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                 If the elderly population were geographically immo-
bile, then the largest concentration of elderly people 
would be in places with relatively low fertility and 
longer life expectancy at birth (United Nations Popula-
tion Division, 2002). In fact, the elderly population 
is not immobile, and considerable numbers move. 
Although geographic mobility has long been of great 
interest to demographers and other social scientists 
because of its signifi cance for population dynamics 

(Lee,  1966 ) and its implications for issues such as eco-
nomic change and development (Devillanova,  2004 ; 
Parish,  1973 ), family relationships (Boyle, Kulu, Cooke, 
Gayle, & Mulder,  2008 ), and community cohesion 
(Oh,  2003 ), there are relatively few recent studies of 
the mobility status of older Canadians.  1   

 In the past, older Canadians were a relatively small pro-
portion of the population, but this is changing. In 2011, 
14.8 per cent of the population were aged 65 and older, 
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compared to 7.9 per cent in 1971 and 11.1 per cent in 
1991 (Statistics Canada,  2013a ). Population projections 
prepared by Statistics Canada ( 2013b ) forecast that 
22.8 per cent of the population will be 65 years or older 
in 2031 and will reach 25.5 per cent in 2061. The relative 
and absolute increase in Canada’s elderly population 
over the next fi ve decades means that a higher propor-
tion of Canadian families are aging families. The residen-
tial mobility of these aging families will have important 
effects on neighbourhood composition, characteristics, 
and housing and other social needs. The purpose of 
this article is to examine trends in the residential mobility 
of seniors and to offer explanations for possible changes 
in elderly mobility trends over time. 

 Migration of the elderly population is an important 
topic for several reasons (see, for example, Edmonston, 
 2011 ). Older Canadians move in large numbers, and 
this movement, coupled with the increasing propor-
tion of the population that is older, has the potential to 
create large concentrations of elderly people in partic-
ular areas of the country. Such concentrations increase 
demands for health care and other social services and 
shift demands for housing type and associated ser-
vices. For this reason, sound policy planning requires 
information about trends in population aging and the 
migration patterns of the older population. 

 A large body of research literature on migration exists, 
with excellent surveys of this literature (see, for example, 
Etzo,  2008 ; Greenwood, Mueser, Plane, & Schlottman, 
 1991 ). There are also many studies of elderly migra-
tion, although studies of elderly Canadian migration 
are fewer. We limit this brief review to studies of elderly 
Canadian mobility status. University of Alberta sociolo-
gist Herbert Northcott (1984, 1985, and 1988) was the fi rst 
to publish studies of elderly mobility in Canada. He used 
census data on geographic mobility, which was fi rst col-
lected in the 1961 census, to examine the geographic 
mobility of elderly Canadians. Since Northcott’s pioneer-
ing work, relatively few studies of elderly mobility have 
been made. Available studies include Moore, Rosenberg, 
and McGuinness’s ( 1997 ) 1991 Census Monograph which 
provides an excellent discussion of elderly mobility and 
related issues. Northcott and Petruik ( 2011 ) have 
offered a useful review of research literature and a list 
of needed research. More recently, since the fi rst draft of 
this article, Northcott and Petruik ( 2013 ) published an 
article, using 1961 to 2006 census data, that examined 
the residential mobility for elderly Canadians. 

 This article makes three contributions to current 
empirical studies of the geographic mobility of older 
Canadians. First, it complements Northcott and Petruik’s 
( 2013 ) recent study with updated analysis of mobility 
status, using census data on trends from 1971 to 2006. 
Second, it tests for temporal trends in mobility status 

with a multivariate model and offers possible alternative 
explanations. Third, it provides a multivariate analysis 
of mobility status for older Canadians that includes 
ethnic origin and temporal changes for the fi rst time. 

 Although there is no unifying theoretical basis for inte-
grating available studies of elderly migration, elderly 
migration is distinctive from general migration in sev-
eral ways (Marr & Millerd,  2004 ). First, employment 
opportunities are less important for elderly migration 
because many elderly people are retired and do not 
seek employment. Second, older persons place greater 
weight on climate, health care, and other amenities 
in their migration decisions. Third, elderly migration 
is complex because of different characteristics and 
preferences of older movers (Bergob,  1995 ). Elderly 
migrants are not homogeneous, and different groups 
move for different reasons. Reasons for moving may also 
vary depending on the type of moves (for example, 
local, intraprovincial, or interprovincial). 

 Although there is no overarching theory for the residen-
tial mobility of elderly adults, the available research liter-
ature offers some guidance for factors affecting elderly 
mobility. Several perspectives on general migration are 
useful for studying elderly migration. One key aspect is 
the distinction between movers and stayers (Wiseman & 
Roseman,  1979 ). Elderly persons who choose not to 
move display several interesting characteristics: they 
are less likely to have had frequent residential moves in 
the past, more likely to be married, more likely to be 
homeowners, and have higher family income. On the 
other hand, elderly movers often cite one or more of 
several reasons for moving: (1) dissatisfaction with 
housing, (2) changes in health and the need to move to 
accommodate those changes, (3) desire for improve-
ments in local amenities, (4) need to reduce residential 
living costs, and (5) preference to be closer to relatives 
and friends. Because of life course changes associated 
with retirement, many elderly adults consider migra-
tion when they are no longer attached by employment 
to a particular area. When retirement occurs, then, there 
is often a decision made about whether to stay or move. 

 We chose individual attributes available in public-use 
census data that are identifi ed in the literature as deter-
minants of geographic mobility. We consider elderly 
mobility to include two simultaneous decisions: the eval-
uation of the expected costs and benefi ts of moving, and 
the decision about the specifi c destination. The empir-
ical application below models both of these decisions. 

 The relationship between individual characteristics and 
migration has been summarized in several typologies of 
retiree migration (Longino & Serow,  1991 ; Wiseman & 
Roseman,  1979 ). These typologies note the heteroge-
neous preferences for elderly migration, which is a 
function of personal and demographic characteristics. 
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For example, amenity-seeking retirement migration 
tends to include a higher proportion of younger retirees. 
The heterogeneity issues motivate our inclusion of demo-
graphic characteristics – such as age, sex, and marital 
status – in the multivariate analysis of elderly mobility. 

 If an elderly person or family decides to move, there 
is a complicated process of deciding about a destina-
tion. Previous research has analysed destination choices 
in two ways. One way is to consider all possible des-
tinations: for example, interprovincial migration in 
Canada from any specifi c place to any of the 10 provinces 
(Liaw & Ledent,  1988 ).  2   A second approach is to defi ne 
various types of mobility, such as local movers and 
long-distance migrants. This has the advantage of 
linking the destination decision with the type of move. 
For example, Knapp, White, and Clark ( 2001 ) exam-
ined household mobility in the United States with 
a study of three types of movers: intrametropolitan, 
intermetropolitan to central city, and intermetropoli-
tan to a suburb. Their research focused attention on 
whether the household decides to move to another 
metropolitan area and, if so, whether they move to the 
central city or suburb. We follow this second approach 
in this article. Older Canadians fi rst decide whether 
to stay (non-movers) or move. If they move, they have 
four possible choices to become movers within their 
local community (called local movers), intraprovin-
cial migrants, interprovincial migrants, or external 
migrants who move from outside Canada.  

 Data and Methods  
 Data Sources 

 The largest set of data on Canada’s elderly population 
is the census. Except for 1976, data from the 1971 to 
2006 censuses are currently available in public-use 
census microdata samples, which contain anonymous 
information on individuals. These data are particu-
larly useful for migration analysis because every census 
since 1961 has asked respondents where they lived 
fi ve years ago.  3   Replies to this question provide infor-
mation on their mobility status (non-mover and type 
of movement) as well as the origin and destination of 
their move. We used seven census microdata samples 
for analysis in this article, as shown here.     

 Overall, the analysis included 502,275 elderly Canadians 
who answered migration questions in the 1971 to 2006 
censuses. 

 On the basis of responses to census migration ques-
tions, mobility status can be defi ned as fi ve mutually 
exclusive categories: (1) non-movers: persons who 
did not change their place of residence, (2) local movers: 
movers who changed their place of residence but 
stayed in the same municipality or geographic area, 
(3) intraprovincial migrants: migrants who moved 
from one municipality or geographic area to another 
but remained within the same province or territory, 
(4) interprovincial migrants: migrants who moved from 
one province or territory to another, and (5) external 
migrants: migrants who moved from outside Canada 
to a place in Canada. The sum of the last four cate-
gories is the total number of movers, and the sum of 
the last three categories is the total number of migrants. 

 A key advantage of census data is that data can be tab-
ulated by socioeconomic characteristics of the popula-
tion. In the next sections, we examine the relationship 
of mobility status with age, sex, marital status, ethnic 
origin, nativity, education, family income, homeown-
ership, and province.  4   The use of census microdata for 
the study of residential mobility also has several limi-
tations, however. First, public-use census microdata 
samples include only persons living in private house-
holds. Because the sample does not include persons 
living in institutions, there is no information on moves 
of elderly Canadians into nursing homes or moves 
from one institution to another institution. According 
to 2011 census data, 7.9 per cent or about 390,000 elderly 
Canadians, aged 65 or older, reside in collective dwell-
ings such as nursing homes or other institutional facil-
ities (Milan, Bohnert, LeVasseur, & Pagé,  2012 ). A second 
limitation is that census data do not record Canadians 
who leave Canada because census questionnaires are 
not sent to Canadians who live outside Canada. Finally, 
census data do not ask individuals about their motiva-
tions or reasons for staying or moving. Different data 
are needed for the study of subjective factors.   

 Measurement 

  Mobility Status.  The response variable for multivariate 
analysis was a categorical variable measuring mobility 
during the fi ve years prior to the census, using the fi ve 
categories as already described and coded from 1 to 5. 

  Determinants.  We examined determinants of elderly 
mobility status, including individual characteristics, 
temporal trends, and contextual variables. 

 Individual characteristics were defi ned at the end of the 
migration period, as reported in the census. The eight 
individual variables included were as follows: (1)  age , 

Year  Sampling Rate Number of Elderly Canadians 

1971 1% 17,330 
1981 2% 47,206 
1986 2% 49,903 
1991 3% 89,196 
1996 2.7% 90,670 
2001 2.7% 98,864 
2006 2.7% 109,864  
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measured in fi ve-year age groups, 65–69, 70–74, 75–79, 
80–84, and 85 years and older, with the 65–69 group 
used as the reference group; (2)  sex , measured as female 
or male, with females designated as the reference group; 
(3)  marital status , measured as single or never-married, 
married or common-law, separated, divorced, or wid-
owed, with “single or never-married” designated as 
the reference group; (4)  nativity , coded as Canadian-
born (a Canadian citizen at birth, regardless of whether 
they were born in Canada or outside Canada) or 
foreign-born (not a Canadian citizen at birth), with 
“Canadian-born” serving as the reference group; 
(5)  ethnic-origin group , coded in 14 groups that are com-
parable for each census – these included Canadian, 
Aboriginal, French, British, Other West European 
(including Scandinavians and other North Europeans), 
East European, South European, Black/African/
Caribbean and Latin American, Arab/West Asian, 
South Asian, Chinese, Other East and Southeast Asian, 
Other Single Origins, and Multiple Origins  5   – with 
“Canadian” serving as the reference group; (6)  education , 
measured in terms of the highest degree completed 
with fi ve categories for less than high school degree, 
high school degree, non-university degree, univer-
sity (bachelor’s) degree, and post-bachelor’s degree 
(master’s, doctorate, or professional degree), with 
“less than high school degree” designated as the refer-
ence group; (7)  family income , reported family income 
(in $10,000s, 2006 dollars after adjustment for infl ation) 
with the family income category of less than $10,000 
serving as the reference category; and (8)  homeownership , 
measured as a binary variable for “do not own” or 
“own” their house. The reference category is “do not 
own”. 

 Temporal trends were measured by coding each census 
year – 1971, 1981, 1986, 1991, 1996, 2001, and 2006 – as 
a categorical variable and including year in the multi-
variate analysis, with 1971 serving as the reference 
category. 

 In order to take contextual effects into account in the 
analysis, we included fi xed effects for the province of 
origin. This was done by including the province where 
the respondent lived fi ve years ago in the multivariate 
analysis, coded as the 10 provinces and a separate 
code for Northern Canada, which consists of Yukon, 
Northwest Territories, and Nunavut.   

 Data Analysis – Multinomial Logit Model 

 Researchers studying migration can consider using 
several possible statistical models (McFadden,  1979 ). 
Relatively few researchers examine simple mover-
stayer binary data because there is more interest in the 
type of mobility or where the person moves to. For this 
reason, binary logit models are seldom employed in 

migration analysis. A key consideration for statistical 
models is whether the data include destination choices 
(Moss,  1979 ). If alternative destinations are included in 
the model, then most researchers use either mixed con-
ditional logit or nested logit models. If the analysis is 
limited to individual characteristics and does not 
include alternative destinations, then the most common 
approach is a multinomial logit model. We used the 
multinomial logit model for analysis because the data 
included temporal, individual, and contextual variables 
but not alternative destination choices. The analysis 
focused on the factors related to the choice of non-
moving, moving within the local community, or moving 
to a different community. 

 The multinomial logit model examined the likelihood 
that a person (or family or household) stays or makes 
specifi c moves based on characteristics of the person, 
census year, and province/territory of origin. Although 
personal characteristics such as age, race, or education 
vary, the model assumes that individual characteristics 
are constant across locations. For example, a person’s 
age is constant across locations; however, age may 
have a different effect on the likelihood of selecting dif-
ferent mobility statuses. In other words, the multi-
nomial logit models have regression coeffi cients that 
vary for alternative mobility statuses. 

 With a response variable  Y  that can have any of  n  cate-
gorical values, numbered 1, 2, …, n, let  π  ij  denote the 
probability that the  i th observation falls within the  j th 
category of the response variable. In other words, let 
 π  ij   ≡  Prob( Y   i   =  j ) for  j  = 1, …,  n . Assuming that we have 
 k  regressors,  X  1 , …,  X   k  , for the prediction of  π  ij , using 
the multivariate logistic distribution for the modelling 
of the prediction, we have  

=2
= 1π π− n

ij ijl
   for the base-

line category; here, assumed to be the fi rst category. 
And we have
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 for the  j  = 2, …,  n  categories of the response variable. 
This model is estimated for our analysis in this article, 
in which there are fi ve categories in the mobility status 
response variable and 10 explanatory variables mea-
suring temporal changes, individual characteristics, 
and contextual fi xed effects. With some algebraic rear-
rangement, we have

 
π
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π
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log X X0 1 1 ...  

 for  j  = 2, …,  n . Regression coeffi cients in the multino-
mial logit model refl ect the log odds of membership 
in category  j  relative to the baseline category. 

 An assumption of the multinomial logit and other 
similar logit models is that alternative outcomes are 
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independent of one another. If outcomes are perceived 
by potential migrants as close substitutes, then unob-
served factors that affect the choice of one outcome 
may also affect another. This violates the “independence 
of irrelevant alternatives” (IIA) assumption for multi-
nomial and conditional logit models. If the IIA assump-
tion is not met, these models provide inconsistent 
parameter estimates. For this reason, our analysis tested 
for whether the IIA assumption was met. 

 The multinomial logit model is estimated by the full-
information maximum likelihood method, implemented 
for this analysis by the  mlogit  procedure in StataCorp’s 
Stata Statistical Software, Release 12. Estimates from 
the multinomial logit model are interpreted in a way 
similar to those from other types of logit models (see 
Long & Freese,  2006 ). 

 Interpreting the estimated coeffi cients in a multino-
mial logit model poses some diffi culties because inter-
preting the sign and size of the coeffi cient depends 
on its comparison to the base outcome. For example, 
a negative sign for educational attainment does not 
necessarily mean that the predicted probability declines 
with education. If the predicted probability for the 
base outcome has a negative relationship with edu-
cation, then a negative sign for the estimated coeffi -
cient means that there is a positive relationship with 
education. For this reason, interpreting the coeffi -
cients in a multinomial coeffi cient is best examined 
with use of predicted probabilities (Kohler & Kreuter, 
 2009 ).    

 Results  
 Elderly Mobility Patterns 

 Elderly spatial movement may be temporary (such as 
the seasonal movement of “snowbirds” from Winnipeg 
to Arizona) or permanent. Permanent changes of address 
are often short-distance local moves, such as when an 
elderly person moves from a single-family house to 
an apartment in the same city. Movers who cross 
geographic boundaries are called “migrants” whereas 
movers within the same geographic boundary are 
referred to as “non-migrant movers”. It is important to 
note that the demographic defi nition of migration is 
not based on the distance of the move but on whether 
the movement crosses a geographic boundary. Small 
movements may involve a relatively short distance but 
are defi ned as migratory if they cross a geographic 
boundary.  6   

 The proportion of the elderly population that moved 
or changed their place of residence in the fi ve years 
prior to the census decreased from 30.6 per cent in 1971 
to 20.0 per cent in 2006 (see the line for “All Movers” 
in  Figure 1  or the fi rst column of  Table 1 ), a decline of 

more than 10 percentage points. One possible explanation 
for this striking decline in elderly movement is that the 
elderly population became older during this 35-year 
period and, hence, became less mobile. For this rea-
son, it is useful to adjust mobility rates for the age 
distribution by standardizing the rates on the 2006 
elderly age distribution.  7           

 When 1971 to 2006 mobility rates are age-standardized, 
as shown in  Table 1 , there are only modest changes 
in the rates. For 1971, all movers are 30.6 per cent for 
both the observed rate and the age-standardized rate. 
The largest infl uence of the age distribution is for 1981, 
when there is a modest 0.4 percentage point difference 
between the observed and age-standardized rates. For 
example, the proportion that are movers decreased 
from 25.8 per cent in 1981 to 20.0 per cent in 2006, 
a decrease of 5.8 percentage points; however, only 
0.4 percentage points is due to changes in the age 
distribution while most of the change is due to actual 
decreases in age-specifi c mobility rates. 

 Why do changes in the age distribution have such 
minor effects on elderly mobility rates from 1971 to 
2006? The effects of changes in the age distribution 
of the elderly population would be important if, in 
fact, there were strong shifts in the proportion of the 
elderly at different ages. Although there have been 
changes  in  the proportion of elderly adults in the 
total population, there have been relatively minor 
changes in the age distribution  within  the elderly 
population. 

 Because there is no evidence that changes in age compo-
sition infl uenced trends in mobility rates for all movers, 
the overall rate may be infl uenced by strong declines in 
rates for specifi c mobility types. But, returning to  Table 1 , 
we see there are decreases in mobility rates for all 
mobility types.  Figure 1  shows trends for local movers 
and intraprovincial migrants, and  Figure 2  presents 
trends for interprovincial and external migrants.  8   The 
proportion of local movers decreased from 19.0 per cent 
in 1971 to 11.2 per cent in 2006, or 59 per cent of the 
1971 level. The proportion of intraprovincial migrants 
decreased from 8.4 per cent in 1971 to 6.6 per cent in 
2006, or 79 per cent of the 1971 level. Interprovincial 
migration rates decreased from 1.7 per cent in 1971 to 
1.2 per cent in 2006, or 71 per cent of the 1971 level. 
The proportion of external migrants declined from 1.5 
per cent in 1971 to 0.9 per cent in 2006, or 63 per cent of 
the 1971 level. Although all mobility types decreased, 
the declines were larger for local movers and external 
migrants. The proportion of intraprovincial migrants 
decreased the least. It is clear that mobility rates for the 
elderly population diminished markedly from 1971 to 
2006, dropping steadily in each census for all types of 
mobility.     
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 Next, we discuss results from the analysis of elderly 
mobility status using a multinomial logit model. Sum-
mary statistical results from the model are discussed, 
as well as a test to see if the IIA conditions have been 
violated, followed by results for local movers, intra-
provincial migrants, interprovincial migrants, and 
external migrants.   

 Multinomial Logit Model Results 

 The multinomial logit model is estimated for 467,128 
elderly adults. Overall, the model accounts for more 
than 15.5 per cent of the overall variance in choice 
of mobility status outcomes. The explanatory vari-
ables in the model provide a partial explanation of 

  

 Figure 1:      Trends in mobility status for elderly Canadians: All movers, local movers, intraprovincial migrants, 1971 to 2006    

 Table 1:      Observed, age-standardized, and multinomial logit-predicted mobility rates by year: 1971 to 2006  a    

Year and Rates  Total: All Movers Local Movers Intraprovincial Migrants Interprovincial Migrants External Migrants  

1971   
 Observed 30.6% 19.0% 8.4% 1.7% 1.5% 
 Age-Standardized 30.6% 19.1% 8.4% 1.7% 1.4% 
 Difference 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
1981  
 Observed 25.8% 15.0% 7.5% 1.8% 1.4% 
 Age-Standardized 25.4% 14.9% 7.3% 1.7% 1.4% 
 Difference –0.4% –0.1% –0.2% –0.1% –0.1% 
1986  
 Observed 21.5% 12.5% 6.4% 1.4% 1.1% 
 Age-Standardized 21.3% 12.5% 6.3% 1.4% 1.1% 
 Difference –0.3% 0.0% –0.2% –0.1% 0.0% 
1991  
 Observed 22.3% 11.6% 7.9% 1.5% 1.3% 
 Age-Standardized 22.1% 11.6% 7.7% 1.5% 1.3% 
 Difference –0.2% 0.0% –0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 
1996  
 Observed 20.2% 10.9% 6.6% 1.3% 1.4% 
 Age-Standardized 20.1% 10.9% 6.6% 1.3% 1.3% 
 Difference –0.2% 0.0% –0.1% 0.0% –0.1% 
2001  
 Observed 19.1% 10.7% 6.3% 1.2% 0.9% 
 Age-Standardized 19.1% 10.7% 6.3% 1.2% 0.9% 
 Difference 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
2006  
 Observed 20.0% 11.2% 6.7% 1.2% 0.9% 
 Age-Standardized 20.0% 11.2% 6.7% 1.2% 0.9% 
 Difference 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%  

        a       Mobility rates are age-standardized on the 2006 age distribution.    
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older Canadians’ residential mobility. Based on the 
Wald  χ  2  test, which has a probability equal to 0.0000, 
the hypothesis that all the coeffi cients are simulta-
neously equal to 0 can be rejected. 

 An important assumption of multinomial and other 
categorical logit models is that the outcome categories 
have “independence of irrelevant alternatives”, which 
means that the inclusion or exclusion of an outcome 
category does not infl uence the coeffi cients associated 
with explanatory variables for the remaining categories. 
Under the IIA assumption, we would expect no sys-
tematic change in the coeffi cients if we excluded one 
of the four outcomes from the model. There is no evi-
dence that the IIA assumption is violated. Excluding 
any one of the four tested outcomes does not affect the 
coeffi cients for the remaining three alternatives, and 
the model appears to obey the IIA assumptions.  9   

 The estimated multinomial logit model includes non-
movers as the reference group and estimates for four 
mobility categories (all estimated relative to the non-
movers group): local movers (Table 3), intraprovincial 
migrants (Table 4), interprovincial migrants (Table 5), 
and external migrants (Table 6). Each of these tables 
shows the explanatory variable and category on the 
left-hand side, the multinomial logit coeffi cient, stan-
dard error, Z-value, and probability of the Z-value in 
the fi rst, second, third, and fourth columns, and the 
predicted probability for the category value (holding 
all other factors constant) in the fi fth column. 

 For ease of interpretation, we calculated the predicted 
probabilities for explanatory variables and their cat-
egories for the all-movers group, which is calculated 
here as 100 minus the predicted percentage of non-
movers (see  Table 2 ).  Table 2  shows the explanatory 
variable and category on the left-hand side, the 
observed percentage for all movers in the fi rst column, 

the multinomial logit predicted probability (holding 
all other factors constant), standard error, Z-value, 
and probability of the Z-value in the second, third, 
fourth, and fi fth columns.     

 As noted in these tables, the estimated coeffi cients and 
predicted probabilities are statistically signifi cant at 
the .05 level with only a few exceptions. Discussing 
each mobility type as well as the results for all movers 
would be overly complicated and lengthy. Instead, 
we interpreted results for each explanatory variable 
in the next sections.   

 Temporal Effects 

 About one-fi fth or more of elderly Canadians changed 
their place of residence in the fi ve-year period prior to 
the census, from 1971 to 2006. As shown in the fi rst col-
umn of  Table 2 , the observed proportion of movers 
decreased from 1971 to 2006, from 30.4 per cent in 1971 
to 19.8 per cent in 2006. Elderly Canadians were more 
likely to report moving in the 1971 to 1991 period than 
in more recent years. Overall, mobility rates for elderly 
Canadians in 2006 were about two-thirds of their 1971 
levels. 

 Taking all other explanatory factors into account, the 
predicted probability for all movers changes slightly, 
as shown in the second column of  Table 2 . Although 
the observed percentage for all movers decreased by 
10.6 percentage points during 1971 to 2006 (30.4 minus 
19.8), the predicted probability declined by 9.0 percentage 
points. In other words, the composition of the elderly 
population changed slightly from 1971 to 2006, and 
accounts for about 1.6 percentage points of the overall 
10.6 percentage decrease. Stated differently, there were 
considerable declines in the rate for all movers that are 
not explained by the explanatory factors included in 
the multinomial logit model. 

  

 Figure 2:      Trends in mobility status for elderly Canadians: Interprovincial migrants and external migrants, 1971 to 2006    
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 Table 2:      Observed and predicted probabilities for all movers  

Explanatory Variable and Category  Multinomial Logit Estimates 

Observed Predicted Probability Standard Error Z Probability of Z  

 Temporal Effects    
Year  
 1971 30.4% 28.8% 0.34% 83.91 0.0000 
 1981 25.8% 25.3% 0.28% 89.65 0.0000 
 1986 21.4% 21.6% 0.25% 87.18 0.0000 
 1991 22.1% 22.2% 0.19% 115.91 0.0000 
 1996 20.5% 20.4% 0.18% 113.36 0.0000 
 2001 19.1% 19.3% 0.18% 107.39 0.0000 
 2006 19.8% 19.8% 0.18% 110.34 0.0000 

 Individual Characteristics   
Age Groups  
 65–69 23.2% 24.8% 0.15% 162.79 0.0000 
 70–74 20.8% 21.2% 0.15% 137.43 0.0000 
 75–79 19.7% 18.8% 0.17% 111.13 0.0000 
 80–84 19.8% 17.3% 0.21% 81.73 0.0000 
 85+ 20.4% 16.2% 0.27% 60.45 0.0000 
Sex  
 Female 20.0% 20.4% 0.11% 191.87 0.0000 
 Male 20.2% 21.6% 0.13% 163.43 0.0000 
Marital Status  
 Divorced 30.1% 22.7% 0.39% 57.93 0.0000 
 Married/Common-law 18.2% 19.5% 0.11% 169.59 0.0000 
 Separated 36.9% 27.4% 0.63% 43.82 0.0000 
 Never married 22.5% 17.3% 0.30% 58.72 0.0000 
 Widowed 24.8% 23.5% 0.17% 136.97 0.0000 
Ethnic Origin  
 Canadian 18.1% 19.1% 0.27% 71.18 0.0000 
 Aboriginal 23.6% 17.0% 0.94% 18.06 0.0000 
 French 21.9% 20.3% 0.26% 78.64 0.0000 
 British 21.2% 19.7% 0.16% 126.63 0.0000 
 Other West European 20.6% 20.2% 0.30% 67.33 0.0000 
 East European 17.9% 17.2% 0.26% 65.82 0.0000 
 South European 15.2% 17.3% 0.38% 45.21 0.0000 
 Black/Latin American 36.6% 26.1% 1.06% 24.56 0.0000 
 Arab/West Asian 35.3% 24.6% 1.23% 20.01 0.0000 
 South Asian 44.9% 36.1% 1.05% 34.37 0.0000 
 Chinese 35.7% 26.2% 0.66% 39.56 0.0000 
 Other East Asian 38.7% 29.5% 0.99% 29.73 0.0000 
 Other Single Origins 32.2% 22.7% 1.07% 21.32 0.0000 
 Multiple Origins 20.9% 21.3% 0.21% 102.19 0.0000 
Nativity  
 Canadian-born 19.8% 19.4% 0.10% 196.39 0.0000 
 Foreign-born 24.9% 24.8% 0.19% 132.82 0.0000 
Education  
 < High School 21.2% 20.3% 0.10% 195.37 0.0000 
 High School 20.9% 21.2% 0.22% 94.39 0.0000 
 Some College 21.1% 21.6% 0.19% 116.43 0.0000 
 University 22.7% 24.2% 0.41% 59.33 0.0000 
 Post-University 22.6% 25.1% 0.62% 40.59 0.0000 
Family Income ($1,000s)  
 < $10 29.3% 25.8% 0.33% 77.04 0.0000 
 $10–$19 27.7% 24.4% 0.42% 57.32 0.0000 
 $20–$29 20.9% 21.0% 0.22% 93.33 0.0000 
 $30–$39 19.4% 20.7% 0.20% 104.54 0.0000 
 $40–$49 20.5% 20.6% 0.25% 83.70 0.0000 
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 Local moves are the most common mobility type for 
elderly Canadians. Although there is considerable 
mobility among elderly Canadians, most moves are 
local, as shown in  Figure 1 . More than one-half of all 
moves are local moves for both males and females. For 
example, 19.8 per cent of elderly people moved in the 
fi ve years prior to the 2006 census, and 11.3 per cent 
(or 57% of all moves) were local moves. Most of the 
decrease in overall rates for all moves is accounted for 
by declines in the rate of local moves by elderly Canadi-
ans. In 1971, 17.4 per cent of elderly Canadians reported 
that they were local movers (see the predicted proba-
bility column for local movers by year in  Table 3 ). This 
rate decreased dramatically by 2006, when only about 
11.3 per cent of elderly Canadians reported that they 
had moved locally in the fi ve years prior to the census. 

 The second most common type of mobility pattern is 
intraprovincial migration, when an elderly Canadian 
moves to a different municipality in the same prov-
ince. Intraprovincial migration rates decreased from 
8.8 per cent in 1971 to 6.8 per cent in 1996 and have 
been steady since 1996 (see the predicted probability 
column for intraprovincial migrants by year in  Table 4 ). 
In recent censuses, intraprovincial migration rates are 
about 80 per cent of their 1971 levels. 

 Interprovincial and external migrants are less fre-
quent types of mobility. Interprovincial migration rates 

declined steadily from 1971 to 2006 (see the predicted 
probability column for interprovincial migrants by year 
in  Table 5 ). By 2006, interprovincial migration rates 
were about 70 per cent of their 1971 levels. 

 Census data note whether Canadian residents lived 
outside Canada fi ve years prior to the census. External 
migration rates have varied over the 1971 to 2006 
period, with rates of 1.3 per cent in 1981, 1991, and 1996 
(see the predicted probability column for interprovin-
cial migrants by year in  Table 6 ). Rates have been more 
modest, at 1.0 per cent or less, in 2001 and 2006.   

 Sex and Age 

 Younger adults are more likely to change their place of 
residence than elderly Canadians. Adults aged 25 to 64 
were 2.6 times more likely to move over a fi ve-year 
period from 2001 to 2006 than elderly Canadians.  10   
Among elderly Canadians, the data show a steady 
decrease in the mobility rate for all movers by age. 
Controlling for all other explanatory variables, the pre-
dicted probability for all movers decreases from 24.8 per 
cent for those aged 65 to 69 years to 16.2 per cent for those 
aged 85 and older. Elderly males are slightly more likely 
to move (21.6 %) than females (20.4 %) after controlling 
for all other factors. 

 Older Canadians display modest variations in local 
mobility rates by age, and when controlling for other 

Explanatory Variable and Category  Multinomial Logit Estimates 

Observed Predicted Probability Standard Error Z Probability of Z  

 $50–$59 20.0% 20.5% 0.24% 84.41 0.0000 
 $60–$69 20.6% 20.4% 0.27% 74.89 0.0000 
 $70–$79 20.6% 20.4% 0.31% 66.72 0.0000 
 $80–$89 21.3% 20.3% 0.34% 60.31 0.0000 
 $90–$99 20.9% 20.1% 0.37% 54.18 0.0000 
 $100+ 20.8% 19.6% 0.24% 83.34 0.0000 
Homeownership  
 Do not own 38.0% 37.7% 0.21% 180.26 0.0000 
 Own 14.4% 14.4% 0.08% 171.19 0.0000 

 Contextual Effects   
Origin Province  
 Newfoundland and 

Labrador
12.3% 15.8% 0.61% 26.07 0.0000 

 Prince Edward Island 16.0% 17.3% 1.07% 16.19 0.0000 
 Nova Scotia 14.7% 16.7% 0.41% 40.38 0.0000 
 New Brunswick 13.7% 15.8% 0.47% 33.83 0.0000 
 Quebec 20.3% 17.9% 0.18% 98.15 0.0000 
 Ontario 19.3% 19.9% 0.14% 143.49 0.0000 
 Manitoba 19.8% 20.4% 0.39% 52.84 0.0000 
 Saskatchewan 18.2% 20.6% 0.42% 49.27 0.0000 
 Alberta 21.2% 23.1% 0.32% 71.79 0.0000 
 British Columbia 25.1% 26.1% 0.26% 101.45 0.0000 
 Northern Canada 27.8% 23.2% 2.45% 9.48 0.0000  

Table 2. Continue
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 Table 3:      Multinomial logit analysis for elderly mobility status: Local movers (base outcome is non-movers)  

Explanatory Variable and Category  Estimated Coeffi cients Predicted 
Probability 

Coeffi cient Standard Error Z Probability of Z  

 Temporal Effects    
Year  
 1971 –– –– –– –– 17.4% 
 1981 –0.2217 0.0350 –6.33 0.00 14.7% 
 1986 –0.4364 0.0352 –12.41 0.00 12.5% 
 1991 –0.5250 0.0331 –15.85 0.00 11.3% 
 1996 –0.5809 0.0332 –17.47 0.00 11.0% 
 2001 –0.6234 0.0332 –18.78 0.00 10.7% 
 2006 –0.5565 0.0331 –16.80 0.00 11.3% 

 Individual Characteristics   
Age Groups  
 65–69 –– –– –– –– 13.3% 
 70–74 –0.1897 0.0180 –10.54 0.00 11.8% 
 75–79 –0.3046 0.0201 –15.19 0.00 10.9% 
 80–84 –0.3806 0.0242 –15.73 0.00 10.4% 
 85+ –0.5395 0.0304 –17.74 0.00 9.1% 
Sex  
 Female –– –– –– –– 11.5% 
 Male 0.0630 0.0154 4.08 0.00 12.0% 
Marital Status  
 Divorced –– –– –– –– 13.1% 
 Married/Common-law –0.3047 0.0322 –9.47 0.00 10.4% 
 Separated 0.3039 0.0500 6.08 0.00 16.2% 
 Never married –0.3596 0.0400 –8.99 0.00 10.2% 
 Widowed 0.0293 0.0323 0.91 0.37 13.5% 
Ethnic Origin  
 Canadian –– –– –– –– 11.3% 
 Aboriginal –0.1677 0.0879 –1.91 0.06 10.0% 
 French 0.0990 0.0299 3.32 0.00 12.2% 
 British –0.0325 0.0286 –1.14 0.26 10.9% 
 Other West European –0.0452 0.0373 –1.21 0.23 10.8% 
 East European –0.1481 0.0359 –4.13 0.00 10.2% 
 South European –0.0283 0.0438 –0.64 0.52 11.5% 
 Black/Latin American 0.5309 0.0754 7.04 0.00 17.0% 
 Arab/West Asian 0.4859 0.0906 5.36 0.00 16.8% 
 South Asian 1.1422 0.0650 17.58 0.00 25.2% 
 Chinese 0.6421 0.0519 12.38 0.00 18.8% 
 Other East Asian 0.7375 0.0686 10.76 0.00 19.5% 
 Other Single Origins 0.2113 0.0881 2.40 0.02 13.3% 
 Multiple Origins 0.0716 0.0281 2.55 0.01 11.7% 
Nativity  
 Canadian-born –– –– –– –– 11.3% 
 Foreign-born 0.1514 0.0191 7.93 0.00 12.6% 
Education  
 < High School –– –– –– –– 11.7% 
 High School 0.0107 0.0217 0.49 0.62 11.7% 
 Some College –0.0144 0.0190 –0.76 0.45 11.3% 
 University 0.0610 0.0362 1.68 0.09 11.9% 
 Post-University 0.1188 0.0523 2.27 0.02 12.4% 
Family Income ($1,000s)  
 < $10 –– –– –– –– 12.5% 
 $10–$19 –0.0053 0.0415 –0.13 0.90 12.4% 
 $20–$29 –0.0917 0.0328 –2.80 0.01 11.7% 
 $30–$39 –0.0981 0.0320 –3.07 0.00 11.6% 
 $40–$49 –0.1403 0.0342 –4.11 0.00 11.2% 

Continue

https://doi.org/10.1017/S071498081400035X Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S071498081400035X


 388   Canadian Journal on Aging 33 (4) Barry Edmonston and Sharon M. Lee

factors, local moves within municipalities decline with 
advancing age. As with all movers combined, males are 
slightly more likely to be local movers than females. 

 Among elderly Canadians, the probability of longer 
distance intraprovincial moves is highest for those age 
65 to 69 years. Intraprovincial moves are less common 
with increasing age. Males are somewhat more likely 
to be intraprovincial migrants than females. 

 Interprovincial migration rates are highest for elderly 
Canadians aged 65 to 69 and decrease steadily with age. 
Elderly females have slightly higher interprovincial rates, 
taking all other factors into account, than elderly males. 

 External migration rates decrease markedly with age: 
external migration rates are more than three times 
higher for those aged 65 to 69 compared to those aged 
85 and older. External migration rates are slightly higher 
for elderly males, compared to elderly females. 

 The consistent relationship of age and lower rates of 
geographic mobility is an important fi nding because it 
has implications (discussed in the concluding section) 
for future increases in the proportion of aging families. 
Comparing the 85-and-older age group with the 65–69 
age group, local movers are 32 per cent less, intrapro-
vincial migrants are 31 per cent less, and interprovin-
cial migrations are 31 per cent less. As the proportion 
of older aging families increases (that is, families with 

elderly aged 85 and older), overall elderly geographic 
mobility will be markedly reduced.   

 Marital Status 

 There is great variation in mobility patterns by marital 
status. Regarding total mobility, older persons who are 
currently married or are never married are the least 
likely to move. Elderly persons who are divorced, sep-
arated, or widowed have higher rates for all movers. 

 The general pattern for all movers by marital status holds 
for all mobility types: currently married and never-
married elderly individuals are less likely to be local 
movers, or intraprovincial, interprovincial, or external 
migrants. On the other hand, divorced, widowed – and, 
especially, separated – elderly adults have higher 
mobility rates. There are large differences for local 
movers, however, where married and never married 
elderly adults are relatively less mobile than elders in 
other marital statuses. Among external migrants, there 
are noticeably high rates for widowed elders, suggesting 
that there is a tendency for the elderly immigrant to move 
to Canada to join family members after widowhood.   

 Education 

 Educational attainment is one of the most commonly 
used indicators of socioeconomic status, which we 
measured in this analysis using the highest degree 

Explanatory Variable and Category  Estimated Coeffi cients Predicted 
Probability 

Coeffi cient Standard Error Z Probability of Z  

 $50–$59 –0.1059 0.0340 –3.12 0.00 11.6% 
 $60–$69 –0.1231 0.0356 –3.46 0.00 11.4% 
 $70–$79 –0.0710 0.0371 –1.91 0.06 12.0% 
 $80–$89 –0.1160 0.0394 –2.94 0.00 11.6% 
 $90–$99 –0.1350 0.0420 –3.22 0.00 11.4% 
 $100+ –0.1282 0.0336 –3.82 0.00 11.5% 
Homeownership  
 Do not own –– –– –– –– 24.7% 
 Own –1.6758 0.0153 109.25 0.00 6.6% 

 Contextual Effects   
Origin Province  
 Newfoundland and Labrador –– –– –– –– 9.9% 
 Prince Edward Island 0.0121 0.1262 0.10 0.92 9.8% 
 Nova Scotia 0.1103 0.0761 1.45 0.15 10.9% 
 New Brunswick 0.0140 0.0805 0.17 0.86 10.1% 
 Quebec 0.0859 0.0674 1.28 0.20 10.4% 
 Ontario 0.2275 0.0660 3.45 0.00 11.5% 
 Manitoba 0.4418 0.0719 6.14 0.00 14.0% 
 Saskatchewan 0.2806 0.0742 3.78 0.00 12.0% 
 Alberta 0.5512 0.0695 7.93 0.00 14.8% 
 British Columbia 0.6104 0.0676 9.03 0.00 14.9% 
 Northern Canada 0.4120 0.1924 2.14 0.03 13.0% 
Constant –0.5603 0.0816 –6.87 0.00   

Table 3. Continue
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 Table 4:      Multinomial logit analysis for elderly mobility status: Intraprovincial migrants (base outcome is non-movers)  

Explanatory Variable and Category  Estimated Coeffi cients Predicted 
Probability 

Coeffi cient Standard Error Z Probability of Z  

 Temporal Effects    
Year  
 1971 –– –– –– –– 8.8% 
 1981 –0.2092 0.0482 –4.34 0.00 7.5% 
 1986 –0.4128 0.0484 –8.53 0.00 6.4% 
 1991 –0.1943 0.0444 –4.38 0.00 7.9% 
 1996 –0.3626 0.0450 –8.06 0.00 6.8% 
 2001 –0.4513 0.0450 10.02 0.00 6.4% 
 2006 –0.4287 0.0450 –9.52 0.00 6.5% 

 Individual Characteristics   
Age Groups  
 65–69 –– –– –– –– 8.1% 
 70–74 –0.2420 0.0215 11.28 0.00 6.8% 
 75–79 –0.4066 0.0245 16.59 0.00 5.9% 
 80–84 –0.5329 0.0308 17.32 0.00 5.3% 
 85+ –0.5082 0.0378 13.44 0.00 5.6% 
Sex  
 Female –– –– –– –– 6.5% 
 Male 0.1139 0.0185 6.14 0.00 7.1% 
Marital Status  
 Divorced –– –– –– –– 7.4% 
 Married/Common-law –0.1715 0.0405 –4.24 0.00 6.6% 
 Separated 0.2077 0.0650 3.20 0.00 8.4% 
 Never married –0.4561 0.0531 –8.59 0.00 5.1% 
 Widowed –0.0103 0.0414 –0.25 0.80 7.3% 
Ethnic Origin  
 Canadian –– –– –– –– 6.9% 
 Aboriginal –0.1435 0.1200 –1.20 0.23 6.2% 
 French 0.0809 0.0371 2.18 0.03 7.3% 
 British 0.0411 0.0347 1.18 0.24 7.1% 
 Other West European 0.0664 0.0444 1.49 0.14 7.3% 
 East European –0.3296 0.0457 –7.21 0.00 5.1% 
 South European –0.5172 0.0590 –8.76 0.00 4.3% 
 Black/Latin American –0.0014 0.1095 –0.01 0.99 6.2% 
 Arab/West Asian –0.2482 0.1384 –1.79 0.07 5.0% 
 South Asian 0.2668 0.0895 2.98 0.00 6.8% 
 Chinese –0.4276 0.0808 –5.29 0.00 4.0% 
 Other East Asian 0.0788 0.0971 0.81 0.42 6.4% 
 Other Single Origins –0.0159 0.1185 –0.13 0.89 6.5% 
 Multiple Origins 0.1228 0.0341 3.61 0.00 7.5% 
Nativity  
 Canadian-born –– –– –– –– 6.6% 
 Foreign-born 0.1070 0.0233 4.60 0.00 7.1% 
Education  
 < High School –– –– –– –– 6.4% 
 High School 0.0684 0.0265 2.58 0.01 6.8% 
 Some College 0.1924 0.0221 8.73 0.00 7.6% 
 University 0.2251 0.0413 5.44 0.00 7.7% 
 Post-University 0.2527 0.0603 4.19 0.00 7.8% 
Family Income ($1,000s)  
 < $10 –– –– –– –– 7.6% 
 $10–$19 0.0154 0.0540 0.28 0.78 7.7% 
 $20–$29 –0.0981 0.0423 –2.32 0.02 7.0% 
 $30–$39 –0.1070 0.0409 –2.62 0.01 7.0% 
 $40–$49 –0.0818 0.0432 –1.90 0.06 7.2% 
 $50–$59 –0.1508 0.0432 –3.49 0.00 6.7% 
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obtained. There is a general tendency for overall mo-
bility levels to increase with higher levels of education, 
with the highest overall rates of mobility for those with 
university or higher degrees, and lower overall rates 
for those with a high school degree or less. Those 
with a university or higher degree are especially more 
likely to move from one province to another or to 
have moved from outside Canada.   

 Family Income 

 Family income is the second indicator of socioeconomic 
status used in this analysis, coded in categories ranging 
from $10,000 or less in 2006 constant dollars, $10,000 to 
$19,999, and so on with $100,000 or more as the highest 
category. After taking all other factors into account, this 
analysis reveals that mobility rates  decrease  as family 
income increases, except for interprovincial migration. 
Comparing the poorest to the richest family income 
category, all mover rates are 6.2 percentage points 
higher for the poorest category, local mover rates are 
1.0 percentage points higher, intraprovincial migration 
rates are 1.6 percentage points higher, interprovincial 
migration rates are only 0.1 percentage points higher, 
and external migration rates are 3.6 percentage points 
higher. Overall, there is little variation in interprovincial 
migration rates by family income, ranging from 1.2 to 
1.5 per cent. Family income effects are most noticeable 
for external migrants, with especially higher rates for 
elderly Canadians with family income of less than 

$20,000. For all movers, local movers, and intraprovin-
cial migration, rates decrease with increases in family 
income, but not as markedly as for external migrants.   

 Nativity 

 Limited attention has been paid to differences in 
mobility rates for Canadian-born and foreign-born 
elderly adults in spite of the increasing contribution of 
immigration to Canada’s elderly population. Foreign-
born elderly adults have higher rates of mobility, com-
pared to Canadian-born elders. The higher levels for 
foreign-born elderly adults, however, are especially 
infl uenced by their higher rates of external migration: 
more than 3.6 per cent of foreign-born elders moved 
from outside of Canada, while only 0.2 per cent of 
Canadian-born elders did.  11   

 If other mobility statuses are examined, foreign-born 
elderly adults have higher rates of local movement, as 
well as intraprovincial and interprovincial migration. 
Stated differently, foreign-born elders, once they reside 
in Canada, are more likely to move within and between 
communities than Canadian-born elders.   

 Ethnicity 

 Different ethnic groups may exhibit variations in their 
mobility patterns. Some groups may have an affi nity to 
live close to their co-ethnic counterparts while others may 
have a weaker attachment and move more often or to 

Explanatory Variable and Category  Estimated Coeffi cients Predicted 
Probability 

Coeffi cient Standard Error Z Probability of Z  

 $60–$69 –0.1398 0.0449 –3.12 0.00 6.8% 
 $70–$79 –0.2191 0.0480 –4.56 0.00 6.2% 
 $80–$89 –0.2069 0.0503 –4.12 0.00 6.4% 
 $90–$99 –0.1992 0.0527 –3.78 0.00 6.4% 
 $100+ –0.2710 0.0435 –6.23 0.00 6.0% 
Homeownership  
 Do not own –– –– –– –– 10.1% 
 Own –0.9530 0.0194 49.12 0.00 5.6% 

 Contextual Effects   
Origin Province  
 Newfoundland and Labrador –– –– –– –– 4.4% 
 Prince Edward Island 0.3375 0.1507 2.24 0.03 6.0% 
 Nova Scotia –0.0423 0.0991 –0.43 0.67 4.1% 
 New Brunswick –0.0372 0.1035 –0.36 0.72 4.2% 
 Quebec 0.3700 0.0844 4.38 0.00 6.1% 
 Ontario 0.6081 0.0826 7.37 0.00 7.5% 
 Manitoba –0.0215 0.0971 –0.22 0.83 4.0% 
 Saskatchewan 0.4215 0.0931 4.53 0.00 6.2% 
 Alberta 0.3722 0.0887 4.20 0.00 5.6% 
 British Columbia 0.9816 0.0839 11.70 0.00 9.9% 
 Northern Canada –0.8717 0.4210 –2.07 0.04 1.6% 
Constant –1.8586 0.1036 17.95 0.00   

Table 4. Continue
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 Table 5:      Multinomial logit analysis for elderly mobility status: Interprovincial migrants (base outcome is non-movers)  

Explanatory Variable and Category  Estimated Coeffi cients Predicted 
Probability 

Coeffi cient Standard Error Z Probability of Z  

 Temporal Effects    
Year  
 1971 –– –– –– –– 1.8% 
 1981 –0.0040 0.1048 –0.04 0.97 1.8% 
 1986 –0.2470 0.1059 –2.33 0.02 1.5% 
 1991 –0.1999 0.0990 –2.02 0.04 1.6% 
 1996 –0.4468 0.1010 –4.42 0.00 1.3% 
 2001 –0.4869 0.1003 –4.85 0.00 1.2% 
 2006 –0.5538 0.1011 –5.48 0.00 1.1% 

 Individual Characteristics   
Age Groups  
 65–69 –– –– –– –– 1.6% 
 70–74 –0.2513 0.0464 –5.42 0.00 1.3% 
 75–79 –0.4404 0.0538 –8.19 0.00 1.2% 
 80–84 –0.5843 0.0685 –8.53 0.00 1.0% 
 85+ –0.5234 0.0809 –6.47 0.00 1.1% 
Sex  
 Female –– –– –– –– 1.4% 
 Male –0.0177 0.0406 –0.44 0.66 1.3% 
Marital Status  
 Divorced –– –– –– –– 1.5% 
 Married/Common-law –0.1975 0.0815 –2.42 0.02 1.3% 
 Separated 0.2843 0.1300 2.19 0.03 1.9% 
 Never married –0.4479 0.1085 –4.13 0.00 1.1% 
 Widowed –0.1309 0.0847 –1.55 0.12 1.4% 
Ethnic Origin  
 Canadian –– –– –– –– 0.9% 
 Aboriginal –0.1064 0.2755 –0.39 0.70 0.8% 
 French –0.4279 0.1087 –3.94 0.00 0.6% 
 British 0.6480 0.0999 6.49 0.00 1.7% 
 Other West European 0.4967 0.1135 4.38 0.00 1.4% 
 East European 0.2711 0.1130 2.40 0.02 1.2% 
 South European –0.3113 0.1694 –1.84 0.07 0.7% 
 Black/Latin American 0.4659 0.2507 1.86 0.06 1.3% 
 Arab/West Asian 0.3893 0.2837 1.37 0.17 1.2% 
 South Asian 1.3176 0.1802 7.31 0.00 2.5% 
 Chinese 0.9700 0.1521 6.38 0.00 2.1% 
 Other East Asian 0.9843 0.1869 5.27 0.00 2.0% 
 Other Single Origins 0.6504 0.2271 2.86 0.00 1.6% 
 Multiple Origins 0.6754 0.0925 7.30 0.00 1.7% 
Nativity  
 Canadian-born –– –– –– –– 1.3% 
 Foreign-born 0.1592 0.0495 3.22 0.00 1.5% 
Education  
 < High School –– –– –– –– 1.1% 
 High School 0.2671 0.0589 4.54 0.00 1.4% 
 Some College 0.4542 0.0471 9.63 0.00 1.7% 
 University 0.7118 0.0781 9.11 0.00 2.2% 
 Post-University 0.8876 0.1040 8.54 0.00 2.5% 
Family Income ($1,000s)  
 < $10 –– –– –– –– 1.4% 
 $10–$19 0.0825 0.1179 0.70 0.48 1.5% 
 $20–$29 –0.1522 0.0951 –1.60 0.11 1.2% 
 $30–$39 –0.0708 0.0910 –0.78 0.44 1.3% 
 $40–$49 –0.0402 0.0952 –0.42 0.67 1.4% 
 $50–$59 –0.0544 0.0949 –0.57 0.57 1.3% 
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different communities. Because there has been rela-
tively little attention paid to ethnic variations in elderly 
mobility patterns, these results are suggestive and may 
stimulate further studies. Taking all other explanatory 
factors into account, this analysis reveals that mobility 
rates for all movers are relatively high for several ethnic 
groups that include more-recent immigrants to Canada: 
Black/African/Caribbean, Latin American, Arab/West 
Asian, South Asian, Chinese, and East Asian.  12   These 
groups have rates for all movers that are 25 per cent 
or higher than rates for other groups. Comparing the 
extremes, 36 per cent of South Asian elderly adults 
report moving during the previous fi ve years while 
only 17 per cent of Aboriginals, East Europeans, or 
South Europeans report moving. The higher overall 
mobility rates for these recent immigrant groups are 
due to higher rates for local movers. South Asian elderly 
adults, for example, report local mover rates that are 
about 2.5 times higher than for British elderly adults. 
The recent immigrant ethnic groups also have higher 
overall mobility because they have higher external 
migration rates. External migration rates are 1.6 per cent 
for Black/African/Caribbean, Latin American, Arab/
West Asian, South Asian, and East Asian elders, com-
pared to rates of 0.1 per cent for British elders.   

 Homeownership 

 We expect that homeownership reduces elderly mobility 
because it is more diffi cult to sell and buy a home than 

to move from a rental unit. Moreover, elderly per-
sons may have a greater attachment to their own home 
than to rented units. This analysis shows that elderly 
Canadians who do not own their home are much more 
likely to move than homeowners. Mobility rates for all 
movers are 37.7 per cent for elders who do not own a 
home, compared to 14.4 per cent for elderly homeown-
ers. Mobility rates for homeowners are relatively low 
for local movers, and intraprovincial and interprovincial 
migrants. External migrants are an exception, however, 
and a slightly higher per cent of homeowners report 
that they are external migrants.   

 Province 

 Older persons residing in the Atlantic provinces are 
less likely to have moved compared to residents of 
other provinces. Mobility rates for all movers range 
from 16 to 17 per cent for elderly Canadians in the 
Atlantic provinces, which is lower than other provinces 
and much lower than the 26 per cent rate observed for 
British Columbia. The lower overall mobility rates for 
elderly people living in the Atlantic provinces result 
from lower rates for local movers and intraprovincial 
migration. Interprovincial migration rates for elderly 
adults in the Atlantic provinces are higher than in 
Ontario but lower than in the Prairie provinces. 

 Most elderly Canadians live in either Ontario or Quebec. 
There are distinctive differences in elderly mobility pat-
terns for these two populous provinces. Quebec elderly 

Explanatory Variable and Category  Estimated Coeffi cients Predicted 
Probability 

Coeffi cient Standard Error Z Probability of Z  

 $60–$69 –0.0264 0.0981 –0.27 0.79 1.4% 
 $70–$79 –0.0324 0.1036 –0.31 0.76 1.4% 
 $80–$89 –0.0518 0.1076 –0.48 0.63 1.4% 
 $90–$99 0.0350 0.1106 0.32 0.75 1.5% 
 $100+ –0.0653 0.0943 –0.69 0.49 1.3% 
Homeownership  
 Do not own –– –– –– –– 2.2% 
 Own –1.0591 0.0431 24.59 0.00 1.1% 

 Contextual Effects   
Origin Province  
 Newfoundland and Labrador –– –– –– –– 1.5% 
 Prince Edward Island 0.0405 0.2851 0.14 0.89 1.5% 
 Nova Scotia 0.1351 0.1650 0.82 0.41 1.7% 
 New Brunswick 0.0486 0.1799 0.27 0.79 1.5% 
 Quebec –0.0352 0.1610 –0.22 0.83 1.4% 
 Ontario –0.5175 0.1478 –3.50 0.00 0.8% 
 Manitoba 0.5954 0.1561 3.81 0.00 2.5% 
 Saskatchewan 0.6113 0.1576 3.88 0.00 2.5% 
 Alberta 0.7205 0.1507 4.78 0.00 2.7% 
 British Columbia 0.0829 0.1509 0.55 0.58 1.3% 
 Northern Canada 1.9066 0.2699 7.06 0.00 8.6% 
Constant –3.2371 0.2087 15.51 0.00   

Table 5. Continue
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 Table 6:      Multinomial logit analysis for elderly mobility status: External migrants (base outcome is non-movers)  

Explanatory Variable and Category  Estimated Coeffi cients Predicted 
Probability 

Coeffi cient Standard Error Z Probability of Z  

 Temporal Effects    
Year  
 1971 –– –– –– –– 0.8% 
 1981 0.4562 0.1111 4.10 0.00 1.3% 
 1986 0.2211 0.1149 1.92 0.05 1.1% 
 1991 0.4003 0.1048 3.82 0.00 1.3% 
 1996 0.3949 0.1051 3.76 0.00 1.3% 
 2001 0.0358 0.1083 0.33 0.74 1.0% 
 2006 –0.0732 0.1085 –0.67 0.50 0.9% 

 Individual Characteristics   
Age Groups  
 65–69 –– –– –– –– 1.7% 
 70–74 –3.0270 0.4101 –7.38 0.00 1.3% 
 75–79 –1.9615 0.5714 –3.43 0.00 0.8% 
 80–84 –1.2304 0.5836 –2.11 0.04 0.6% 
 85+ –0.8663 0.9039 –0.96 0.34 0.5% 
Sex  
 Female –– –– –– –– 1.1% 
 Male –5.8794 0.6481 –9.07 0.00 1.2% 
Marital Status  
 Divorced –– –– –– –– 0.7% 
 Married/Common-law –7.9220 0.9312 –8.51 0.00 1.1% 
 Separated –0.0645 0.2223 –0.29 0.77 0.9% 
 Never married –0.7896 0.3005 –2.63 0.01 0.9% 
 Widowed –1.7796 0.2480 –7.18 0.00 1.4% 
Ethnic Origin  
 Canadian –– –– –– –– 0.0% 
 Aboriginal –0.2010 1.0744 –0.19 0.85 0.0% 
 French –1.0114 0.7216 –1.40 0.16 0.2% 
 British –3.5959 0.9157 –3.93 0.00 0.1% 
 Other West European –1.0315 1.1096 –0.93 0.35 0.7% 
 East European –1.1249 0.9012 –1.25 0.21 0.6% 
 South European –0.7884 0.8941 –0.88 0.38 0.9% 
 Black/Latin American –0.2041 1.2735 –0.16 0.87 1.6% 
 Arab/West Asian –0.1540 0.8421 –0.18 0.86 1.6% 
 South Asian –0.1508 0.7689 –0.20 0.85 1.6% 
 Chinese –0.3624 0.8337 –0.43 0.66 1.3% 
 Other East Asian –0.1499 0.8395 –0.18 0.86 1.6% 
 Other Single Origins –0.3803 1.2329 –0.31 0.76 1.3% 
 Multiple Origins –1.6874 0.8933 –1.89 0.06 0.4% 
Nativity  
 Canadian-born –– –– –– –– 0.2% 
 Foreign-born –3.2928 0.4292 –7.67 0.00 3.6% 
Education  
 < High School –– –– –– –– 1.0% 
 High School –1.1674 0.5030 –2.32 0.02 1.3% 
 Some College –2.4263 0.2976 –8.15 0.00 1.0% 
 University –0.4881 0.4346 –1.12 0.26 2.5% 
 Post-University –0.1006 0.7036 –0.14 0.89 2.4% 
Family Income ($1,000s)  
 < $10 –– –– –– –– 4.4% 
 $10–$19 –0.3922 0.7160 –0.55 0.58 2.8% 
 $20–$29 –1.5977 0.6542 –2.44 0.02 1.0% 
 $30–$39 –2.3401 0.5830 –4.01 0.00 0.8% 
 $40–$49 –1.3364 0.8990 –1.49 0.14 0.9% 
 $50–$59 –1.3622 0.7846 –1.74 0.08 0.9% 
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people have modest local movement and intraprovin-
cial migration rates, which are slightly higher than those 
in the Atlantic provinces but lower than in other prov-
inces. Ontario elderly adults have higher rates of local 
movement and intraprovincial migration than Quebec, 
but have the lowest interprovincial migration among 
Canadian elders. As a result, compared to Quebec, 
Ontario has a slightly higher rate for all movers. 

 Although the Prairie provinces are often grouped 
together for discussion, it is apparent that differ-
ences exist in elderly mobility rates for Manitoba, 
Saskatchewan, and Alberta provinces. Manitoba and 
Saskatchewan are more similar because both have 
lower overall rates of elderly movement, although 
Manitoba has relatively higher rates of local move-
ment, and Saskatchewan has relatively higher rates 
of interprovincial migration. Alberta has compara-
tively higher elderly mobility, especially due to higher 
rates of local movers. All three Prairie provinces have 
similarly high rates of interprovincial migration (2.5% 
or higher), being sources of elderly provincial out-
migrants in recent decades. 

 British Columbia has the highest overall elderly mobility 
rates, with especially high rates for local movers and 
intraprovincial migration. No other province has an 
older population as mobile as that of British Columbia. 
British Columbia’s elderly population is heavily 

infl uenced by the arrival of large numbers of retirees 
from other provinces who move within and between 
British Columbia’s communities after arrival. It is not 
uncommon for a new elderly arrival in British Columbia 
to initially rent an apartment, move to a different apart-
ment in the same city, and then purchase a home for 
longer-term residence – which generates higher local 
mover and intraprovincial mobility rates. 

 Canada’s Yukon, Northwest Territories, and Nunavut 
differ from other provinces in many ways. Northern 
Canada has a small but relatively mobile population that 
is more likely to move locally and more likely to migrate 
to another province. Elderly intraprovincial migration 
rates are very low in Northern Canada, suggesting that 
most elderly residents move within their communities 
or, alternatively, migrate to a different province.   

 Summary of Results 

 Our results reveal several common patterns. For the 
four types of mobility, mobility rates are generally 
higher for younger elderly adults in their late 60s and 
early 70s. Males are usually more mobile than females. 
Non-married elderly people move more than married 
persons, with higher rates for separated and widowed 
elders, for example. Mobility rates are higher for 
better-educated elders. And, fi nally, mobility rates are 
higher for foreign-born elders. 

Explanatory Variable and Category  Estimated Coeffi cients Predicted 
Probability 

Coeffi cient Standard Error Z Probability of Z  

 $60–$69 –1.0851 0.7706 –1.41 0.16 0.8% 
 $70–$79 –0.8544 0.6199 –1.38 0.17 0.8% 
 $80–$89 –0.7313 0.7026 –1.04 0.30 1.1% 
 $90–$99 –0.6292 0.9152 –0.69 0.49 0.8% 
 $100+ –1.3696 0.6020 –2.28 0.02 0.8% 
Homeownership  
 Do not own –– –– –– –– 0.7% 
 Own –8.2397 0.5479 15.04 0.00 1.1% 

 Contextual Effects   
Origin Province  a    
 Newfoundland and Labrador –– –– –– –– –– 
 Prince Edward Island –– –– –– –– –– 
 Nova Scotia –– –– –– –– –– 
 New Brunswick –– –– –– –– –– 
 Quebec –– –– –– –– –– 
 Ontario –– –– –– –– –– 
 Manitoba –– –– –– –– –– 
 Saskatchewan –– –– –– –– –– 
 Alberta –– –– –– –– –– 
 British Columbia –– –– –– –– –– 
 Northern Canada –– –– –– –– –– 
Constant –28.8412 1.0345 27.88 0.00   

        a       All external migrants are from outside Canada.    

Table 6. Continue
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 It is apparent that mobility rates for elderly Canadians 
have decreased substantially since 1971, and that a 
part of the decrease is due to composition changes in 
the population, as refl ected by the reduction in the 
predicted probabilities for all movers after controlling 
for the explanatory factors in the multinomial logit 
analysis. Likewise, prior research is supported by sim-
ilar results for the relationship of age, marital status, 
education, and homeownership with mobility status. 
We present new results, however, for temporal effects 
and ethnic origin, which have not been previously 
examined.    

 Discussion and Conclusions 
 Elderly Canadians are less mobile than younger adults. 
Nevertheless, older persons display moderate geo-
graphic mobility, with about one in fi ve people moving 
from 2001 to 2006. Overall mobility rates have declined 
substantially from 1971, when almost one in three 
elderly persons moved during the 1966–1971 time 
frame. This decline is genuine and not due to shifts in 
the age distribution of the elderly population. Decreases 
in elderly mobility occurred across all mobility types: 
from 1971 to 2006, there were decreases in elderly 
mobility for local movers, as well as for intraprovincial, 
interprovincial, and external migrants. 

 Most elderly moves are local, with more than one-half 
(55%) of all moves occurring within the local community. 
Another large share of all moves are those older adults 
who move from one community to another within the 
same province; this type of migration accounts for about 
one-third of all elderly moves. Interprovincial and exter-
nal migration account for relatively few – seven and fi ve 
per cent, respectively – overall moves. Both interprovin-
cial and external migrants have unusual effects, however. 
Interprovincial migration adds greatly to elderly popula-
tion growth in destination communities, which often 
receive a large share of interprovincial elderly migrants. 
Recent interprovincial migration is highly selective to 
a few areas, including southern British Columbia and 
coastal New Brunswick, and cities such as Calgary, 
Victoria, Edmonton, and Halifax. External migration is 
limited to a few large metropolitan areas, especially 
Toronto and Vancouver. 

 Mobility status varies with several individual and desti-
nation characteristics. Older movers are more likely to be 
recently retired, to be separated or widowed rather than 
married, and to have higher levels of education. Mobility 
rates are relatively low for the Atlantic provinces, 
Quebec, Manitoba, and Saskatchewan, but compara-
tively high for Alberta and British Columbia. Interpro-
vincial elderly migration is coastward in direction, with 
higher numbers moving westward to Alberta and British 
Columbia and smaller numbers to the Atlantic provinces. 

 It is clear that elderly mobility is infl uenced by many 
individual and community factors. This requires analysis 
that distinguishes temporal, individual, and contextual 
factors that affect elderly mobility. Elderly movers are 
heterogeneous with respect to their preferences for 
migration and for possible destinations. As adults age, 
they change their preferences for the locational features 
when selecting a possible new place of residence. The 
explanatory power of various community factors, there-
fore, is likely to change with age. 

 These empirical fi ndings confi rm that provincial resi-
dence of origin has different effects on local movers, 
intraprovincial, and interprovincial migration. The 
Atlantic provinces have relatively low mobility levels 
for elderly residents, including less movement for local 
movers as well as intraprovincial and interprovin-
cial migrants. On the other hand, Alberta and British 
Columbia experience higher levels of mobility, refl ect-
ing to a large extent the higher numbers of elderly that 
migrate to these provinces from elsewhere. 

 Overall, the relationship of age and residential mobility 
is important for discussion in this special issue of the 
 Canadian Journal on Aging . Residential mobility among 
older adults is less than one-half the rate for younger 
adults. In addition, geographic mobility rates for elderly 
adults appear to be decreasing over time. This suggests 
that residential mobility rates for Canadian households 
may continue to decrease into the future, with overall 
declines of about 10 per cent due to the increased pro-
portion of aging families.  13   

 In addition to the infl uence of the relative proportion 
of elders, there are effects from aging  within  the elderly 
population. As mentioned earlier in this article, the 
population aged 85 and older have geographic mobility 
rates that are about one-third less than those aged 65 to 69. 
Future aging within the elderly population is likely to 
further reduce the overall geographic mobility of 
Canada’s population, other factors being equal.  

 Two Complementary Studies 

 We had previously noted that Northcott and Petruik 
( 2013 ) updated previous work on trends in the residen-
tial mobility of Canadian elderly adults (their article 
was published after we began our analysis and writing 
of this article). It is fortunate to have two articles that 
complement each other and offer different perspec-
tives on trends in the residential mobility of elderly 
Canadians. The two articles share some purposes. 
First, both have examined trends in elderly mobility 
over time. Northcott and Petruik ( 2013 ) used published 
census data in their study of trends from 1961 to 2006. 
Because census microdata are not available for 1961, 
our analysis examines trends from 1971 to 2006. Second, 
both articles have examined the same four categories 
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of mobility: local movers, and intraprovincial, interpro-
vincial, and external migrants. 

 Both articles have reported similar trends in residential 
mobility for elderly adults. Northcott and Petruik (2013: 
 Table 1 ) reported that mobility rates were high in 1971 
and 1976 and, based on published tables from Statistics 
Canada, declined for each of the four mobility compo-
nents after the 1970s. In this article’s analysis of indi-
vidual census microdata, results confi rm the decline in 
elderly mobility rates, and further shows statistically 
signifi cant temporal effects for all mobility components. 

 Northcott and Petruik’s ( 2013 ) analysis of published 
tables examined age and sex differences, and we also 
included age and sex in our analysis. Both studies doc-
ument that mobility rates are higher for elders in the 
younger age groups, 65–69 years and 70–74 years. 
While Northcott and Petruik (2013:  Table 5 ) reported 
somewhat higher mobility for elderly females, our 
multivariate analysis showed higher  male  mobility 
rates for all movers – 21.6 per cent for males and 20.4 
per cent for females in  Table 2 ’s predicted probabilities. 
Based on a closer examination of our analysis, we note 
that a higher proportion of females are widows among 
the elderly and that widows have higher mobility rates. 
As a result, multivariate analysis including sex and 
marital status reveals that differences in marital status 
by sex account to a great extent for the higher mobility 
rates for females. When marital status (together with 
other explanatory variables in our model) is included 
in multivariate analysis, females have somewhat lower 
mobility rates than males. 

 Northcott and Petruik ( 2013 ) noted that census micro-
data would be useful because they allow researchers 
to examine the effects of education, marital status, 
and other individual and household characteristics. 
This article includes these additional explanatory 
variables in addition to age and sex. Results confi rm 
the decline in elderly mobility rates since the 1970s 
reported by Northcott and Petruik and provide addi-
tional insights into the role of gender, marital status, 
and other individual and household characteristics on 
elderly mobility.   

 Interpreting Temporal Trends 

 Findings show that overall elderly mobility decreased 
from a peak of over 30 per cent in the late 1960s and 
early 1970s to levels around 20 per cent in recent years. 
Such a trend may seem counterintuitive because many 
assume that elderly Canadians, like other Canadians, 
would have become more mobile over time, given 
the popular belief that Canadians are increasingly 
mobile. The empirical evidence, however, is that 
elderly adults are moving considerably less now than 
35 years ago. 

 Is the decreasing trend in overall mobility genuine, 
and, if so, what explanation can be offered for declining 
overall mobility for elderly Canadians? Our article’s 
initial explanation for decreases in elderly mobility 
is that the elderly population may have been getting 
older. Because the oldest old, aged 85 years and older, 
have lower mobility rates, the possible aging of the 
elderly population may lead to declines in overall 
mobility. To address this possibility, we standardized 
mobility rates on the 2006 age distribution. As shown 
in  Table 1 , there is a modest infl uence of the age 
distribution on the overall mobility rates for the elderly 
population. There is a small difference in 1981 data, 
but otherwise the observed and age-standardized rates 
are similar. The age distribution has only a minor infl u-
ence  within  the population 65 years of age and older 
from 1971 to 2006.  14   Therefore, decreases in mobility 
rates for elderly Canadians are not due to aging of the 
elderly population. 

 We then considered a second explanation, whether 
the overall decline in mobility rates may be due to 
declines in particular components of mobility (that is, 
local movers, intraprovincial movers, interprovincial 
migrants, or external migrants). If there were sharp 
declines in one or two components, this might have 
resulted in substantial decreases in overall mobility. 
Our analysis, however, reveals that there were decreases 
in each of the four components (shown in  Figures 1  
and  2 ). This suggests that analysis of temporal changes 
needs to investigate factors associated with each of 
the four mobility components, and this requires a 
multivariate model with temporal, individual, and 
contextual factors. 

 A third explanation for declining elderly residential 
mobility is that the population changed over time, and 
these changes have affected mobility levels. We inves-
tigated this explanation with a multinomial logit model 
that predicts the components of mobility over time. 
From this model, we calculated the predicted proba-
bility for overall mobility for each census year, holding 
constant all other explanatory variables. This shows 
temporal trends that take into account all other infl u-
ences on elderly mobility. There is an observed decline 
in overall mobility of 10.6 percentage points from 1971 
to 2006. The predicted rates from the multinomial 
model show a 9.0 percentage point decrease, which 
implies that 1.6 percentage points are accounted for 
by the infl uence of explanatory variables in the model. 
The variables in the model, therefore, account for about 
15 per cent (1.6 divided by 10.6) of the temporal decline 
in overall mobility rates. 

 This third explanation is helpful because it tells us 
that the 2006 elderly population, compared to the 1971 
population, had some characteristics associated with 
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lower overall mobility. Nonetheless, the multivariate 
model does not account for most of the downward 
trend in elderly mobility. 

 If there are temporal effects that are not included in 
the multivariate model that reduce elderly mobility 
and these factors have been increasing over time, 
they would contribute to a decrease in overall elderly 
mobility. For example, if elderly Canadians are more 
satisfi ed with their current living arrangements than 
in previous times, then they may be more likely to 
remain in their present place and not move. This is 
an example of a possible temporally related factor that 
is not included in the multivariate model. To investi-
gate this type of explanation, future research needs to 
explore new ideas with different data. For now, we can 
only speculate on alternative explanations that suggest 
avenues for further study. We briefl y discuss four such 
possibilities.  15   

 First, one important factor infl uencing elderly mobility 
is health status, but Canadian census data do not have 
such information, and our model is missing this crucial 
variable. It is apparent, however, that health status 
affects elderly movement. For example, elderly people 
may move to an institutional setting because of poor 
health. Such moves would not be captured in public-use 
census microdata that exclude persons in non-private 
households. 

 A second important factor is missing information on the 
location of family and relatives (such information is also 
missing in census data). If an elderly person wants to 
maximize proximity to relatives, he/she may remain in 
the same house if a relative is nearby. This would reduce 
elderly mobility. However, an elderly person may move 
to a different community if relatives live there. It is also 
possible that some elderly adults move to distance 
themselves from relatives because of personal dislike. 
Both possibilities would increase elderly mobility. 

 Third, there have been major changes in transportation 
during the past 35 years, including greater ease and 
lower cost of travel. Elderly Canadians can more easily 
drive to nearby communities, or fl y quickly and more 
cheaply to places farther away. This suggests a third 
possible explanation for decreases in elderly mobility 
rates, one that cuts both ways. Easier and cheaper 
transportation may lead elderly Canadians to remain 
in place because they can travel to visit family and 
friends. At the same time, they can move and still 
travel back to visit family and friends. In short, easier 
and cheaper transportation may decrease or increase 
elderly mobility. This is a diffi cult possibility to explore. 
Researchers would require data on the location of 
family and friends before and after migration, as well 
as data on the relative transportation costs for visiting 
family and friends. 

 Finally, a fourth possible explanation is the infl uence of 
birth cohorts. The highest elderly mobility rates were 
in the 1970s. Most of the elderly population in 1976 
would have been aged 65 to 75, and would have been 
born between 1901 and 1911. These cohorts grew up 
during the economic depression of the 1930s, were 
young adults during World War II, and completed 
their childbearing in the 1940s and 1950s. They enjoyed 
a period of post-WWII prosperity and began to retire in 
the 1960s and 1970s. Were these birth cohorts unusually 
mobile, having moved more before, during, and after 
WWII? Did their post-WWII prosperity infl uence their 
later mobility? Upon retirement, were they more moti-
vated to move to a different home or community? These 
are intriguing questions for further study. Methods 
for examining age-period-cohort effects (Yang & Land, 
 2013 ) are potentially promising to explore possible birth 
cohort effects on elderly mobility. 

 While the fi ndings from this temporal analysis of 
elderly residential mobility raise many questions for 
further study, the overall decline in elderly mobility 
rates in recent decades has important implications for 
Canada’s aging families. As more aging families remain 
in their communities, aging-in-place seniors may ben-
efi t from greater community stability and cohesion, 
and stronger social ties to the community. In turn, 
more stable communities that have more growing 
numbers of seniors could respond by increasing ame-
nities that appeal to seniors, including more side-
walks for walking (and wider smoother sidewalks to 
accommodate walkers and scooters), and situating 
more health care and other services in the community.                     

  Notes 
     1      A notable exception is Northcott and Petruik ( 2013 ). We dis-

cuss their contribution in greater detail later.  

     2      There is an extensive literature on interprovincial migration, 
including elderly interprovincial migration. This article 
focuses on mobility status, however, and does not examine 
models dealing with origin-destination migration.  

     3      Data from the 1961 Census of Canada are available only 
in published tables or selected tables available online as 
part of the Historical Statistics of Canada. Census micro-
data samples are available for the 1971 and 1981 censuses 
and later censuses.  

     4      Descriptive analysis initially examined the relationship of 
home language with mobility status. Mobility status did 
not vary with home language, however. Moreover, multi-
variate analysis (described in a later section) did not 
reveal statistically signifi cant effects of home language on 
mobility status. For these reasons, the article omits pre-
sentation of results for home language.  

     5      There are several limitations to the use of ethnic-origin 
census data for the study of trends over time. Individ-
uals may change their reported ethnic origin over time. 
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The inclusion of multiple origins in the 1991 census altered 
the self-reporting for single-origin groups. There has been 
an increase in the self-reporting of “Canadian” ethnic origin 
over time, with decreases in the respondents reporting 
several other single-origin groups (Lee & Edmonston, 
2009–2010). Several ethnic-origin categories, such as Latin 
American, are very heterogeneous and mask variations 
of sub-groups within the category. Finally, self-reports of 
ethnic origin may change for immigrants after arriving in 
Canada, and may change further for their offspring.  

     6      For example, if someone moves only a few blocks in the 
adjoining cities of Kitchener and Waterloo, Ontario, they 
are a non-migrant mover if they remain within the bound-
aries of one city and a migrant if they move from one city 
to the other. In this case, it is possible that the non-migrant 
mover moves a longer distance than the migrant. The cru-
cial distinction is whether the move crosses a geographic 
boundary.  

     7      Age standardization is a demographic technique for 
taking changes in the age distribution into account. Age-
standardized rates assume the age-specifi c rates for a 
particular year but weight the rates by a “standard” 
age distribution. For this exercise, age-specifi c mobility 
rates for 1971 to 2006 are standardized on the 2006 age 
distribution.  

     8      Note that  Figures 1  and  2  use different vertical scales 
because the rates for different mobility types vary greatly. 
The scale for  Figure 1  ranges from 0 to 30 per cent, and 
from 0 to 2 per cent for  Figure 2 .  

     9      We test for the IIA assumption by excluding each of the 
four outcomes (local movers, intraprovincial migrants, 
interprovincial migrants, and external migrants) one by 
one and using the standard Hausman test to see if there is 
evidence that the IIA assumption is violated. Our results 
are as follows:      

     10      Using 2006 census data, 51.7 per cent of adults aged 25 to 
64 reported moving during the previous 5 years, com-
pared to 19.8 per cent of those aged 65 years or older. 
The ratio of 51.7 to 19.8 is 2.6.  

     11      Presumably, the migration of foreign-born elderly adults 
are primarily immigrants to Canada, while the migration 
of Canadian-born elderly adults are Canadians returning 
to Canada after work or residence in another country.  

     12      These groups are more likely to be immigrants or sons or 
daughters of immigrants than, for example, groups such 
as French or British, who are more likely to be third, fourth, 
or higher immigrant generation. Nevertheless, because 
nativity is included as a factor in the multinomial logit 
model, the higher mobility of groups such as South Asian 
is not due directly to higher proportions of foreign-born. 
Rather, the results here suggest that South Asians have 
higher mobility rates than other groups, after taking 
nativity into account.  

     13      The population aged 65 and older currently comprise 
15 per cent of the total population. Residential mobility 
rates of elderly adults are about 40 per cent of the level for 
younger adults. If the elderly population increases to 
26 per cent of the total population by 2061, this would 
imply a 10 per cent reduction in residential mobility for 
the overall population, assuming that all other conditions 
are unchanged.  

     14      Although there are only minor variations in the age 
distribution  within  the age 65 and older population 
during 1971 to 2006, this will change dramatically in the 
future. The retirement of the baby boom cohort starting in 
2011 will increase the younger elderly population, with 
relatively larger increases in those aged 65 to 74. As the 
baby boom cohort becomes older, they will increase the 
75–84 age group, and then the age 85 and older group. 
After 2031, Canada’s population will have an increasing 
proportion of age 85 and older as the baby boom cohort 
increasingly ages into this group.  

     15      In addition to the four speculative explanations offered in 
this article, Northcott and Petruik ( 2013 ) offered two ad-
ditional reasons for declining elderly mobility rates. One 
is seasonal “snowbird” migration of elderly Canadians 
to the United States and other warmer climates, which 
may offer a satisfactory alternative to migration to more 
pleasant areas of Canada. Second, the life course of seniors 
may be changing, and a greater proportion may delay 
retirement or decide to remain in their current housing in 
order to continue working part-time. Both of these expla-
nations, as well as those offered in this article, deserve 
further study.   
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