-3.743a***

	Total of individual economic indicators (without university variable) – 
Total of individual natural/cultural amenity indicators
	-4.544a***


a. Based on negative ranks.
*p < .05. ***p < .001

When we look at the general indicators, we see the same pattern (see table below). All of the paired differences are very similar to the paired samples t test between the general indicators, which indicates that all pairs of adjacent levels might be considered as equidistant.
	Table 7.7.2: Wilcoxon Signed Ranks: Test Statistics for our General Indicators

 

	
	Z

	Move Economic - Move Social
	-.316a

	Move Economic - Move Environment
	-1.936a

	Move Social - Move Environment
	-2.828a**


a. Based on negative ranks.
**p < .01.

7.8 Explaining the Choice for Economic Factors as a Primary Reason for Relocation
As we saw in the tests of significance we performed, where we compared the mean of the means of the individual economic indicators (excluding the university variable) with the means of the other categories, these economic indicators proved to be significantly more important than any other category of factors. We might be able to explain the preference of our respondents for economic factors as a reason for relocation by relating it to other characteristics of our respondents. 

The first characteristic that comes to mind is their subject of study. Economy students might choose economic factors, while students who study other subject might give priority to different reasons. Another factor might be gender; the study by Hansen, Ban and Huggins 2003) shows that women might display a stronger tendency to remain close to family, which does not fit the economic category. Finally, the graduation year of respondents might also play a role. Young people are more likely to move and starters on the job market might be more influenced by economic reasons than older respondents, who might prioritize factors such as family and amenities. Age might also be a variable to consider, but respondents’ current age might not say anything about what their age was the first time they moved after graduation. Moreover, age and graduation display a strong correlation which might make a regression that includes these two variables untrustworthy (Field, 2009: 224). We therefore exclude age as an explaining characteristic.

In order to see whether these characteristics predict the choice for economic factors, we run a regression using Total of individual economic indicators (without university variable) as the dependent variable and gender, topic of study, and graduation year as independent variables. Since topic of study is a nominal variable, we have to recode it using three dummy variables (Field, 2009: 255). Gender just needs to be recoded into a variable containing zeroes and ones (instead of the original values of one and two, which represent male and female). 

The results are presented in Appendix V and a summary is provided in the next table. As the results show, none of the variables are significant in predicting the choices of respondents regarding the economic category. The model itself explains 1.4% of the variance in the dependent variable (r square = 0.014) and does not reach statistical significance (p = .995).  The fact that our respondents chose economic reasons as their primary motivation to relocate can therefore not be attributed to any specific characteristic(s).
	Table 7.8.1: Regression between IV: Gender, Topic of Study and Graduation Year and DV: economic factors (without university var)

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	
	(Constant)


	-11.967
	46.673
	
	-.256
	.799

	
	Graduation Year


	.007
	.023
	.061
	.317
	.754

	
	Econ and Mgmt vs. Law, Culture, and Society


	.091
	.665
	.029
	.137
	.892

	
	Econ and Mgmt vs. Medicine and Health Sciences


	-.539
	1.084
	-.102
	-.497
	.623

	
	Econ and Mgmt vs. Other
	.033
	.812
	.008
	.040
	.968

	
	Gender (recoded into zeroes and ones)
	-.019
	.596
	-.007
	-.031
	.975

	Note: R square = .014 (p = .995). 


7.9 Categorizing Indicators According To Their Importance
Until now, the results for each indicator have only been discussed in the context of the category that they belong to. But it might also be interesting to group these individual indicators by their perceived importance, instead of grouping them by the concept that they measure. This ‘scale of importance’ would consist of several categories, ranging from important to not important. This is how the categories will be composed: we start with the indicator with the lowest mean (the ‘starting’ indicator). We then go down the list of indicators until we find one whose mean is significantly different from the starting indicator. This will be the starting indicator for the next category. Ultimately, this will lead to the establishment of several categories, which are ranked from important (low means) to not important (high means). 

In the following table, you can see the mean of each individual indicator, low to high.

	Table 7.9.1: Mean of each individual indicator
	 

	
	n
	Mean

	Move Job
	39
	2.38

	Move Spouse
	38
	3.18

	Move Career Opportunities
	38
	3.26

	Move Likeminded Peers
	38
	3.74

	Move Family/Friends
	37
	3.81

	Move Universities
	38
	4.29

	Move Performing Arts
	39
	4.41

	Move Historic Buildings
	38
	4.42

	Move Nature
	38
	4.42


It appears that move job (job proximity) stands out as the single most important factor for relocation. But we do not know whether the mean differs significantly from the other indicators. To find out, tests of significance have been performed which compared the means of all of the individual indicators. The results are displayed below.

	Table 7.9.2: Paired Samples Test: Between Each Individual Indicator
	 

	 
	 
	df
	t
	Sig. (2-tailed)

	Pair 1
	Move Job - Move Career Opportunities
	37
	-2.78**
	.009

	Pair 2
	Move Job - Move Universities
	37
	-5.791***
	.000

	Pair 3
	Move Job - Move Family/Friends
	36
	-3.612**
	.001

	Pair 4
	Move Job - Move Likeminded Peers
	37
	-4.053***
	.000

	Pair 5
	Move Job - Move Spouse
	37
	-1.779
	.084

	Pair 6
	Move Job - Move Nature
	37
	-6.338***
	.000

	Pair 7
	Move Job - Move Historic Buildings
	37
	-6.004***
	.000

	Pair 8
	Move Job - Move Performing Arts
	38
	-6.615***
	.000

	Pair 9
	Move Career Opportunities - Move Universities
	37
	-3.83***
	.000

	Pair 10
	Move Career Opportunities - Move Family/Friends
	36
	-1.654
	.107

	Pair 11
	Move Career Opportunities - Move Likeminded Peers
	37
	-1.625
	.113

	Pair 12
	Move Career Opportunities - Move Spouse
	36
	0.218
	.829

	Pair 13
	Move Career Opportunities - Move Nature
	36
	-3.783**
	.001

	Pair 14
	Move Career Opportunities - Move Historic Buildings
	36
	-3.716**
	.001

	Pair 15
	Move Career Opportunities - Move Performing Arts
	37
	-4.368***
	.000

	Pair 16
	Move Universities - Move Family/Friends
	36
	2.105*
	.042

	Pair 17
	Move Universities - Move Likeminded Peers
	37
	2.645*
	.012

	Pair 18
	Move Universities - Move Spouse
	36
	3.374**
	.002

	Pair 19
	Move Universities - Move Nature
	36
	-0.307
	.760

	Pair 20
	Move Universities - Move Historic Buildings
	36
	-0.368
	.715

	Pair 21
	Move Universities - Move Performing Arts
	37
	-0.585
	.562

	Pair 22
	Move Family/Friends - Move Likeminded Peers
	36
	0
	1

	Pair 23
	Move Family/Friends - Move Spouse
	36
	1.809
	.079

	Pair 24
	Move Family/Friends - Move Nature
	36
	-2.276*
	.029

	Pair 25
	Move Family/Friends - Move Historic Buildings
	36
	-2.227*
	.032

	Pair 26
	Move Family/Friends - Move Performing Arts
	36
	-2.411*
	.021

	Pair 27
	Move Likeminded Peers - Move Spouse
	36
	1.461
	.153

	Pair 28
	Move Likeminded Peers - Move Nature
	36
	-2.328*
	.026

	Pair 29
	Move Likeminded Peers - Move Historic Buildings
	36
	-2.328*
	.026

	Pair 30
	Move Likeminded Peers - Move Performing Arts
	37
	-2.979**
	.005

	Pair 31
	Move Spouse - Move Nature
	37
	-3.43**
	.001

	Pair 32
	Move Spouse - Move Historic Buildings
	37
	-3.657**
	.001

	Pair 33
	Move Spouse - Move Performing Arts
	37
	-3.667**
	.001

	Pair 34
	Move Nature - Move Historic Buildings
	37
	0
	1

	Pair 35
	Move Nature - Move Performing Arts
	37
	-0.321
	.750

	Pair 36
	Move Historic Buildings - Move Performing Arts
	37
	-0.572
	.571


*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001
In the table below, we grouped together the indicators whose means did not significantly differ. We started with the indicator that had the lowest mean (which is the indicator that was considered as most important by respondents when they decided to move). We compared this mean to every mean below it (in order of rank), until the difference became significant at the .05 level. We then started the same sequence beginning with the mean that proved to be significantly different from the mean we compared it with earlier. This process is repeated until all the indicators are grouped into separate categories. The mean of the first indicator of each category differs significantly from the mean of the first indicator of the next category. 
	Table 7.9.3: Mean of each individual indicator (grouped according to significant mean differences)

	
	N
	Mean

	Move Job
	39
	2.38

	Move Spouse
	38
	3.18

	Move Career Opportunities
	38
	3.26

	Move Likeminded Peers
	38
	3.74

	Move Family/Friends
	37
	3.81

	Move Universities
	38
	4.29

	Move Performing Arts
	39
	4.41

	Move Historic Buildings
	38
	4.42

	Move Nature
	38
	4.42


In the next table the categories in our scale of importance are shown, together with their respective indicators. The labels for these categories are inspired by a publication on designing attitude instruments (Siegle, 2010). It shows that job importance actually does not play a significantly greater role than being near one’s spouse or significant other, in EUR graduates’ decision to relocate. Both of them are considered to be important factors. Career opportunities, ample supply of likeminded peers and proximity to family and friends are regarded as moderately important. Finally, the presence of universities, performing art venues, historic buildings, and proximity to nature are all factors that do not play a big role in the decision of EUR graduates to relocate. This is in line with earlier results, which indicated that natural and cultural amenities are not perceived as particularly important by EUR graduates. 
	Table 7.9.4: Scale of Importance



	Category
	Indicators

	Important
	Job proximity, being near spouse/significant other

	Moderately important
	Career opportunities, Supply of likeminded peers, Proximity to family and friends

	Not important
	Presence of universities, Performing art venues, Historic buildings, Proximity to nature


Chapter 8 - Motives for Leaving Rotterdam

Since research has shown that many students move out of Rotterdam, a question that was posed in this study was whether EUR alumni move out because of economic reasons, or because they want to live in a nicer city which panders more to their social, natural and/or cultural needs. When we filter out the respondents that did not live in Rotterdam during their studies, we can run the same tests as before and try to see whether the results change if we only look at these cases. 


The paired difference t test is performed once more, this time including only respondents that were living in Rotterdam during their studies. The results are presented in appendix VI, a summary is presented below. When we look at the mean differences between the grouped individual indicators the results hardly differ from the tests performed earlier, which included all cases. The differences remain the same and equally significant.
	Table 8.1: Paired Samples Test Between Individual Indicators Grouped by Category 



	
	 
	Mean Differences
	df
	t

	Pair 1
	Total of individual economic indicators –

 Total of individual social indicators
	-.22619
	27
	-.942

	Pair 2
	Total of individual economic indicators – 
Total of individual natural/cultural amenity indicators
	-1.16667
	27
	-4.646***

	Pair 3
	Total of individual economic indicators (without university variable) – 
Total of individual social indicators
	-.70238
	27
	-2.345*

	Pair 4
	Total of individual economic indicators (without university variable) – 
Total of individual natural/cultural amenity indicators
	-1.64286
	27
	-5.664***

	Pair 5
	Total of individual social indicators – 
Total of individual natural/cultural amenity indicators
	-.94048
	27
	-3.640**


*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001

Note: Each item represents the mean of the means of three individual indicators, with the exception of ‘Total of individual economic indicators (without university variable)’ which represents two indicators). This test only includes respondents who lived in Rotterdam during their studies.
When we perform the same test with the general indicators, move economic, move social, and move natural/cultural, the measured mean differences are no longer significant (see appendix VII and the summary in table 8.3). This could be due to the reduced number of cases, or due to the fact that the standard deviation is higher for each variable when only Rotterdam cases are included. 
To analyze this further we have included the means for each of these indicators in table 8.2. What is somewhat striking is that when we compare these results with the earlier results where all cases were included, the means of both move natural/cultural and move economic decrease, while the mean of move social increases. This might indicate that students living in Rotterdam who leave their city after graduation pay more attention to natural/cultural factors and economic factors in deciding where to live than to social factors, compared to respondents who lived outside of Rotterdam during their studies. But since the mean differences between the categories are not significant, this claim cannot be solidified. 

	Table 8.2: Paired Samples Test Between Individual Indicators Grouped by Category 

	
	 
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	Pair 1
	Move Economic
	2.70
	1.636
	.315

	
	Move Social
	3.19
	1.733
	.333

	Pair 2
	Move Economic
	2.70
	1.636
	.315

	
	Move Natural/Cultural
	3.44
	1.528
	.294

	Pair 3
	Move Social
	3.19
	1.733
	.333

	
	Move Natural/Cultural
	3.44
	1.528
	.294


Note: n =27
	Table 8.3: Paired Samples Test Between General Indicators

	
	 
	Mean Differences
	df
	t

	Pair 1
	Move Economic - Move Social
	-.481
	26
	-.954

	Pair 2
	Move Economic - Move Natural/Cultural
	-.741
	26
	-1.575

	Pair 3
	Move Social - Move Natural/Cultural
	-.259
	26
	-1.126


So far, we dealt mostly with the attitudes of respondents. Now it is time to take a look at their actual behavior, since actions sometimes speak louder than words. In order to see whether EUR alumni who lived in Rotterdam during their studies really leave the city primarily because of economic reasons, we look at where they work when they first moved after graduation. Since we are only looking at cases that lived in Rotterdam during their studies, it means that the persons we are currently studying moved out of Rotterdam after graduation. In order to present a clear picture, here is a flowchart of our subjects’ path: 
Flowchart of EUR students who moved out of Rotterdam after their studies


[image: image5]
Figure 8.1

In order to answer the two questions at the end of the flowchart, we made a cross tabulation that shows where respondents who left Rotterdam decided to work, and where they decided to live. As the results in appendix VIII show, the largest share of respondents work in either Rotterdam or Amsterdam, with a slightly higher number that chose ‘Other’ as city of employment (which means it was not on the list of the 50 biggest cities in the Netherlands).  These numbers therefore indicate that a large share of former inhabitants of Rotterdam continue to work in this city. This could indicate that the reasons for leaving Rotterdam were not purely economic in nature. In other words: wanting to live closer to work or seeking career opportunities might not have been the primary reasons for moving out of Rotterdam. Other reasons, such as living in a more attractive place, or social reasons, might have played a more important role after all. Incidentally, the table also shows that most of these respondents moved to smaller, less inhabited cities near the greater area of Rotterdam. All of these cities (except one) are considered to be more attractive ‘amenity-rich’ cities (Marlet, 2009: 299).
Chapter 9 – Conclusion

The starting point of this research was to discover why people decide to move somewhere, and to identify the various factors that could play a role. A literature study was performed where different theories about the importance of people were discussed. The added value of Florida’s Creative Class was compared to the more traditional human capital theory. After careful review, it was found that indicators of human capital performed as well or better than those of Florida’s Creative Class in explaining economic development and city growth. Since this research is undertaken from an economic/urban development viewpoint, it was therefore deemed appropriate that the mobility of human capital would form the basis of our empirical study.

A framework of factors that play a role in graduate migration was developed, based on studies that were already performed on this subject. Based on previous research, we concluded that there are three categories which persistently appear in most studies: (a) Economic Factors, (b) Family/Friends/Social Factors, and (c) Natural/cultural amenities. A summated scale was designed for each category, in order to measure the attitude of graduates regarding their relocation decisions. 


The Erasmus University in the city of Rotterdam was chosen as the place for conducting this quantitative study, as it presented a particularly interesting phenomenon due to a seemingly large out-migration of graduates in this city. Alumni from this university were asked to fill in a questionnaire, which resulted in a response from 89 individuals. It was posted on several important online communication channels, including the official Erasmus University Rotterdam Alumni website; by using this sampling method a possible bias could have occurred, which must be kept in mind when generalizing the results. The  reliability and validity of the data have been discussed and addressed to a large extent. 

The results from the empirical research conducted in this thesis show that there are significant differences in means between some of the different categories of location decisions. This research has shown that natural and cultural factors, such as the presence of performing arts venues, living close to nature, and the presence of historic buildings in a city, play a significantly less important role in the relocation decisions of Erasmus University alumni than economic and social factors. 
In essence, this means that theories that predict that amenities (in this case natural and cultural amenities in particular) play a big role in graduates’ relocation decision are not confirmed when these theories are tested with the alumni population of the Erasmus University of Rotterdam. Apparently, the presence of historic buildings or live performance venues is not a big attraction. Instead, economic and social factors are more likely to influence these graduates’ relocation decisions. 

In order to see which individual factors actually play the biggest role, the results for all items were compared and divided into three categories: important, moderately important, and not important. As it turns out, job proximity and being near one’s spouse/significant other are the most important factors for relocation. As before, the results show that natural and cultural amenities are not considered important. This could be a sign for municipalities: attracting highly skilled individuals might not be a matter of building cultural venues, parks, or exploiting historic landmarks. Creating a hospitable environment for innovative companies and investing in human capital might still be the way to go, if these municipalities wish to attract and/or retain a skilled labor force. 
Next, the migration motives of alumni who lived in Rotterdam during their studies were examined in order to see if graduates from this city show any distinguishing reasons for migration compared to respondents from other cities. When the respondents’ attitudes are measured, the results show that this is not the case; however, when their actions are examined it turns out that many respondents who move out of Rotterdam continue to work in this city. This could indicate that the reasons for graduates to leave Rotterdam may not be purely economic in nature after all.

In the end, what can we take away from this research? For one thing, there needs to be a clearly defined framework that properly identifies the factors that play a role in migration decisions. In addition, the development of a specified framework that can be used in studies that deal with migration decisions of human capital would be useful. A first attempt has been made in this study, but the composition of the categories leaves room to be improved upon.

With this in mind, what we can conclude from this study is that cities in themselves do not attract highly skilled people (more specifically, graduates from Rotterdam). Our population has clearly indicated that economic and social reasons are more important. This goes against Florida’s findings, who argues that work follows people (and not the other way around). This also contradicts Glaser to some extent, who claims that cultural and natural amenities attract highly skilled individuals. In the end, the results from this study do not differ much from traditional urban development researchers, who used primary data and did not pay special attention to highly skilled individuals. Job accessibility and/or living happily ever after with one’s spouse (preferably both) is still the driving force behind relocation. 

Further research could indicate whether the results obtained in this thesis also hold up in other cases. This research focused on human capital in one particular university in the Netherlands. Other (comparative) studies can look at other universities and/or other locations. We might see whether the results are comparable or significantly different. Maybe a similar research performed with a differently defined population (the creative class for instance) would also produce interesting results. But the results might actually show that college graduates are not that different from other people. Regardless of which group is studied, one might find that economic and social reasons continue to be one of the most important factors in relocation decisions.
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Appendices
Appendix I: Survey

	


Page: 1

Thank you for 5 minutes of your time!
My name is Michael Kurtz and I am a master student at the Erasmus University Rotterdam.

I would like to ask you to fill in this questionnaire. The results are used for my master thesis research project on location decisions by graduates. Upon completion, the master thesis will be made available to those who request it. Please send an e-mail to michaelbkurtz@gmail.com if you wish to receive a copy.

If you leave your e-mail address, you are also eligable for a free gift certificate.

This survey guarantees respondent confidentiality. We will comply fully with the directives in the following confidentiality statement: http://camss.clemson.edu/SC_Business/confidentiality.html
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Page: 2

Did you study at the Erasmus University of Rotterdam? 
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[image: image8.wmf]No 
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  2. 

Which topic did you study? 

	[image: image10.wmf]Economics and Management 
[image: image11.wmf]Law, Culture and Society 
[image: image12.wmf]Medicine and Health Sciences 
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  3. 

WHERE DID YOU LIVE DURING YOUR STUDIES AT ERASMUS? (if you lived in several places during your study, please choose the place you lived right before you graduated. If the location is not in the list, please tick 'other' at the bottom of the list) 
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-- please pick one --


 


  4. 

After you graduated from Erasmus, did you EVER move to a different city? 
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  5. 

Which city did you move to, the first time you moved after graduation? 
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-- please pick one --


 


  6. 

What was your occupational status the first time you moved after graduation? 
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  7. 

If you were working full-time the first time you moved after graduation, in which city was your work located? 
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-- please pick one city --
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In this section, you are presented with a couple of statements. Please tick every item, and indicate how strongly you agree with each of these statements. Please focus on what the most important factors were for you the first time you moved after graduation, NOT what they would be at this moment. 

 


  8. 

At the time, I decided to move... 

	 
	 I totally agree 
	 I more agree than disagree 
	 I neither agree nor disagree 
	 I more disagree than agree 
	 I totally disagree 

	because of economic reasons
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	because of social reasons
	[image: image35.wmf]
	[image: image36.wmf]
	[image: image37.wmf]
	[image: image38.wmf]
	[image: image39.wmf]

	because of the natural and cultural environment
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  9. 

At the time, I decided to move... 

	 
	 I totally agree 
	 I more agree than disagree 
	 I neither agree nor disagree 
	 I more disagree than agree 
	 I totally disagree 

	to live near my job
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	to improve my career opportunities
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	to be near universities or other educational institutes
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  10. 

At the time, I decided to move... 

	 
	 I totally agree 
	 I more agree than disagree 
	 I neither agree nor disagree 
	 I more disagree than agree 
	 I totally disagree 

	to be near family and friends
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	because of the potential presence of many likeminded peers
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	because I wanted to live with my spouse/significant other
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  11. 

At the time, I decided to move... 

	 
	 I totally agree 
	 I more agree than disagree 
	 I neither agree nor disagree 
	 I more disagree than agree 
	 I totally disagree 

	because I wanted to live closer to nature
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	because of the presence of historic buildings
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	to be near performing art venues
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  12. 

What is your age? (in years) 
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  13. 

In which year did you graduate from Erasmus University? (please enter the year you graduated, for instance 1999) 
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  14. 

What is your gender? 
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  15. 

In which city were you born? 
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-- please pick one --


 


  16. 

What is your current yearly income in euros? (choose an income bracket) 
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Appendix II: Regression between IV: age, graduation year; DV: income
Regression

	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	.352a
	.124
	.065
	1.469

	a. Predictors: (Constant), Graduation Year, Age in Years




	ANOVAb

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	9.131
	2
	4.566
	2.115
	.138a

	
	Residual
	64.748
	30
	2.158
	
	

	
	Total
	73.879
	32
	
	
	

	a. Predictors: (Constant), Graduation Year, Age in Years

b. Dependent Variable: Yearly Income Category




	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	
	1.030
	.311

	
	Age in Years
	-.018
	-.048
	.962

	
	Graduation Year
	-.367
	-1.009
	.321

	a. Dependent Variable: Yearly Income Category




Appendix III: Paired Samples t Test Grouped indicators
	Paired Samples Statistics

	
	Mean
	N
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	Pair 1
	Total of individual economic indicators
	3.2650
	39
	1.05459
	.16887

	
	Total of individual social indicators
	3.4872
	39
	1.16189
	.18605

	Pair 2
	Total of individual economic indicators
	3.2650
	39
	1.05459
	.16887

	
	Total of individual natural/cultural amenity indicators
	4.3761
	39
	.89240
	.14290

	Pair 3
	Total of individual economic indicators (without university variable)
	2.7949
	39
	1.30141
	.20839

	
	Total of individual social indicators
	3.4872
	39
	1.16189
	.18605

	Pair 4
	Total of individual social indicators
	3.4872
	39
	1.16189
	.18605

	
	Total of individual natural/cultural amenity indicators
	4.3761
	39
	.89240
	.14290

	Pair 5
	Total of individual economic indicators (without university variable)
	2.7949
	39
	1.30141
	.20839

	
	Total of individual natural/cultural amenity indicators
	4.3761
	39
	.89240
	.14290


	Paired Samples Correlations

	
	N
	Correlation
	Sig.

	Pair 1
	Total of individual economic indicators & Total of individual social indicators
	39
	.414
	.009

	Pair 2
	Total of individual economic indicators & Total of individual natural/cultural amenity indicators
	39
	.152
	.355

	Pair 3
	Total of individual economic indicators (without university variable) & Total of individual social indicators
	39
	.222
	.175

	Pair 4
	Total of individual social indicators & Total of individual natural/cultural amenity indicators
	39
	.199
	.224

	Pair 5
	Total of individual economic indicators (without university variable) & Total of individual natural/cultural amenity indicators
	39
	.087
	.598


	Paired Samples Test

	
	Paired Differences
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)

	
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper
	
	
	

	Pair 1
	Total of individual economic indicators - Total of individual social indicators
	-.22222
	1.20266
	.19258
	-.61208
	.16764
	-1.154
	38
	.256

	Pair 2
	Total of individual economic indicators - Total of individual natural/cultural amenity indicators
	-1.11111
	1.27351
	.20393
	-1.52394
	-.69829
	-5.449
	38
	.000

	Pair 3
	Total of individual economic indicators (without university variable) - Total of individual social indicators
	-.69231
	1.54065
	.24670
	-1.19173
	-.19289
	-2.806
	38
	.008

	Pair 4
	Total of individual social indicators - Total of individual natural/cultural amenity indicators
	-.88889
	1.31641
	.21079
	-1.31562
	-.46216
	-4.217
	38
	.000

	Pair 5
	Total of individual economic indicators (without university variable) - Total of individual natural/cultural amenity indicators
	-1.58120
	1.51256
	.24220
	-2.07151
	-1.09088
	-6.528
	38
	.000


Appendix IV: Paired Samples t Test General Indicators

	Paired Samples Statistics

	
	Mean
	N
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	Pair 1
	Move Economic
	2.84
	37
	1.625
	.267

	
	Move Social
	2.92
	37
	1.673
	.275

	Pair 2
	Move Economic
	2.84
	37
	1.625
	.267

	
	Move Natural/Cultural
	3.59
	37
	1.462
	.240

	Pair 3
	Move Social
	2.92
	37
	1.673
	.275

	
	Move Natural/Cultural
	3.59
	37
	1.462
	.240


	Paired Samples Correlations

	
	N
	Correlation
	Sig.

	Pair 1
	Move Economic & Move Social
	37
	-.230
	.171

	Pair 2
	Move Economic & Move Natural/Cultural
	37
	-.075
	.658

	Pair 3
	Move Social & Move Natural/Cultural
	37
	.600
	.000


	Paired Samples Test

	
	Paired Differences
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)

	
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper
	
	
	

	Pair 1
	Move Economic - Move Social
	-.081
	2.586
	.425
	-.943
	.781
	-.191
	36
	.850

	Pair 2
	Move Economic - Move Natural/Cultural
	-.757
	2.266
	.372
	-1.512
	-.001
	-2.032
	36
	.050

	Pair 3
	Move Social - Move Natural/Cultural
	-.676
	1.415
	.233
	-1.148
	-.204
	-2.904
	36
	.006


Appendix V: Regression between IV: Gender, Topic of Study and Graduation Year and DV: economic factors (without university var) 

	Descriptive Statistics

	
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	N

	Total of individual economic indicators (without university variable)
	2.7949
	1.30141
	39

	Graduation Year
	1999.86
	10.654
	59

	Econ and Mgmt vs. Law, Culture, and Society
	.2179
	.41552
	78

	Econ and Mgmt vs. Medicine and Health Sciences
	.0641
	.24652
	78

	Econ and Mgmt vs. Other
	.1026
	.30535
	78

	Gender (recoded into zeroes and ones)
	.3448
	.47946
	58


	Correlations

	
	Total of individual economic indicators (without university var)
	Graduation Year
	Econ and Mgmt vs. Law, Culture, and Society
	Econ and Mgmt vs. Medicine and Health Sciences
	Econ and Mgmt vs. Other
	Gender (recoded into zeroes and ones)

	Pearson Correlation
	Total of individual economic indicators (without university var)
	1.000
	.042
	.034
	-.100
	.009
	-.019

	
	Graduation Year
	.042
	1.000
	-.097
	.142
	-.049
	.182

	
	Econ and Mgmt vs. Law, Culture, and Society
	.034
	-.097
	1.000
	-.138
	-.178
	.341

	
	Econ and Mgmt vs. Medicine and Health Sciences
	-.100
	.142
	-.138
	1.000
	-.088
	.322

	
	Econ and Mgmt vs. Other
	.009
	-.049
	-.178
	-.088
	1.000
	-.008

	
	Gender (recoded into zeroes and ones)
	-.019
	.182
	.341
	.322
	-.008
	1.000

	Sig. (1-tailed)
	Total of individual economic indicators (without university var)
	.
	.405
	.420
	.272
	.479
	.457

	
	Graduation Year
	.405
	.
	.233
	.142
	.357
	.086

	
	Econ and Mgmt vs. Law, Culture, and Society
	.420
	.233
	.
	.114
	.059
	.004

	
	Econ and Mgmt vs. Medicine and Health Sciences
	.272
	.142
	.114
	.
	.221
	.007

	
	Econ and Mgmt vs. Other
	.479
	.357
	.059
	.221
	.
	.476

	
	Gender (recoded into zeroes and ones)
	.457
	.086
	.004
	.007
	.476
	.

	N
	Total of individual economic indicators (without university var.)
	39
	36
	39
	39
	39
	35

	
	Graduation Year
	36
	59
	59
	59
	59
	58

	
	Econ and Mgmt vs. Law, Culture, and Society
	39
	59
	78
	78
	78
	58

	
	Econ and Mgmt vs. Medicine and Health Sciences
	39
	59
	78
	78
	78
	58

	
	Econ and Mgmt vs. Other
	39
	59
	78
	78
	78
	58

	
	Gender (recoded into zeroes and ones)
	35
	58
	58
	58
	58
	58


	Variables Entered/Removedb

	Model
	Variables Entered
	
	Method

	1
	Gender (recoded into zeroes and ones), Econ and Mgmt vs. Other, Graduation Year, Econ and Mgmt vs. Medicine and Health Sciences, Econ and Mgmt vs. Law, Culture, and Society
	
	Enter

	a. All requested variables entered.

b. Dependent Variable: Total of individual economic indicators (without university variable)




	Model Summaryb

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	.118a
	.014
	-.156
	1.39929

	a. Predictors: (Constant), Gender (recoded into zeroes and ones), Econ and Mgmt vs. Other, Graduation Year, Econ and Mgmt vs. Medicine and Health Sciences, Econ and Mgmt vs. Law, Culture, and Society

b. Dependent Variable: Total of individual economic indicators (without university variable)




	ANOVAb

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	.802
	5
	.160
	.082
	.995a

	
	Residual
	56.782
	29
	1.958
	
	

	
	Total
	57.584
	34
	
	
	

	a. Predictors: (Constant), Gender (recoded into zeroes and ones), Econ and Mgmt vs. Other, Graduation Year, Econ and Mgmt vs. Medicine and Health Sciences, Econ and Mgmt vs. Law, Culture, and Society

b. Dependent Variable: Total of individual economic indicators (without university variable)




	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.
	95.0% Confidence Interval B
	Correlations
	Collinearity Statistics

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound
	Zero-order
	Partial
	Part
	Tolerance
	VIF

	1
	(Constant)
	-11.967
	46.673
	
	-.256
	.799
	-107.424
	83.489
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Graduation Year
	.007
	.023
	.061
	.317
	.754
	-.040
	.055
	.042
	.059
	.058
	.931
	1.074

	
	Econ and Mgmt vs. Law, Culture, and Society
	.091
	.665
	.029
	.137
	.892
	-1.270
	1.452
	.034
	.025
	.025
	.753
	1.327

	
	Econ and Mgmt vs. Medicine and Health Sciences
	-.539
	1.084
	-.102
	-.497
	.623
	-2.755
	1.677
	-.100
	-.092
	-.092
	.807
	1.239

	
	Econ and Mgmt vs. Other
	.033
	.812
	.008
	.040
	.968
	-1.627
	1.693
	.009
	.007
	.007
	.937
	1.067

	
	Gender (recoded into zeroes and ones)
	-.019
	.596
	-.007
	-.031
	.975
	-1.238
	1.201
	-.019
	-.006
	-.006
	.705
	1.418

	a. Dependent Variable: Total of individual economic indicators (without university variable)




	Collinearity Diagnosticsa

	Model
	Dimension
	Eigenvalue
	Condition Index
	Variance Proportions

	
	
	
	
	(Constant)
	Graduation Year
	Econ and Mgmt vs. Law, Culture, and Society
	Econ and Mgmt vs. Medicine and Health Sciences
	Econ and Mgmt vs. Other
	Gender (recoded into zeroes and ones)

	1
	1
	3.057
	1.000
	.00
	.00
	.02
	.01
	.01
	.03

	
	2
	1.054
	1.703
	.00
	.00
	.01
	.27
	.41
	.03

	
	3
	.998
	1.750
	.00
	.00
	.24
	.30
	.16
	.00

	
	4
	.572
	2.312
	.00
	.00
	.16
	.01
	.31
	.18

	
	5
	.319
	3.096
	.00
	.00
	.54
	.41
	.10
	.71

	
	6
	1.284E-5
	488.014
	1.00
	1.00
	.03
	.00
	.01
	.04

	a. Dependent Variable: Total of individual economic indicators (without university variable)




Charts
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Appendix VI: Paired Samples t Test Grouped Individual Indicators Rotterdam
	Paired Samples Statistics

	
	Mean
	N
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	Pair 1
	Total of individual economic indicators
	3.1905
	28
	1.07508
	.20317

	
	Total of individual social indicators
	3.4167
	28
	1.12079
	.21181

	Pair 2
	Total of individual economic indicators
	3.1905
	28
	1.07508
	.20317

	
	Total of individual natural/cultural amenity indicators
	4.3571
	28
	.88391
	.16704

	Pair 3
	Total of individual economic indicators (without university variable)
	2.7143
	28
	1.27967
	.24184

	
	Total of individual social indicators
	3.4167
	28
	1.12079
	.21181

	Pair 4
	Total of individual economic indicators (without university variable)
	2.7143
	28
	1.27967
	.24184

	
	Total of individual natural/cultural amenity indicators
	4.3571
	28
	.88391
	.16704

	Pair 5
	Total of individual social ind.
	3.4167
	28
	1.12079
	.21181

	
	Total of individual natural/cultural amenity indicators
	4.3571
	28
	.88391
	.16704


	Paired Samples Correlations

	
	N
	Correlation
	Sig.

	Pair 1
	Total of individual economic indicators & Total of individual social indicators
	28
	.331
	.085

	Pair 2
	Total of individual economic indicators & Total of individual natural/cultural amenity indicators
	28
	.090
	.648

	Pair 3
	Total of individual economic indicators (without university variable) & Total of individual social indicators
	28
	.133
	.499

	Pair 4
	Total of individual economic indicators (without university variable) & Total of individual natural/cultural amenity indicators
	28
	.028
	.887

	Pair 5
	Total of individual social indicators & Total of individual natural/cultural amenity indicators
	28
	.085
	.667


	Paired Samples Test

	
	Paired Differences
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)

	
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper
	
	
	

	Pair 1
	Total of individual economic indicators - Total of individual social indicators
	-.22619
	1.27028
	.24006
	-.71875
	.26637
	-.942
	27
	.354

	Pair 2
	Total of individual economic indicators - Total of individual natural/cultural amenity indicators
	-1.16667
	1.32870
	.25110
	-1.68188
	-.65145
	-4.646
	27
	.000

	Pair 3
	Total of individual economic indicators (without university variable) - Total of individual social indicators
	-.70238
	1.58462
	.29947
	-1.31683
	-.08793
	-2.345
	27
	.027

	Pair 4
	Total of individual economic indicators (without university variable) - Total of individual natural/cultural amenity indicators
	-1.64286
	1.53472
	.29004
	-2.23796
	-1.04775
	-5.664
	27
	.000

	Pair 5
	Total of individual social indicators - Total of individual natural/cultural amenity indicators
	-.94048
	1.36702
	.25834
	-1.47055
	-.41040
	-3.640
	27
	.001


Appendix VII: Paired Samples t Test General Indicators Rotterdam

	Paired Samples Statistics

	
	Mean
	N
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	Pair 1
	Move Economic
	2.70
	27
	1.636
	.315

	
	Move Social
	3.19
	27
	1.733
	.333

	Pair 2
	Move Economic
	2.70
	27
	1.636
	.315

	
	Move Natural/Cultural
	3.44
	27
	1.528
	.294

	Pair 3
	Move Social
	3.19
	27
	1.733
	.333

	
	Move Natural/Cultural
	3.44
	27
	1.528
	.294


	Paired Samples Correlations

	
	N
	Correlation
	Sig.

	Pair 1
	Move Economic & Move Social
	27
	-.210
	.292

	Pair 2
	Move Economic & Move Natural/Cultural
	27
	-.191
	.339

	Pair 3
	Move Social & Move Natural/Cultural
	27
	.738
	.000


	Paired Samples Test

	
	Paired Differences
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)

	
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper
	
	
	

	Pair 1
	Move Economic - Move Social
	-.481
	2.622
	.505
	-1.519
	.556
	-.954
	26
	.349

	Pair 2
	Move Economic - Move Natural/Cultural
	-.741
	2.443
	.470
	-1.707
	.226
	-1.575
	26
	.127

	Pair 3
	Move Social - Move Natural/Cultural
	-.259
	1.196
	.230
	-.732
	.214
	-1.126
	26
	.270


Appendix VIII: Relationship between Place of Work and Place of Residence of EUR alumni the first time they moved out of Rotterdam after graduation.
	Case Processing Summary

	
	Cases

	
	Valid
	Missing
	Total

	
	N
	Percent
	N
	Percent
	N
	Percent

	First Time Moved After Graduation * City of Work First Time Move After Graduation
	24
	47.1%
	27
	52.9%
	51
	100.0%


	First Time Moved After Graduation * City of Work First Time Move After Graduation Crosstabulation

	
	City of Work First Time Move After Graduation
	Total

	First Time Moved After Graduation
	Amsterdam
	Arnhem
	Lelystad
	Rotterdam
	Den Haag
	Den Bosch
	Tilburg
	Utrecht
	Other
	

	
	Almere
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	1

	
	Amsterdam
	3
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	3

	
	Apeldoorn
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1

	
	Arnhem
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1

	
	Delft
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1

	
	Gouda
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1

	
	Haarlem
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1

	
	Leiden
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	2

	
	's-Gravenhage
	0
	0
	0
	1
	3
	0
	0
	0
	0
	4

	
	's-Hertogenbosch
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1

	
	Zoetermeer
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1

	
	Other
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	6
	7

	Total
	5
	1
	1
	5
	3
	1
	1
	1
	6
	24


Living in Rotterdam during studies





Moved out of Rotterdam some time after graduation





Where did the subject move to?





Where did the subject work at that time?





�








� Wikipedia, http://www.wegenwiki.nl/New_York_(staat)
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