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Abstract
This thesis contains information on the way in which youth outmigration in the Western world has
been described, explained and evaluated in the course of time, from the 1970s compared until today
– and about how can this shift be interpreted. Outmigration of rural youth has been a long time
concern. Young people are moving out of their rural communities into the urban areas. As this
subject has a long history, the way in which academics have been writing about it, has changed
through time. To find out about this change in writing on youth outmigration, literature from the ‘70s
till 2017 has been used. In the theoretical framework an overview of literature on migration in
general is presented. This overview is compared with the results on youth migration. Although in
every period education has been seen as one of the most, if not the most, important factor for youth
to migrate out of rural areas, other motives and explanations have changed through time according
to the results. This change in given explanations can be a result of either a change in research
methodologies applied or change that occurred in migration theories in general. Whereas in the ‘70s
outmigration of young people was seen as an exception, from 2000 onwards it seems a normal
phenomenon that can be relatively commonly observed.
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Chapter 1 Introduction
1.1 Background and relevance
All over the world more and more people are living in urban areas (United Nations, 2014). From 2007
onwards, for the first time in world’s history, more people are living in urban than in rural areas (UN,
2014). In many countries this has gone hand in hand with a decrease of people living in rural areas
and an increase in people living in the city. According to the United Nations, this trend is going to
continue as they expect that in 2050 two third of the world population will be living in urban areas
(UN, 2014).

Figure 1 (UN, 2014)

Especially in the Western world, consisting of Northern America, Europe and Oceania, the majority of
the people live in urban areas, as described in Figure 2. Although, as Figure 2 showed that in Latin
America a high percentage of the population is living in urban areas as well. Nevertheless, I have
decided not to take Latin America into account for this research because I limit the study to more
developed countries in Northern America and Europe (UN, 2014). However Oceania also belongs to
the more developed countries, due to time limitations this research will only focus on Northern
America and Europe. A combination between these two continents can be made because they
belong to the same body of literature whereas for Latin America a different body of literature is
needed.

Figure 2 (UN, 2014)
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In the more developed regions, Northern America, Europe, Australia and New Zealand, 78% of the
population lives in urban areas and the expectation is that this will increase till 85% of the population
in 2050 (UN, 2014). In Northern America more than 80% and in Europe 73% of the population lived in
urban areas in 2014 (UN, 2014).
Living in urban areas is seen as modern while rurality is often seen as backwardness (Kulcsár & Curtis,
2012). Cities are seen as important drivers for globalization and urban areas are often associated
with better education, health care facilities, better access to social facilities and with more
possibilities for participation in politics and culture (UN, 2014).
The increase in the number of people living in urban areas is mainly caused by people from rural
areas who are moving from the countryside to the cities (Kulcsár & Curtis, 2012). People who migrate
out of the rural areas are primarily young and highly educated (Carr & Kefalas, 2010). This
outmigration of rural youth has already been a concern for a very long time (Taves & Collar, 1964;
Nugin, 2014). If young people are moving out of rural areas there will be a decrease in demand for
and the supply of social facilities like schools, shops, libraries, local pubs, churches and health care
facilities if there are no new residents moving in (Taves & Collar, 1964; Nugin, 2014). Especially the
consequences of closing local schools are significant since young people will not move to a place
without a school (Nugin, 2014). Most of the times the youth that leaves, is also the youth that is the
most motivated and most skilled. Their departure will have big consequences for the livability in the
communities and for the people who stay behind (Garasky, 2002). If the most motivated and skilled
people leave, it becomes hard for small villages to replace their retiring doctors, business owners and
teachers (Carr & Kefalas, 2010). Rural populations are less densely populated and therefore less able
to cope with a population existing of more older and less younger people (Kulcsár & Curtis, 2012).
The outmigration of rural youth can be seen as a serious threat to the sustainability of rural areas
(Brooks, Lee, Berry, & Toney, 2010).

1.2 Research objective and questions
As rural outmigration of youth is a longstanding issue, a lot of research on the subject has already
been done. I am interested in finding out whether the way in which the issue has been discussed, the
explanation of its causes and consideration of remedies have changed over time, also in response to
the ongoing trend of urbanisation. I am wondering, for instance, if youth outmigration has
increasingly been considered as a natural event and, hence, something which should be accepted as
a sign of modernisation. Understanding if and how the approach and interpretation among
academics changed is important because it can give us insight in to what extent also research looks
upon rural outmigration from an urban perspective. From an urban perspective outmigration of the
5

rural areas might not be so bad as the young and most talented people will come to the city. This will
give us information about the pervasiveness of urbanization as a ‘normal’ consequence of
modernisation among academics and possibly policymakers as a lot of research is meant to inform
policy making. If academics see outmigration of youth as a normal consequence of modernisation
instead of as a problem, this can have a major influence on policy making.
In the theoretical framework, an overview through time is given on migration theory in general. This
has been chosen as a theoretical framework because theories on youth migration are a part of
migration theories. Changes through time in migration theory in general are likely to affect youth
migration research. In chapter 5 a comparison between migration theory in general and research on
youth migration will be made to see in which way shifts in migration theory in general have affected
research on youth migration.
This research will cover a period of approximate 50 years. I expect 50 years to be long enough to
have some significant changes in the way people think and write about a certain subject. At the same
time a period of 50 years is not too long. Furthermore I assume that 1970 is long enough after World
War II so the migration and mobility of rural youth during this time will not be influenced by the war.
Between 1960 and 1970, a lot of European countries had a peak in rural-urban migration (Collantes
and Pinilla, 2011). Therefore I expect rural-urban migration to be a topic on which a lot has been
written during this period. For making a comparison through time I will divide those 50 years into
parts of ten years. The first time period therefore will be from 1970 till 1980. The second period will
be from 1980 till 1990, the third from 1990 till 2000, the fourth from 2000 till 2010 and the last
period will be from 2010 till 2017.
Therefore the objective of this research will be to get a better understanding of how rural-urban
migration of youth in the Western world has been framed in the last 50 years.
The central question in my research is going to be:
“What difference is there in the way youth outmigration in the Western world was described,
explained and evaluated by researchers in the course of time, from the ‘70s compared until today –
and how can this shift be interpreted?”
I answer this central question by operationalizing it into three sub questions. These sub-questions are
the follow:
1.

‘Did researchers’ identification of the main features of outmigration of rural youth change in
time and if so in which way?’
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2. ‘Did the assessment/evaluation of outmigration of youth by researchers change and if so in
which way?’.
3. ‘To what extend does the shift in researchers’ writing about youth outmigration reflects the
shift in writing about migration in general?’
These three sub-questions will be answered in the different chapters of this research.

1.3 Methodology
The type of research that will be used for this study is a literature research. The searching machines
that have been used for this research are Google Scholar and Scopus. Searching for literature is first
done by using the keywords ‘rural youth outmigration’, ‘migration theory’ and ‘mobility’. The
keywords ‘rural youth outmigration’ gave
more than 1500 results on Scopus. This
number of articles is too high to work with

Rural youth
outmigration (over
1500 results)

so I screened a couple of these articles to

Handbook of rural
demography (3
results)

Rural exodus (over
100 results)
Youth migration in
Europe (83 results)

search for better keywords. After screening
these articles I used other keywords like
‘rural exodus’, ‘migration theory’ and ‘social

Handbook of
migration (12 results)
Migration theory
(over 900 results)

status of mobility’. This searching process is

Migration paradigm
(120 results)

Push and pull factors
youth out migration
in Europe (34 results)

Social status of
mobility (almost
1500 results)

Mobility and
education (300
results)

illustrated in figure 3. The term ‘rural
exodus’ gave more than 100 results,
‘mobility’ gave almost 25.000 results and
the terms ‘social status of mobility’ gave

Mobility (almost
25.000 results)

Mobility paradigm
(20 results)

almost 1500 results. After that I searched
on the terms ‘migration paradigm’ and

Rural outmigration
gender (14 results)

Figure 3

‘mobility paradigm’. These terms gave respectively 120 and 20 results. For finding more general
information of the topics of migration and rural I searched for ‘handbook of migration’ and
‘handbook rural demography’ on the library catalogue of the Wageningen UR. For more specific
information I used the terms ‘rural outmigration gender’ which gave 14 results, ‘youth migration in
Europe’ which gave 83 results, ‘push and pull factors youth out migration in Europe’ which gave 34
results and ‘mobility and education’ which gave 300 results. While searching on Scopus and Google
Scholar, I always limited my search criteria to ‘social sciences’ and ‘United States’, ‘Canada’ and
European countries. Another way I used to find literature is by making use of snowball sampling.
After I found some useful books and articles I have mainly been looking at their references to find
more literature.
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For getting information about the situation in the 1970’s, literature from approximately 1965 till
1979 is being used. The reason for using literature from the ‘60s as well, is because I could not find
enough literature when only looking from 1970-79. Broadening this searching period can be done
because there is no sharp line in writing such migration theories. A lot of literature from the ‘70s,
builds upon important theories from the ‘60s. For the period of the ‘80s, literature from 1980 till
1989 is being used. The period of the ‘90s is based on literature from 1990 till 1999. For the period of
2000 till 2009, literature from that specific period has been used. This is the same for the period of
2010 till 2017.

1.4 Overview of content
In the next chapter of this research, the theoretical framework will be presented. Migration theories
will be categorised by how they change through time. In this chapter the shift in literature about
migration in general will described. In chapter 3, the first sub-question will be answered to see what
has been written about youth outmigration through time. This will be done by focussing on who has
been migrating from rural to urban areas and for which reasons. The motives that were given for this
migration in the literature from the ‘70s onwards will be compared through time. In the fourth
chapter the second sub-question will be discussed. This will be done by finding out if outmigration of
rural youth is presented as a problem or opportunity through time. Furthermore attention will be
paid to for who and for which reason is outmigration a considered a problem or opportunity.
Besides, the focus is on the necessity of counteracting outmigration of rural youth and if so in which
way. Attention is also be paid to policy recommendations for rural outmigration that were given by
academics and if the kind of policy recommendations change over time. A comparison through time
is made in this chapter as well. In chapter 5 the last sub-question will be discussed. In this chapter a
comparison is made between the shift in migration theories in general and the shift in research on
outmigration of rural youth. This will be done to see in what way shifts in research on youth
migration are affected by shifts in migration theories in general. In the final chapter there a
conclusion and discussion.
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Chapter 2 Theoretical framework
In this chapter the main theories on migration in general are presented. Therefore this chapter is
based on the International Handbook on Migration and Population (White, 2016) and on the paper
Geography and Migration Studies: Retrospect and Prospect (King, 2012) which both give quite a good
overview of the ways in which migration theories have developed through time. Besides, this chapter
is also based on additional literature to give extra examples and additions to these overviews. For a
good understanding of these theories it is necessary to explain the most important concepts first.
After this, the main theoretical approaches on migration research in general are described through
different periods of time.

2.1 Definition of concepts
Definitions and concepts that are used in this research need to be explained. For some concepts that
are being used in this research there is not just one clear definition. This can be seen in the fact that
there is not just one definition that can be used for the word ‘rural’. In some countries, areas with
less than 50.000 inhabitants are considered as rural. However in others countries, areas with less
than 10.000 are seen as rural and in some countries only areas with less than 2.000 inhabitants are
seen as rural (Kulcsár & Curtis, 2012). Using numbers to decide whether an area can be seen as rural
or not is not useful when comparing different countries and time periods because numbers can
change over time and differ per country. Due to the existence of these different definitions, it is
necessary to see the concept of rural as something which takes into account these differences and
goes beyond a quantitative definition. Collantes and Pinilla (2011) base their definition of rural areas
on the work of Falk and Lyson (2007) and Cloke (2006). They consider a rural area as an area with
‘small population centres and low population densities’, as an area which is ‘specialised in
agriculture’, as an area with ‘traditional values and a high degree of cultural homogeneity’ and as
something that is socially constructed, that what is seen as rural by society (Collantes & Pinilla, 2011).
By following their example only the first and the last part of this definition will be useful. Seeing rural
as an area specialised in agriculture is not really relevant for this research because the countryside is
getting less dependent on agriculture. The third point is not useful as well as rural areas are not all
the same in the Western world and rural areas are becoming more modernized as well (Collantes &
Pinilla, 2011). Therefore in this research a rural area could be seen as: “An area with small population
centres and low population densities” and “rural areas and communities would simply be those
which are represented as rural by society and its different groups” (Collantes & Pinilla, 2011, pp. 1112). This definition shows that the concept of rural is a social construction. There is not one right way
of defining a rural area. It is possible to see it more as a measurable fact “small population centres
and low population densities” or as “what society sees as rural”. For this research therefore the
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construction of the academics will be followed in the literature that is found. Literature in which the
author writes about ‘rural migration’ is considered as relevant literature for this research, without
having to check their definition of ‘rural’.
On the concept of ‘the West’ not much in-depth scientific literature has been written (Bavaj, 2011).
In trying to define this concept, scholars are often referring to countries with a shared (capitalist)
ideology. These Western countries are democratic and they have a Christian background (Bavaj,
2011). In this research the term the ‘Western world’, means the more developed countries. These
countries and continents are Northern America, Europe, Australia and New Zealand (UN, 2014).
Another concept that needs to be defined for this research is ‘outmigration’. According to the
Cambridge Dictionary, outmigration means “The process of people permanently leaving a place in
order to live in another place”. In this research not only the term outmigration will be used but also
the term ‘rural youth outmigration’. In this context outmigration means that rural youth is leaving
the countryside in order to live in another, most of the times urban, place.
It is hard to find one specific definition for rural youth because in every research they use different
groups of people. On average one could say that with youth, people between the age of 16 and 25
are meant but this differs for every research. As this concept is a social construction as well, the
definitions in the literature may be diverse. Within this research the definition of that particular
author will be followed.
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2.2 Shifts in migration theory
Theories of migration are changing through time. This can be seen in the second chapter Perspectives
on Migration Theory: Geography of the International Handbook of Migration and Population studies
(White, 2016) and in the paper Geography and Migration Studies: Retrospect and Prospect (King,
2012). Like many other academics, for them migration theory starts with Ravenstein (1885, 1889).
With his ‘Laws on migration’ he laid the foundation for migration theories that were developed later
on. His laws are also on the basis of what can be seen as the first phase in migration theories. In
these phase migration is mainly seen as an economic subject. Push and pull factors are the main
explanation that is given for why people are migrating. This period lasts until approximately the end
of the 1970s. The second phase that can be distinguished in migration theories is ‘Migration as a
process’. During the ‘80s migration theory began to change and more attention was being paid to the
process of migration instead of only focussing on the decision to migrate or not. The third phase
occurs in the ‘90s when the ‘cultural turn’ and the ‘transnational turn’ in migration research take
place. The last phase that can be determined is relatively new, therefore it is called ‘the new mobility
paradigm’ (Sheller & Urry, The New Mobilities Paradigm, 2006). This phase occurs from 2000
onwards.
In this chapter these different phases in migration theories will be explained. After this we will have a
framework which can be applied to literature about rural youth outmigration to see if these
theoretical shifts are happening there as well.
2.2.1 Push and pull of economics
In this first phase of migration theory, the dominant theories were about economics. One of the
founders of migration theory is Ernst Georg Ravenstein with his ‘Laws on migration’ (1885).
According to him these rules of migration were the following:
(1) The majority of migrants go only a short distance
(2) Migration proceeds step by step
(3) Migrants going long distances generally go by preference to one of the great centres of commerce or industry
(4) Each current of migration produces a compensating counter current
(5) The natives of towns are less migratory than those of rural areas
(6) Females are more migratory than males within the Kingdom of their birth, but males more frequently venture beyond
(7) Most migrants are adults: families rarely migrate out of their county of birth
(8) Large towns grow more by migration than by natural increase
(9) Migration increases in volume as industries and commerce develop and transport improve
(10) The major direction of migration is from the agricultural areas to the centres of industry and commerce
(11) The major causes of migration are economic

Figure 4 (Grigg, 1977)
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Especially his idea that the economy was the driving force of migration has been very important ever
since (White, 2016). Ravenstein’s Laws of migration have been cited a lot since he wrote them down
in 1885 and 1889. However they have barely been challenged through time (Lee, 1966). In 1938
Herberle developed the model of “push” and “pull” factors of migration based on the theory of
Ravenstein (Lewis, 1982). According to this push and pull paradigm there are push factors at the
place of origin that encourage people to go somewhere else. At the destination place there are pull
factors that attract people to go there (Lewis, 1982). These pull factors can for example be higher
wages or better job opportunities.
An important concept of Wolpert (1965) and Brown and Moore (1970) on why people decide to
migrate is the concept of place utility in which “Benefit of staying or moving depend on the relative
utility of the current location vs. alternatives” (White, 2016, p. 15). This means that if the utility in an
alternative place is higher than in the current place, people decide to migrate. Another migration
model is that of Lowry (1966) in which the “relative levels of employment and wage conditions direct
migration” (White, 2016, p. 15). According to Lowry’s model, people move from areas with high
unemployment rates and low wages to areas with lower unemployment rates and higher wages. So
they migrate to improve their economic situation.
Although already a lot has been
written about migration, only a few
tried to make a more generalized
framework. Therefore Lee (1966)
tried, in his paper, to construct a set
of hypothesis in a framework on
migration. According to him, the
decision of whether or not to migrate, Figure 5 (Lee, 1966)

depends on four characteristics. Firstly

there are factors that are associated with the area of origin. Secondly there are factors associated
with the area of destination. The third point is intervening obstacles and as last there are personal
factors (Lee, 1966). This model of Lee can be seen in Figure 5. Lee based his model on Herberle’s
theory of push and pull factors. His most important contribution to this model was the concept of the
intervening obstacles. These intervening obstacles can be physical things like a wall or more abstract
like immigration laws (Lee, 1966). From Lee’s point of view, deciding to migrate or not is a balance
between ‘+’ and ‘-‘ factors of the area of origin and the area of destination. However this evaluation
is made within one’s own personal and social context. The decisions migrants make whether or not
to migrate depend on factors like family ties, personal anxieties and or the costs of moving (Bansal,
Taylor, & St. James, 2005).
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According to Edward Miller (1973) people who have migrated before are more likely to migrate than
people who have not migrated before. One of the reasons for that can be that people are building up
human capital in the area they are living in. The longer they are living somewhere, the better they
know the area and the people. Therefore people with more human capital in their area of residence
are less likely to migrate as migrating for them means that they will have high social costs (Miller,
1973). According to the Cornell Mobility Model, people who have stayed somewhere longer are
more likely to remain there than relative newcomers (McGinnis, 1968). This can be linked to the
theory of Miller (1973) because relative newcomers are people who have migrated before to come in
the place they are living now. Those people have already migrated once and they are living shorter in
the area than people who have been living there all their lives. Although these theories focus more
on repeat migration, they show that migration is a matter of being willing to make a certain social
costs when leaving the area of residence.
From the literature that has been found and used for this research one can conclude that during the
‘70s, migration has been looked upon and interpreted as an economic phenomenon. That economic
motives are seen as very important by the academics during the ‘70s, can be seen in the fact that out
of the fourteen useful articles that were found for this part of the research, ten were about
economics. The main way in which academics write about migration is as a decision based on push
and pull factors when it comes about income, job opportunities, utility, human capital and social
costs. While probably other motives must have played certain role as well such as the social factors
mentioned above, in the decision making for migrating, there has mainly been written about the
economic reasons. A reason for this can be that in the ‘70s migration research was mainly based on
census data. This could easily result mainly in information about economic situations of communities
as this data is based on individual questionnaires which primarily ask questions about income,
employment and level of education (Toney, 1976).
2.2.2 Migration as a process
As described above, during the ‘70s migration was a lot about economics in academic literature. In
this part of the theoretical framework, the second phase in migration literature will be described.
During the ‘80s academics were broadening this economic view on migration by paying more
attention to human capital. In addition, gradually this leads to academics seeing migration as a
process and not just a single decision that is made.
During the ‘80s migration research in geography “started to graft insights from human capital theory
into their initial concern with place-specific conditions” (White, 2016, p.15). This can for example be
seen in what DaVanzo (1981) states about migration as being about more than just economic
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motives, it is about human capital. When applying this human capital model on migration, the
migrant is seen as “a person making an investment” (DaVanzo, 1981, p. 46). This investment is not
only about monetary but also about non-monetary costs. One of these costs is the costs of gathering
information about the costs and benefits of migrating or not. Another type of costs is locationspecific capital. This is everything that ties a person to a location like friends, family, clients, owning a
house etc. Moving, therefore brings non-monetary “social costs” if this capital needs to be replaced
or gets lost. The more location specific capital a person has, the less likely it will be to migrate
(DaVanzo, 1981). Therefore migration is thus not only determined by the local labour markets and
individual human capital but also by the location specific social capital a person has (White, 2016). As
can be seen from this example, during the ‘80s the way of seeing migration gets broader. However in
the basics migration theory during this time it is still economic, even if it is not about money.
Another shift in migration theories that has taken place during the ‘80s is that migration, unlike
earlier, is no longer seen as just one decision. According to Molho (1986) it is a decision making
process in which a person is going through different stages (Molho, 1986). Molho uses the three
stages that can be distinguished according to Rossi (1980). First migrants decide to leave their old
home, second migrants are going to search for a new home and finally migrants make a decision out
of their destination options (Molho, 1986). In this tree of decision making, the focus especially needs
to be on the search strategies. In the economic literature this search is about searching for job offers
and accepting the one which you expect to be the best offer (Molho, 1986). This shows that although
the focus has become on the broader process of migration, it still lies on economic opportunities.
These examples show that during the ‘80s the way in which academics look at migration changed. An
important difference that can be seen in the literature of the ‘70s and the ‘80s, is that in during the
‘80s research is less focussing about just making the decision to migrate and more about the socioeconomic process of making the decision to migrate and the different phases that a migrant is going
through. It is not only about the benefits of migrating, as for example getting a higher income, but
also about the social, non-monetary “costs” of moving, like for example losing your friends and
clients. During the ‘80s, academics still see migration as an economic phenomenon but a difference
relative to the ‘70s is that migration is now about more than just financial capital and monetary
costs.
2.2.3 The cultural- and the transnational turn
In the ‘90s the ‘cultural turn’ in social sciences is strongly influencing also migration research (King,
2012). According to Fielding (1992, p.201) migration became to be considered as ‘an extremely
cultural event’. Fielding’s essay “marked the start of a transition from an era in which migration was
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viewed as part of the economic and demographic response to structural forces shaping material
production and spatial inequality to a different epistemology based more on culture and the role of
consciousness and individual agency in human behaviour, including migration” (King, 2012, p.142). In
other words this means that migration should no longer be seen as due to economic and
demographic reasons but more as a cultural phenomenon. By seeing migration as something
cultural, the way in which migration research has been done, changed. Culture needs to be included
in migration research as it can be used to understand the “experience of migration – what it is like to
be a migrant” (King, 2012, p. 142). Therefore, according to geographers, migration research needed
to be done through “biographic approaches, life-histories, personal narratives, participatory
methods, and creative literature” (King, 2012, p. 142).
Besides the cultural turn, there also was a ‘transnational turn’ during the ‘90s which occurred in
studies about international migration. These transnational turn has been the dominant paradigm
over the past two decades in research on migration (King, 2012). A definition to this concept that has
often been given is the definition of Basch et al. (1994, p.7) “transnationalism is the process by which
migrants (‘transmigrants’) develop and sustain multi-stranded relationships – familial, economic,
social religious and political – that span borders and link their societies of origin and settlement”
(King, 2012, p.144). In order words this means that transnational migrants are living their lives in two
places at once (White, 2016). Due to the transnational turn, the definition of migration significantly
changed. To migrate is no longer seen as a definite change of place of residence and social relations
but as something in which connection to both place of origin and settlement can exist.
In addition there came more attention for diversity among migrants. Although Ravenstein (1885)
already said that women are more likely to move over shorter distances than men, not much
attention has been paid to the role of gender in migration since then until in the 1970s this subject
got more attention in studies on developing countries (Chant, 1998) (Shucksmith & Brown, 2016).
From the mid ‘80s onwards more attention was being paid to the gender aspects of migration in the
Western world (White, 2016). This gender research continued during the ‘90s and since the late ‘90s
there has been an extraordinary growth of gender studies in migration (King, 2012). In this gender
research it is not only about differences in motives and behaviour of male and female migrants but
also on the influence gender relations have on migration.
Traditionally there was not much attention for the gender-specific aspects of migration (Bock &
Shortall, 2006). Men were considered as the people migrating while women were only seen as the
ones following their husbands (Halfacree and Bloyle, 1999). On the one hand this can be explained by
the fact that research was mostly dominated by men in the past and women were usually invisible in
15

any field of study (Bock & Shortall, 2006). On the other hand it can be explained due to the fact that
migration was seen as an economic phenomenon in which migrants were seeking for better
employment opportunities and a higher income. By that time women were not considered as
economic agents so therefore no attention was being paid to their reasons for migrating (Anthias,
2000).
The cultural and transnational turn during the ‘90s show a shift in academic writing about migration.
More attention is being paid to cultural aspects, the experiences of the migrant. For doing research
about the motives for migration, academics look at the personal stories of migrants and not just to
push and pull factors. When more attention is being paid to cultural aspects, different research
questions will be asked by academics. To find answers to different kind of questions, different
research methods need to be used. Migration research therefore is no longer based on census data
but on biographic approaches, life-histories, personal narratives, participatory methods, and creative
literature. Migration is not just about moving from A to B but due to better technology as for
example the internet, it becomes possible to live in two places at once. In this way migration is not
just about when the actual migration takes place but about on ongoing process.
2.2.4 The mobility paradigm
Due to the transnational turn during the ‘90s, migration became no longer just about moving from A
to B but about being able to live in different places at the same time. In 2000, through the
publication of John Urry’s Sociology Beyond Societies: Mobilities for the Twenty-First Century, a new
paradigm arose: the mobilities paradigm. According to King (2012) this was later on “consolidated by
the founding of the journal Mobilities in 2006 and by the publication of two further landmark books,
geographer Tim Creswell’s On the Move (2006) and Urry’s Mobilities (2007)” (King, 2012, p.143).
By departing from the concept of mobility the experience of moving is put centre stage (Cresswell,
2010). In this way, mobility is going even further than transnationalism. It is not about the move itself
but about the experience that comes with it, moving becomes the standard. As in rural areas in
Estonia, outmigration is seen as a normal part of culture (Nugin, 2014). Within social sciences,
traveling has often been seen as a “black box” which was needed to get from A to B (Sheller & Urry,
2006). When scientist became more interested in this black box, the new mobility paradigm was
developed. Human mobility can be defined as “people’s capability (freedom) to choose where to live,
including the option to stay” (De Haas, 2014, p. 2).
According to Urry, mobility occurs in five different ways: “corporeal mobility (every movement a
body can make), the movement of material objects (trade of goods, gifts and souvenirs), imaginative
travel through the images of places and people in print and visual media, virtual travel in real time
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(live new reportage, Skype etc.) and communicative actions (letters, messages, telephone calls etc.)”
(Urry, 2007 in King, 2012, p. 143).
This new mobilities paradigm shows that the way in which migration is seen has changed. It is no
longer seen as a main discipline but as a part of mobility. Where mobility is about all sorts of
movement, migration is just about human movements. Earlier, social sciences used to see stability
and staying in a place as normal and distance, change and placelessness as abnormal. Within the
mobility paradigm however the nomadic theory, in which people are always on the move, becomes
the standard (Sheller & Urry, 2006).

2.3 Main shifts in migration theories
The way in which academics see migration has changed a lot over the years. Although Ravenstein’s
work on migration still remains very important, other things have changed. In the ‘70s and prior to it,
the main way of explaining migration was by focusing on economic conditions (Toney, 1976). From
the literature that has been found and used for this research one can conclude that during the ‘70s,
migration has been looked upon and interpreted as such – and has revealed economic factors.
Migration was seen as an exception, something extraordinary while staying was seen as the standard
thing to do.
During the ‘80s human capital becomes an important part of migration studies. Researchers are
paying more attention to the process of migration instead of only looking at the decision of migration
itself. The motives of migration are still seen as economic but the way in which academics see these
economic motives are different. It is not just about the benefits of getting a better job or a higher
income but also about the costs of leaving a certain area and leaving friends and family behind.
These “costs” can be considered as social costs.
During the ‘90s there were some important shifts in theory forming in general. There was a ‘cultural
turn’, which has led academics to see migration as a cultural phenomenon in which sense of
belonging, identity and lifestyle played an important role, instead of seeing migration as something
economic and demographic. Instead of doing research by using census data, the ways of doing
research became more focussed on the experiences migrants had while migrating. Another
theoretical turn during this period was the ‘transnational turn’. Due to this transnational turn
migration was not seen as just a movement from A to B but as an ongoing process. People are not
just living in one country, they are moving across borders and they stay in contact with the people
and the place they have left behind.
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From 2000 on the mobility paradigm became very important for the way in which academics look at
migration. The new mobility paradigm is about all sorts of movement. Therefore migration is now
seen as a part of mobility, it is just about movements of humans. The mobilities paradigm builds
further on the theory about transnationalism and goes even further by speaking about all sorts of
movements. This also means that moving has been considered to be normal and an ongoing process
of being ‘on the move’. Seeing migration in this way is something very different as seeing migration
as an extraordinary action in which the migrant moves from place of origin to place of destination.
Now we have distinguished four different phases in migration theory, we can develop a framework
which can, later on in this research, be applied to theories on the outmigration of rural youth. This
framework is presented in the table below.
Period

Phase within migration

Explanation of the phase

theories
1885 – the 1970s

Push and pull factors of
economics

Main explanation for migration during this
period is a higher wage or better job
opportunities somewhere else.

During the 1980s

Migration as a socioeconomic process

It is not just about making the decision to
migrate but about the process that a
migrant is going through before making
the final decision. In making this decision
attention is not only paid to the economic
costs and benefits but also to the social
aspects and costs of leaving an area.

During the 1990s

Cultural- and transnational
turn in migration theories

Through the cultural turn more attention
is being paid to the cultural aspects of
migration. It is not just about the socioeconomic motives of moving but also
about identity and the sense of feeling
home at a certain place. Through the
transnational turn, migration is not just
about going from A to B but a migrant can
live in two places at once. Besides more
attention is being paid to the aspect of
gender in migration research.

From 2000 onwards

The new mobilities paradigm

The new mobilities paradigm is about
more than just the movement of humans,
it is about all sorts of movements. Besides
it is not just about going from A to B but
about the experience of travelling. Moving
becomes the standard while there is a
stigma attached to staying behind.
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Chapter 3 Main features of youth outmigration
In this chapter the first sub-question ‘Did the identification of the main features of rural youth
outmigration change in time and if so in which way?’ will be answered. The focus will be on what
academics have written about rural youth outmigration from the ‘70s onwards. With main features is
meant what sort of people and their motives. Questions that can be asked therefore are ‘What
groups of people are seen most likely to migrate?’, ‘What are the most important reasons for
migrating?’ and ‘What factors are influencing a person’s chances to migrate?’. This chapter will be
divided into periods of 10 years. In this way it will be possible to compare the shifts that occurred in
migration theory in general to the shifts that occurred in rural youth outmigration.

3.1 Main features rural youth outmigration in the ‘70s
Although the number of young people leaving rural areas was smaller during the ‘70s than in other
decades1, in general the pattern of young people leaving the rural areas and migrating to urban areas
is evident in each decade (Fuguitt & Heaton, 1995). Even though it was clear that outmigration of
rural youth slowed down, it never stopped despite the growing job opportunities in many rural areas
during the 70s (Swanson & Butler, 1988). In their research about migration expectations and
performances of young adults, Yoesting and Bohlen (1968) define migration as “as a person's
departure from and residing outside the community in which he resided at the time he was a senior
in high school.” (Yoesting and Bohlen, 1968, p.492). Hannan (1970) and Connell et al. (1976) defined
outmigration “as a flight from the land” (In Stockdale, 2002, p. 348).
3.1.1 What groups of people are most likely to migrate?
According to Yoesting and Bohlen (1968), in their research on high school seniors in America, there
are some important characteristic in which migrants differ from non-migrants. Bowles (1965)
indicates that rural youth who migrates to urban areas differ from youth who stays in the rural area,
in “age, sex, marital status, education, income, employment and color” (Yoesting and Bohlen, 1968,
p.486). Females are more likely than men to migrate out of rural areas between the age of 16 and 26.
Men however are more likely to out-migrate between the age of 28 and 55. According to
Schwarzweller females were more aspired to move away from their home county (In Yoesting and
1

I am familiar with the fact that during the ‘70s in the US there was an opposite trend going on as well. A lot of
people were moving from the urban areas into the rural areas. This urban-rural migration trend is called “rural
renaissance”. Because during this period, although less than before, rural youth was still moving to the urban
areas, this countermovement is not relevant for this research and therefore will not be discussed. More
information about this can be found in (Domina, What Clean Break?: Education and Nonmetropolitan
Migration Patterns, 1989–2004, 2006), (Johnson & Fuguitt, 2000) and (Fuguitt & Heaton, The impact of
migration on the nonmetropolitan population age structure, 1960-1990, 1995).
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Bohlen, 1968). Females living on a farm were more likely to migrate than non-farm females, for men
however living on a farm made no difference. Both black and white women were more likely to
migrate to urban areas, however this difference between men and women was bigger among white
than among black people (Yoesting and Bohlen, 1968). Although Yoesting and Bohlen (1968) have
clear results about what kind of people are migrating more, often they do not give explanations for
these differences.
3.1.2 What are the most important reasons for migrating?
According to Taves and Coller (1964) future aspirations of rural youth are influencing their choices to
migrate or not. Rural youth is likely to use migration in order of seek communities which offer them
the best opportunities to achieves their aspirations. Youth who aspires white collar occupations is
more likely to migrate than youth who aspires blue collar occupations as the opportunity of finding
white collar job in a rural area is smaller (Taves and Coller, 1964). In their opinion there is also a
direct relationship between migration and social class. According to Rieger (1972) the most
important motives for migration among young people are related to career opportunities for rural
youth. However according to his research there is almost no link between migration and social class
(Rieger, 1972).
According to Kirschenbaum (1971) people with a low education are less employable than people with
a higher education. Therefore a ‘relative lack of skills can act as a barrier to migration’ (Ritchey, 1976,
p.387). Youth with aspirations to achieve something is more likely to migrate in order to get access to
higher education and occupations that are not available in the area they are living in (Ritchey, 1976).
According to Hannan (1969), the major cause of migration is ‘the relative scarcity of job and income
earning opportunities at all levels of aspiration, but particularly at the upper levels’ (Hannan, 1969).
The higher the level of occupational and income aspirations the greater the dissatisfaction and the
frustration of living in a rural area is. The presence of this dissatisfaction and frustration will make it
more likely that someone will migrate.

3.2 Main features rural youth outmigration in the ‘80s
For this research, unfortunately not a lot of literature on rural youth outmigration during the ‘80s has
been found. There can be different reasons for this limited amount of literature. One explanation
therefore could be that not a lot has been written about this subject during the ‘80s because there
was almost no outmigration of rural youth. During the ‘70s there was a lot of migration into rural
areas. This migration trend of moving into the countryside is called “counter urbanisation” or
“inmigration”. However during the ‘80s this became the other way around again. More people were
moving out of the countryside than moving into it, so during this time there was outmigration of
rural youth (Domina, 2006). Nevertheless during those years a lot of research on migration focussed
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on inmigration instead of outmigration. Even though a lot of research focussed on inmigration, many
researchers implicitly recognise that the trend of outmigration was still going on during those years.
Evidence for the continuing of this outmigration trend can be found in statistical data (Stockdale,
2002). A lot of researchers believed that this outmigration during the ‘80s was just a temporary
phase and that it would soon lead to a new trend of inmigration. This could be an explanation for the
fact that not so much has been written about rural youth outmigration during the ‘80s. The main
focus of academics was still on counter urbanisation, the little amount of research that has been
done on outmigration was mainly a continuing on the research of the ‘70s. Economic motivations
were considered to be the main reason for migration.
Because there has not been written that much about the outmigration of rural youth during the ‘80s,
no information has been found about what groups of people are most likely to migrate.
3.2.1 What are the most important reasons for migrating?
According to Swanson and Butler (1986) young people seem to be thinking that jobs in the city will
give them a higher wage that jobs in rural areas. The pull factors of a world outside of the rural area
seems to attract especially the most talented young people, who are most likely to be highly
educated and working in a white collar job (Swanson & Butler, 1988). Although things like an efficient
network of industries and businesses also makes living in a city attractive, a big scare of the highly
educated youth will ‘always be attracted to the economic opportunities’ of the urban areas (Swanson
& Butler, 1988, p. 160).

3.3 Main features rural youth outmigration in the ‘90s
Another reason why there has not been written so much about outmigration during the ‘80s and also
during the ‘90s (Stockdale, 2002) could be that research about outmigration was saturated. A lot of
research had been done about outmigration before and during the ‘70s. All this literature focussed
on the importance of education as the main reason for rural youth to migrate. There were not a lot
of new things to write about. With the trend of inmigration during the ‘70s there was a new subject
to write about so academics focussed more on writing about inmigration then outmigration. This
changed however through the “cultural turn” which started in the end of the ‘80s (Woods, 2005).
The cultural turn, which was visible throughout every aspect of the social sciences became also
visible in rural studies (Cloke , 1997). This can be seen for example in the change in the way in which
research on youth migration has been done from now on.
An example of these different ways of doing research can be found in the research of Boyle et al.
(1998). In their research they focussed on the deterministic or humanist aspects of the process of
migration (Boyle, Halfacree, & Robinson, 1998). Deterministic aspects see migration “as a response
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to particular circumstances”, while humanistic aspects seen “the migrant as an active decisionmaker” (Stockdale, 2002, p. 349). The humanistic approach sees migration as an individual matter.
Therefore in-depth interviews are required for doing this kind of research. Especially the biographical
approach is useful for this kind of research as it focusses on life-course migration instead of migration
as just a single event (Stockdale, 2002). “The biographical narratives of migrants themselves permit a
fuller understanding of the complex decision-making associated with out-migration flows”
(Stockdale, 2002, p. 355). This biographical way of doing research is typical for the cultural turn.
3.3.1 What groups of people are most likely to migrate?
According to Ford et al. (1997) there are different characteristics for youth who leaves the
countryside and for youth who stays. He distinguished the young people in rural England in four
different categories for staying or leaving. There are “committed leavers” who are willing to move
because they want to follow further education. “Reluctant stayers” are less educated youth, who
want to leave but are constrained by not having enough skills or working experience. “Reluctant
leavers” are youth who would rather like to stay due to close ties with family and friends but who are
‘forced’ to migrate out of the rural community due to lack of suitable employment opportunities. The
last category is the “committed stayers”. They are youth “whose sense of belonging in the home
community outweighs any disadvantage of continuing to live there” (Ford et al, 1997, in Stockdale,
2002, p.348).
According to Jones (1999) most parents of outmigrating youth were in-migrants, while most parents
of youth who stayed where locals. Within local communities there are close ties which can be either
supportive or suffocating for youth living there. One of the interviewees in the research of Jones
(1999) said that “Everybody seems to know everybody else. They know what’s happening, they know
everybody’s business” (Jones, 1999, p. 9). “Everybody knowing everybody else” leads to a lot of
gossip in these local communities. Therefore for some people moving to the anonymity of the city
was seen as an escape for this social control of the village.
3.3.2 What are the most important reasons for migrating?
According to Hektner (1995) rural youth are experiencing a conflict due to contradictory feelings. On
the one hand they would like to stay in the rural community, close to their family and friends.
However on the other hand, they would like to move away from the rural area in order to get better
education and job opportunities (Hektner, 1995). Due to limited education and job opportunities in
the rural areas, youth with high aspirations might feel it necessary to leave. If they want to ‘move up’
socioeconomically they will have to ‘move out’ of their rural community (Hektner, 1995). Therefore
according to Hektner (1995) the main reason for rural youth to migrate out of rural areas is the
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desire for upward mobility. In this desire for upward mobility, according to Jones (1999) social class
cannot be ignored. Outmigration can both be seen as a way for upward mobility or as the social
reproduction of this class (Jones, 1999). However this desire can lead to conflicting feelings about
wanting to stay in the rural community (Hektner, 1995). Most important reasons for staying are
strong social ties and networks within rural communities. According to Kasarda and Janowitz (1974;
in Hektner, 1995, p.4) also the length of residence plays an important role in “strengthening rural
community attachment”. Within the article of Hektner, the focus is very much on these conflicting
feelings.
According to Hajesz and Dawe (1997) the real motivation for young people to leave the rural area is
the way in which they value it. As they cited from an article of the New York Times (September 5,
1994) “you’re a loser if you don’t leave” (Hajesz & Dawe, 1997). Rural youth sees leaving as a good
idea in which they are supported by their peers and adults in the community. Although young people
would prefer to stay, leavers are seen as smart while stayers are seen as losers. “Leaving is
considered to be the best option” (Hajesz & Dawe, 1997, p. 123). According to Hajesz and Dawe
(1997) there is a vicious circle in outmigration of rural youth. Rural youth are leaving because they
have limited opportunities. If the most active and talented people move away, not much will be done
to improve the opportunities for young people in the rural area, as there are no people left to carry
out improvements. This will lead to limited opportunities for other youth in the future as well who
will also migrate (Hajesz & Dawe, 1997).

3.4 Main features rural youth outmigration 2000-2009
During the period from 2000 till 2009 employment and education are still considered important
reasons for migration. Just as during the cultural turn, the biographical approach is being used for
doing research. Out-migration is associated with heroism and freedom while there is a certain stigma
attached to the ones ‘staying behind’ (Ní Laoire, 2001). Staying behind is often linked to having a
narrow-minded view of life in the contrary to the modern and open-minded people who migrate to
the urban areas (Ní Laoire, 2001). Calling not migrating “staying behind” shows that this is a different
way of framing migration. Leaving rural areas becomes an accepted thing to do while staying is seen
as a failure.
3.4.1 What groups of people are most likely to migrate?
According to Ní Laoire and Fielding (2006) most of the rural youth that is migrating out of rural areas
are women. They see this female dominated migration as a result of the masculine culture of the
countryside. In north Cork in Ireland and upper Swaledale in England, agriculture and rural life seem
to be dominated by men. They are dominating the labour market, having important roles in religious
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life and are very involved in community life through for example sports and drinking in the pub. For
women, migration is seen as a way of escaping from these masculine communities. In the urban
areas it is for them easier to get involved in the community life (Ní Laoire & Fielding, 2006). Moving
out therefore is something which is seen as an act of heroism and freedom while youth who stays in
rural areas is considered as being losers. Ní Laoire assumes that there might be a relation between
the high rates of suicide among rural young men and the high number of young men staying behind
in rural areas because they are more likely to get depressions and mental illness (Ní Laoire, 2001).
In the analysis of Looker and Naylor (2009), rural youth describes the youth who leaves the rural
community

as

“ambitious,”

“more

intelligent,”

“wealthier,”

“more

motivated,”

“more

knowledgeable,” “more determined,” “the fast-lane crowd,” “individualistic,” “stubborn,” “businesstype people,” and “goal orientated” (Looker & Naylor, 2009, p. 55).
3.4.2 What are the most important reasons for migrating?
According to Stockdale (2002) the main driving force for outmigration among rural youth is
education. However biographical research suggests that it is more complicated than migrating for
just education. Young people from rural areas are sometimes expected to migrate by their parents
and other family because they are expected to go to university. In an interview of Stockdale (2002,
p.356) someone said “I was expected to go to university. To do that you have to leave.”. Besides
education, there are other personal motivations for people to migrate as well. Due to some people a
rural community can be seen as claustrophobic, people see, know and hear about everything you do.
Someone said in an interview “The anonymity of living in a city appealed to me. I found the local
community overly close, insular and judgmental” (Stockdale, 2002, p. 358). Another personal
motivation for migrating is that young people want to “explore the wider world beyond their
immediate home area”, “the desire to experience something new” (Stockdale, 2002, p. 360).
According to Stockdale (2002) men where most likely to migrate for employment reasons while the
main reasons for women to migrate were education and personal motivations. For Stockdale the
main aim of her article is to show the complexity that comes with the decision-making process of
migration. This decision-making process is complex as it involves a diversity of mobility decisions and
different migration categories as for example ‘quality of life seekers’ who are following their
aspirations and ‘home community escapees’ who feel claustrophobic in their community and just
want to leave (Stockdale, 2002). The best way to study this complexity of decision-making is through
get personal narratives from migrants through the biographical approach.
Ní Laoire (2000) writes in her paper on rural out-migration from North-Cork that the most important
reasons for outmigration are employment and education. For her “migration reflects a process of
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negotiation between various structures, desires and values pulling in different directions” (Ní Laoire,
2000, p. 238). This research has been conducted through a biographical approach. Especially for
women identity and lifestyle aspects are important reasons to leave the rural area.
According to Glendinning et al. 2003, rural youth sometimes has the feeling that their voice is not
counting in their community. This can for example be found when young people see hanging around
together in their community as a positive thing, while for older people this is seen as a thread to the
community life (Glendinning, Nuttall, Hendry, Kloep, & Wood, 2003). For getting better opportunities
women often have the feeling like they have to leave the rural community in order to achieve
something while men can have good employment opportunities in the rural communities. Important
aspects for the desire to leave the rural community among young people, are “a lack of socioeconomic opportunities, declining ties to parents, and kin, and strong educational prospects”
(Glendinning et al., 2003, p. 133)

3.5 Main features rural youth outmigration 2010-2017
According to Skrbis, Woodward and Bean (2014) it is important to focus on the mobility of young
people as most of the existing research is on the mobility of adults (Skrbis, Woodward, & Bean,
2014). Geographic mobility is an important aspect of our globalizing society. Mobility becomes
essential for “future plans, achievements and happiness” and it provides “a promise of a different
life” (Skrbis, Woodward, & Bean, 2014, p. 615). This different life is a life away from a rural and local
society. Therefore mobility can be seen as essential for “full social engagement” (Skrbis, Woodward,
& Bean, 2014, p. 616).

3.5.1 What groups of people are most likely to migrate?
As women are getting more independent and more often highly educated, the rural area is lacking
job opportunities for them. As more jobs for them are available in the city, they become more likely
than men, to migrate out of the rural areas. For young women rural communities feel as “more
intrusive, and constraining” and they feel a stricter social control than young men (Haugen and Villa,
2006, in Leibert, 2016, p. 269). Rural youth grew up with the idea that if you do well in school, you
will have to leave. As stated by Skrbis et al. (2014) “growing up in remote regions is connected to
higher aspirations for mobility” (Skrbis et al., 2014, in Leibert, 2016, p.269).
Youth of whom their parents have finished a higher level of education are more likely to become
higher educated themselves as well. This could be due to the fact that highly educated parents
encourage their children to follow further education as well (Thissen, Droogleever Fortuijn, Strijker,
& Haartsen, 2010). According to Thissen et al. (2010) youth who has been born and raised in their
home region and whose family has lived there for many generations, is less like to leave the area
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than youth who has not. Regional identities can also play an important role in whether people are
leaving or not. These regional identities can be defined as “the specific meanings that are attached to
a region by an actor or group of actors with different interests in the region” (Thissen et al., 2010, p.
430). These regional identities are important for the way rural youth sees the rural area. However
attachment to a certain location might become less important in the contemporary world (Thissen et
al., 2010).
According to Nugin (2014) youth with more social and cultural capital, who are having an active
lifestyle and are participating in social activities and are reading newspapers, are more likely to leave.
At the same time this are the people who are mostly needed for developing the rural area (Nugin,
2014).
3.5.2 What are the most important reasons for migrating?
According to Brooks, Lee, Berry & Toney (2010) the main reasons that affect the choices young
people make to migrate out of rural areas into urban areas are, the length of residence and their
occupational aspirations (Brooks, Lee, Berry, & Toney, 2010). People who were new in rural areas are
almost 4 times more likely to migrate than people who have been living there for over 15 years
(Brooks, Lee, Berry, & Toney, 2010). When looking at the occupational aspirations, youth with
aspirations of working in professional and managerial occupations had respectively 2,78 and 1,67
more chance of having been migrated at the age of 35 than youth aspiring blue collar occupations
(Brooks, Lee, Berry, & Toney, 2010). Related to this factor of occupational aspirations are the level of
education of the mother and the social class a person belongs to. If a mother has graduated from
college or high school, there is a bigger chance that her children will migrate out of the rural area
compared to children of a mother who did not graduate college or high school (Brooks, Lee, Berry, &
Toney, 2010). Social class has a strong influence on developing higher occupational aspirations
among youth with a higher social status than among youth with a lower social status. Rural youth
from a higher social class therefore is more likely to have aspirations in professional and managerial
occupations. Having these aspirations results in being more likely to migrate (Brooks, Lee, Berry, &
Toney, 2010). Besides the length of residence and occupational aspirations, education is also an
important factor that influenced the chance for rural youth to migrate. Youth that graduates from
high school is more likely to migrate than youth who did not. For youth that graduated from college
the chance of migrating more than doubled compared to high school graduates (Brooks, Lee, Berry,
& Toney, 2010).
Patriarchal structures seen to be the main reason for Swedish women to migrate out of rural areas
according to Rauhut and Littke, 2016. Rural women are willing to take any job that will get them out
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of the rural area especially when the only futures they can have being a “homemaker and mother”
(Rauhut & Littke, 2016, p. 304). Women are being “pushed away by the patriarchal structures in their
community of origin” as they pay more attention to socio-cultural aspects for making their decision
about whether to migrate or not (Rauhut & Littke, 2016, p. 304). According to Rauhut and Littke
(2016) there are two broad categories in which the main reasons for migration can be divided. The
first one is about labour related causes as employment and education while the second is about
socio- cultural causes. These socio- cultural causes can for example be “the quest for the enhanced
personal freedom urban lifestyles offer, a general level of dissatisfaction with the traditional forms of
social control exercised in traditional agricultural and industrial communities and the perceived
absence of economic and social progress in rural areas” (González & García, 2003, in Rauhut & Littke,
2016, p. 305). This urban lifestyle can for example be found in being close to cultural things as
theatre, opera and art exhibitions (Rauhut & Littke, 2016). Female activities are less valued in rural
areas which are dominated by men. All these different reasons lead to dissatisfaction among women
in rural areas. This dissatisfaction results therefore in the outmigration of women (Rauhut & Littke,
2016).

3.6 Change in main features of rural youth outmigration
In this third chapter the sub-question ‘Did the identification of the main features of rural youth
outmigration change in time and if so in which way?’ has been discussed. In this section an answer to
this question is formulated.
As can be seen in the sections above, the identification of the main features of rural youth
outmigration did indeed change. As main features where considered what sort of people and their
motives. Whereas in the ‘70s the focus to distinguish groups of migrants was mainly of measurable
facts as age, gender, colour etc. this changed throughout the years. In the ‘90s academics focussed
mainly on the experiences and feelings of young people in rural areas when they were leaving or
staying. These feelings can be towards a desire for upward mobility and better education and
employment opportunities, the social control by gossiping or wanting to stay close to family and
friends. Also attention has been paid to if the parents were living in the community for their entire
life or if they were in-migrants. Leaving has got a higher value as leavers are considered smart, while
stayers are considered losers. In the ‘00s more attention has been paid to personal motivations of
migrants. Better job and education opportunities are still considered very important but besides that,
also the claustrophobic feeling of living in a rural community, the will to explore the wider world and
for women the will to escape the dominant masculine culture of the countryside are now seen as
important motivations for migrants to leave the rural area. Not migrating is seen as “staying behind”,
it is seen as a failure while leaving is becoming accepted. In the ‘10s women are considered more
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likely to leave and education and job opportunities remain important motivations. Besides, attention
has been paid to social class and the educational level of the migrants’ parents. Personal motivations
are patriarchal structures, obtaining personal freedom and an urban lifestyle.
Throughout all the different time periods, women are considered more likely to leave as men and
achieving better opportunities for education and employment remain important. However other
features do change over time. The most important change that can distinguish is a change in the
focus of research. Whereas in the first periods the focus is mainly on measurable facts as education
level, income, age, gender, colour etc. in later periods the focus is more on the personal motivations
and experiences of rural youth.
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Chapter 4 evaluation of rural youth outmigration
In this chapter the second sub-question ‘Did the assessment/evaluation of outmigration of rural
youth change and if so in which way?’ will be answered. Within this chapter the focus will be on the
way in which academics look at outmigration. Questions that can be asked to determine their point
of view are ‘For who is outmigration of rural youth seen as a problem or an opportunity and has this
changed over time?’, ‘For what reasons is outmigration of rural youth seen as a problem or an
opportunity and has this changed over time?’ and ‘Did one foresee room for counteracting in rural
outmigration and which recommendations were given?’. As in the previous chapter, in this chapter
there will also be a division in periods of 10 years. In this way it will be possible to compare the result
from this chapter to the results of the previous chapters.

4.1 Assessment of outmigration of rural youth in the ‘70s
During the ‘70s academics saw outmigration of rural youth mainly as a negative phenomenon. For
example according to Taves and Coller (1964) the outmigration of rural youth will cause problems for
the services and facilities, as schools, churches and health facilities in rural communities. If the young
people move away, there will be not enough people to keep these facilities alive for the people who
stay. Therefore Taves and Coller (1964) see outmigration of rural youth mainly as a problem for the
people who do not leave the rural community. In their opinion the main reason for migration is
having high aspirations about the future. In this way leaving might be positive for the youth who is
leaving as by leaving they have a bigger opportunity to achieve these aspirations.
According to Schwarzweller (1979) rural outmigration has always been seen as a negative subject by
academics. “It wasn’t long ago that we were talking […] the gloomy language of rural depopulation:
flight from the land, lack of jobs, exodus of young people, erosion of community institutions,
difficulties in maintaining a minimum level op necessary public services, and the withering of morale
in our small towns and rural hamlets.” (Schwarzweller, 1979, p. 7). However now rural demographers
are excited about people moving into the rural areas. This trend of counter urbanisation therefore is
seen as positive for the rural community (Schwarzweller, 1979). Just like Taves and Coller (1964),
Schwarzweller sees outmigration as a problem for the people who stay in the community.
Nevertheless he sees a trend of counter urbanisation coming up now, which in his opinion is
something positive.
Barbara Weber (1974) states that aspirations of young people are having positive as well as negative
consequences for the rural communities. According to her, the rural exodus in Poland during socialist
times is positive to a certain extent due to relative over population in the rural areas. However, a
negative aspect is that people who decide to move away are quite often the most “intelligent, active
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and dynamic individuals from agricultural work” (Weber, 1974, p. 236). This outmigration can result
in a “shortage of manpower in some areas” (p. 236). Besides it can lead to a lack of heirs who want to
take over their fathers farm (Weber, 1974). From her point of view, the outmigration of rural people
in general is not particular negative however the outmigration of rural youth is. If young people are
moving away, this causes problems for their parents if they do not take over the farm. A solution for
fulfilling the aspirations of young people in their rural area can be found in youth organizations. The
main goals of these organizations are “the development of a cooperative spirit and the satisfaction of
the aspirations of young people” (Weber, 1974, p. 238). If rural youth can fulfil their aspirations while
living in the countryside, they might be more likely to stay. Giving young people more opportunities
to achieve their aspirations in the rural area might therefore be a good way to counteract
outmigration of rural youth.

4.2 Assessment of outmigration of rural youth in the ‘80s
During the ‘80s it seems that outmigration of rural youth was not considered to be a major problem.
As mentioned in chapter 3, during the ‘80s academics focused in their research mainly on counter
urbanisation instead of outmigration. Although there was a trend of net outmigration, the general
expectation was that this was just temporary and that after a while counter urbanisation would
continue again (Stockdale, 2002) (Domina, 2006).
According to Swanson and Butler (1988) young people are well aware of the better job opportunities
they have in the urban areas. The pull factor of all the possibilities of urban areas may be too strong
to stop outmigration of talented young people. The people who decide to stay in the rural area are at
risk of living in poverty and being unemployed (Swanson & Butler, 1988). According to Swanson and
Butler (1988) a solution to decrease the high numbers of outmigration could be job opportunities
and higher wages. This will not only have an influence on outmigration, it will also stimulate new
people to move into the rural areas and it may increase the level of education among the rural
population as due to better job opportunities they will have a possibility to find suitable work
without having to migrate (Swanson & Butler, 1988). For Swanson and Butler (1988) staying seems to
be negative for young people as it will be hard for them to find a job. However they are coming with
recommendations for rural areas to make it more attractive for young people to stay. Therefore it
seems that in their opinion it would be better for the community if young people stayed living there.

4.3 Assessment of outmigration of rural youth in the ‘90s
During the ‘90s outmigration of rural youth seems to become something which is more accepted as a
normal thing. According to Bauman (1995) in the post-modern world there is the “avoidance of being
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fixed – to an identity, to a relationship, or to a place” (Bauman, 1995, in Jones, 1999, p.2). This can be
seen among young people as well.
Hektner (1995) describes in his article the outmigration of rural youth mainly as a problem for these
young people themselves. They are feeling contradictive feelings as on the one hand they would like
to stay close to their family and friends but on the other hand they would like to leave in order to get
better opportunities (Hektner, 1995). Just like in earlier times, leaving seems the only way in which
young people can get better opportunities. However for young people, leaving is not always an easy
thing to do.
For Gibbs and Cromartie (1994) the solution for the problem of outmigration of rural youth lies not in
trying to stop them outmigrating because they need to go away in order to get further education. A
key solution however lies in attracting them in a later stage of life, after they finished their education.
This is needed because rural youth who leaves, is the mostly skilled part of the community. This brain
drain is a concern for researchers due to the loss of local human capital (Gibbs & Cromartie, 1994). In
their opinion, the outmigration of rural youth is something which should be accepted but when these
youth gets older, rural communities need to attract them to come back. Young people move away for
education, employment, starting a family or just because they want to live somewhere else as the
familiar home community. Later on in their life cycle as they have completed their education, have
got married and have children they might want to move back to the rural community.

4.4 Assessment of outmigration of rural youth from 2000-2009
During the ‘00s outmigration of rural youth is both seen as something negative and positive.
According to Glendinning et al. (2003) outmigration has often been considered as a loss by those
who stay as well as by researchers and policymakers (Glendinning et al., 2003). “A future without
young people is envisaged as a bleak one” (Glendinning et al., 2003, p. 131). Although outmigration is
often framed as a problem, for many young people in rural areas, outmigration is a choice and an
opportunity. Especially young women are glad to be able to make choices which their mothers and
grandmothers never could (Glendinning et al., 2003). Young people see outmigration not necessarily
as something definite but as a choice with always an opportunity for returning.
In the research, held by the government of Canada (2002), a number of community leaders said that
rural youth leaving the community was seen as a positive event. Only by leaving, rural youth gained
“new experiences” and had the possibility to “broaden their horizons” (Government of Canada, 2002,
p. 18). Nevertheless some community leaders were concerned about the outmigration of rural youth
as well. According to them it causes problems in the long term as this would lead to a vicious circle of
young people leaving. Possible strategies for keeping or attracting youth to rural areas could be to
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enhance education and employment opportunities, increase civic engagement of youth, make living
in rural areas financially attractive organize activities to increase awareness of rural opportunities
and the benefits of rural living, and organizing events to crease the sense of community identity as
festivals and other activities (Government of Canada, 2002).
On the contrary Muilu and Rusanen (2003) see outmigration of rural youth mainly as a threat to rural
communities. Their biggest concern is that rural areas cannot remain viable if young people continue
leaving and no new young people are moving in (Muilu and Rusanen, 2003, in Stockdale, 2004). The
most visible consequence of outmigration for communities is the “abandonment of many
landscapes” as for example abandoned buildings (Stockdale, 2004, p. 169). Consequences rural
communities will have to deal with are for example closing of schools, reducing public transport
facilities and closures of local shops and other facilities. Outmigration is also having an influence on
the decline of native languages like Gaelic, Irish and Welsh (Stockdale, 2004).
Rural outmigration, is according to Stockdale (2004) negative for the rural community but beneficial
for the individual migrant. Returning to the rural area therefore is seen as a failure, a sign that you
could not make it in the urban area (Stockdale, 2004). This can also be found in the analysis of Looker
and Naylor (2009). According to them “many rural youth frame their rurality and their choice to live
in their home communities as a failure” (Looker & Naylor, 2009, p. 43). Choosing not to move away is
seen as “a failure to successfully “move away”, to achieve “the good life”, to “have made it”, to “get
[their] schooling”, and in some cases simply to find “something to do” (Looker & Naylor, 2009, p. 43).
Therefore youth who want to achieve something in the future moves away and does not come back.
Outmigration of rural youth contributes to “local skill shortages and reduces the pool of potential
future partners for young people” (Gibson & Argent, 2008, p. 136). Another reason why outmigration
can be seen as a problem is that it reinforces the negative discourse about living in a rural area.
However outmigration can also be seen as a benefit to the migrant for experiencing different places,
living in a big city and “getting a wider sense of the world” (Gibson & Argent, 2008, p. 136). If these
young people return to their home community they bring in new skills and insights. Youth who has
already left should be considered as something that needs to be encouraged and to which positive
connections should be maintained. They should be seen as people who are possible to return, if their
priorities change later on in life (Gibson & Argent, 2008).

4.5 Assessment of outmigration of rural youth from 2010-2017
During the ‘10s outmigration of rural youth, and particularly outmigration of young women, gives
them better opportunities than what they would have had when staying in a rural area. As cities offer
women better job opportunities, they will benefit from migrating out of the rural area. Besides that,
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cities also offer better marriage opportunities for women since men in the city will have a higher
income and a better job than men in the rural areas (Leibert, 2016). For men who stay in rural areas
however it becomes problematic to find a suitable partner, as there are not so many women to
choose from. However with a lot of people in the public and service sectors having the age of
retiring, there soon will be new job opportunities available for qualified women in rural areas. This
might lead to a reducing of women leaving the countryside (Leibert, 2016).
For academics it is not likely that this trend of outmigration will stop or reverse as long as the supply
of facilities in rural areas is not improved. As stated by Corbett (2009), “If the state effectively
abandons rural places, mobile youth will be far less likely to return to under-serviced communities,
even if they truly want to live in these places” (Corbett, 2009, p. 8 as cited in Leibert, 2016, p. 270).
So therefore if governments want rural youth to move back, they will have to make sure that there
are enough facilities.
Mobility is often seen as part of the transition of youth into adulthood, as mobility brings young
people new experiences and self-enhancement. Therefore making the decision whether to leave or
to stay has become part of growing up for rural youth (Nugin, 2014). During different phases of their
lives youth is moving back and forth to different places. This is called “yo-yo transitions” by Pais
(2000, in Nugin, 2014, p. 53). Outmigration of rural youth therefore can be seen as a process which is
not final but just a move in one phase of their lives (Nugin, 2014). According to Thissen et al. (2010)
“a place is more and more seen as somewhere to reside in the short-term at a specific time of life”
(Thissen et al., 2010, p. 429). In Nugins opinion, “the choice of out-migration can be reversible and
young people can always return to their roots” (Nugin, 2014, p. 62). For her discourse about leaving
is very important as leaving gets to be normalized quite often (Nugin, 2014).
In the interviews with youth workers (Nugin, 2014) can be seen that the outmigration of rural youth
can be seen both positive and negative. Youth will have to choose between social mobility, trying to
achieve something somewhere else, or geographic rootedness (Nugin, 2014). Although the
outmigration of rural youth was clearly seen as a problem, some people thought that it was
important to “let them [rural youth] seen something” (Nugin, 2014, p. 61). In the eyes of the youth
workers leaving is often seen “as moving forward, rather than moving away” (Nugin, 2014, p. 61).
Even though migrating out of the rural area is considered as positive for the youth, according to the
youth workers it is important that the youth returns afterwards. “The support of local communities is
vital in staying connected with one’s rural home area or in wishing to come back” (Trell et al., 2012,
p.146 as cited in Nugin, 2014, p.59). Many of the youth workers had several ideas of how they could
get young people back in their community, as for example creating a feeling of engagement and
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belonging among youth and they believed that some of them actually will return. Furthermore a lot
of the workers thought that the youth who left will get replaced by others and some youth workers
just accepted the fact that some rural areas “would slowly fade away” (Nugin, 2014, p. 61).

4.6 Shift in assessment of outmigration
In this section an answer to the second sub-question ‘Did the assessment/evaluation of outmigration
of rural youth change and if so in which way?’ will be given by comparing the assessment of
outmigration of rural youth through time. The chapter starts with the ‘70s in which outmigration of
rural youth mainly has been seen as a negative phenomenon. Although outmigration can be an
opportunity for young people who want to achieve their aspirations, it is mainly considered to be a
problem for the people who stay in the rural community. During this time the focus is mainly on the
positive job aspects of leaving and the negative consequences leaving has for facilities in rural
communities. The process of counter urbanisation is stated to be a good thing which needs to be
encouraged. A solution for keeping and attracting youth into the countryside can lie in making sure
young people can fulfil their aspirations within the rural area.
Secondly the chapter discusses the assessment of outmigration of rural youth during the ‘80s. As the
focus of academics during this time was mainly on counter urbanisation, outmigration was not
considered to be a major problem. As not a lot has been written about outmigration of rural youth
during this time, it is hard to have a clear overview of how academics were looking at this
phenomenon. Staying might make it harder for young people to find jobs but for the community it
would be better if they stayed. A solution to make it more attractive to stay in a rural area would be
to increase job opportunities and to provide higher wages.
The third period that is discussed is the ‘90s. During the ‘90s just as during the ‘70s, leaving seems to
be a good choice for young people if they want to make something of their life. Outmigration
therefore becomes more accepted as a normal phenomenon. However it is not always an easy choice
to make as for young people it might be hard to leave their family and friends behind. A key solution
for outmigration that has been given during this time is to let them go for education and try to
attract them in a later stage in life.
Although during the ‘00s outmigration of rural youth is often considered to be a problem for the
rural community, for many young people, and especially for women, it is an important opportunity.
Therefore it is sometimes seen as a positive event through which young people are gaining new
experiences. Staying in a rural community or moving back is quite often considered as failing. On the
other hand it can be negative for the rural communities as it might lead to for example, a decline of
native languages and it reinforces the negative discourse about living on the countryside. On the
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contrary to earlier times, during this decade, leaving is no longer considered to be a permanent
choice, young people always have the opportunity to come back to their place of origin.
The last period in which the assessment of outmigration has been discussed is the period from 2010
till 2017. During this period, still attention to gender has been paid within research on outmigration
of rural youth. For women, outmigration has been seen as an opportunity but it is seen as a problem
for men. Leaving the rural area enlarges women’s opportunities for better jobs and marriages. As
men are less likely to move, staying in rural areas with a possible shortage of women will cause a lot
of problems for finding a suitable partner. Mobility is considered to be a part of the transition of
youth into adulthood which will give them new experiences. Therefore leaving the rural area gets
normalized quite often. During this time leaving of rural youth is still considered to be a problem for
the community but an important opportunity for the youth themselves in order to see something of
the world.
The most important shift that can be found through the different time periods is that within the first
periods, the focus is mainly on the positive impacts leaving has on education and job opportunities
and the negative impacts leaving has on the rural communities as facilities will disappear. In later
periods more positive aspects for rural youth who is leaving are given as academics see leaving as a
way in which young people can gain new experiences and broaden their horizon. Leaving has become
a normal thing, it is natural for youth to leave for that phase in their life. This move however is not
considered to be definitive. If young people want they can always come back.
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Chapter 5 Comparing migration theories with youth migration
In this chapter the development of research on youth migration through time will be a compared
with the development of migration theories in general through time. Besides it will be evaluated if
the shifts in theoretical perspective in migration theories in general are also visible in research on
youth migration. These comparisons will answer the third sub-question ‘To what extend does the
shift in writing about youth outmigration reflects the shift in writing about migration in general?’.
Like in the previous chapters these comparison will be made on the basis of the time periods of ten
years.
For making this comparison, the table from chapter 2 will be used and supplemented. This table
includes the key features of migration theories in general and theories on the outmigration of rural
youth from chapter 2 and 3.
Period

Phase within

Explanation of the phase

Comparison with research on
rural youth outmigration

migration theories
1885 – the
1970s

Push and pull
factors of
economics

Main explanation for
migration during this period
is a higher wage or better job
opportunities somewhere
else.

Aspirations for education or
employment are considered
to be the main reasons for
migration. Lack of skills can be
a barrier to migration.
Females are most likely to
migrate

During the
1980s

Migration as a
socio-economic
process

It is not just about making
the decision to migrate but
about the process that a
migrant is going through
before making the final
decision. In making this
decision attention is not only
paid to the economic costs
and benefits but also to the
social aspects and costs of
leaving an area.

Highly educated youth is
attracted to the economic
opportunities of urban areas.
Different from the
development of migration
theory in general, within
research on youth migration,
no literature has been found
on migration as a decisionmaking process.

During the
1990s

Cultural- and
transnational turn
in migration
theories

Through the cultural turn
more attention is being paid
to the cultural aspects of
migration. It is not just about
the socio-economic motives
of moving but also about
identity and the sense of
feeling home at a certain
place. Through the
transnational turn, migration
is not just about going from A

The cultural turn is visible in
research on youth migration
as well as the biographical
approach is used a lot. The
transnational turn is not
visible as youth migration is
internal migration instead of
international. The desire for
upward mobility can lead to
conflicting feelings about
wanting to stay. Staying
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From 2000 2009

From 2010 2017

The new mobilities
paradigm

to B but a migrant can live in
two places at once. Besides
more attention is being paid
to the aspect of gender in
migration research.

behind however is considered
as being a loser.

The new mobilities paradigm
is about more than just the
movement of humans, it is
about all sorts of
movements. Besides it is not
just about going from A to B
but about the experience of
travelling. Moving becomes
the standard while there is a
stigma attached to staying
behind.

Also during this period,
employment and education
are still considered as most
important motives for youth
migration. For doing research
the biographical approach is
still being used. Not migrating
is seen as ‘staying behind’.
Young people want to explore
the wider world.
Mobility plays an essential
role in the lives of young
people. Education is still a
very important factor. Young
people want to have personal
freedom and an urban
lifestyle. Leaving is no longer
seen as something
permanent. Youth can always
return in a later stage in life.
Staying is no longer the norm,
leaving becomes normalized.

What can be seen in the literature on outmigration of rural youth from the ‘70s, is that just like
literature on migration in general, the motives and explanations that are given for outmigration are
mainly economic as well. However in contrary to theories about migration in general, education plays
a very important role in literature about rural youth outmigration. This makes sense of course
because in their stage of life, education is more important for youth than job opportunities.
Education opportunities therefore can be seen as an economic motive. Rural youth is migrating in
order to get better education opportunities that suit their future aspirations.
During the ‘80s there has not been done so much research on the outmigration of rural youth.
However in the explanations for outmigration of rural youth in the research that has been done,
economic motives still dominated. Education opportunities and aspirations were, like in the ‘70s still
considered as the main driving of the outmigration of rural youth. In migration theory in general the
focus during this period is very much on the process of decision making whether to migrate or not
but this has not been found in literature on outmigration of rural youth.
37

As within migration theories in general, the cultural turn is visible in research on youth migration
during the ‘90s as well as. This can be found in the fact that academics pay more attention to the
experience of leaving or staying as that they determine the fact of migration itself. During this time,
also in literature on youth outmigration, academics have focussed on the cultural elements of
migration as identity and sense of feeling home somewhere. For this new way of studying migration,
the biographical approach has been used to do research. The biographical approach is very suitable
for this kind of research as academics are more interested in the experiences of migrants than in
measuring certain features as income and level of education. The transnational turn, however, is not
visible within literature about outmigration of rural youth. This makes sense because
transnationalism is about international migration while outmigration of rural youth is about internal
migration. Within the literature about youth migration during this period, a lot of attention is being
paid to the feelings young people have when leaving or staying in the rural area. There is a desire for
upward mobility, having better job/education opportunities and to get an urban lifestyle and
identity. This desire can lead to conflicting feelings about wanting to stay close to family and friends.
Often leaving is considered as the best option while staying behind is considered as being a loser.
From 2000 till 2009 not a lot changed in the literature on youth outmigration. Employment and
education are still considered as the most important reasons for outmigration of rural youth. A lot of
research is still done through the biographical approach. Not migrating is seen as ‘staying behind’ in a
narrow-minded life while outmigration is considered as modern and open-minded. Some reasons for
migrating out of rural areas can be expectations of parents and teachers, a claustrophobic feeling of
living in a small village, being attracted to an urban lifestyle, and the will to explore the wider world.
In the period from 2010 till 2017 mobility plays an essential role in the life rural youth. Youth with
high aspirations is considered more likely to migrate. These aspirations have often to do with
educational or employment opportunities. Besides these economic factors, there are socio-cultural
causes as well. Moving to an urban area often comes with enlarging one’s personal freedom and
getting an urban lifestyle. Featuring for this era of mobility, is that leaving is no longer seen as
something permanent. While people are young, leaving is important while in a later stage in life they
can always return to the countryside. If young people are keeping good contact with their rural
community, this can be seen as some form of transnationalism. In this case the migrant is not
crossing international borders but can still have the feeling of living in two places at once. Keeping
this contact can perhaps lead to the return of young migrants to the countryside later on in their
lives.
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As can be concluded in this chapter, the shift in writing about youth outmigration reflects the shift in
writing about migration in general to a certain extend. Within the research on youth migration the
literature from the ‘70s and ‘80s is just like in the theories on migration in general in the ‘70s mainly
explained from an economic point of view. Whereas within theories on migration in general in the
‘80s more attention is being paid to the decision-making process, this has not been found in the
literature about youth migration. The cultural turn during the ‘90s in the social sciences is visible in
both migration theories in general and research on youth migration. The transnational turn however
cannot be found in research on youth migration as this is only about internal migration, while
transnationalism is about international migration. Whereas in migration theories in general the new
mobilities paradigm sets in in the early 2000s, in research on youth migration the mobility paradigm
mainly becomes clearly visible after 2010. Most of the shifts in theory on migration in general can be
found in research on youth migration as well, although these shifts might occur later in research on
youth migration than they do in theories on migration in general.

39

Chapter 6 Conclusion and discussion
In this final chapter first the conclusion of this research is presented. These concluding remarks will
lead to an answer to the sub-questions and central research question. After that, the limitations of
this study are discussed and recommendations for future research will be given.
In this research the shift that has occurred in academic writing on outmigration of rural youth in the
Western world from the 1970s up until 2017 has been described. To describe this shift, different subquestions are answered. The first sub-question that has been answered in chapter 3 is ‘Did
researchers’ identification of the main features of outmigration of rural youth change in time and if so
in which way?’ . The answer to this question is, that indeed the identification of the main features of
outmigration of rural youth did change over time. The most important change in the identification of
the main features of outmigration of rural youth through time is a change in the focus of research. In
the first time periods academics were more focussed on measurable facts as education level, income,
age, gender, colour etc. while in later periods the focus is more on the personal motivations and
experiences of rural youth.
The second sub-question that has been discussed in chapter 4 is ‘Did the assessment/evaluation of
outmigration of youth by researchers change and if so in which way?’. The answer to this question is
that indeed this assessment/evaluation of researchers changed through time. The most important
shift that can be found in this evaluation is that within the first time periods, the focus of scholars is
mainly on the positive impacts leaving has on education and job opportunities and the negative
impacts leaving has on the rural communities as facilities will disappear. In later periods academics
focus more on positive aspects for rural youth who is leaving. Academics see leaving as a way in
which young people can gain new experiences and broaden their horizon. Leaving has become a
normalized as it is natural for youth to leave for that phase in their life. Leaving, nevertheless is no
longer considered to be definitive. Young people can always come back it they want to.
The third sub-question that has been discussed in this research is ‘To what extend does the shift in
researchers’ writing about youth outmigration reflects the shift in writing about migration in
general?’. The answer to this third sub-question is that the shift in writing on youth outmigration
reflects the shift in writing about migration in general to a certain extend. Just like in the theories on
migration in general, research on youth migration is during the ‘70s explained from an economic
point of view. During the ‘80s however the shift in focus on the process of decision-making cannot be
found in literature on youth migration. The cultural turn which is clearly visible in theories on
migration in general can also be found in research on youth migration. As the transnational turn is
only about international migration, this cannot be found in in research on youth migration as this is
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only about internal migration. In migration theories in general, the mobility paradigm starts in the
early 2000s. In research on youth migration however, this mobility paradigm only becomes visible
after 2010. All in all, most of the shifts that occur in migration theories in general, can be found in
research on youth migration as well. However in research on youth migration these shifts might
sometimes occur later than in migration theories in general.
As the sub-questions have been answered, it is now possible to answer the central question of this
research. This central question is “What difference is there in the way youth outmigration in the
Western world was described, explained and evaluated by researchers in the course of time, from the
‘70s compared until today – and how can this shift be interpreted?”. Outmigration during the ‘70s
was mainly seen as an economic phenomenon: it was something that young people did to change
and improve their normal living situation. Therefore, outmigration can be seen as an extraordinary
event in the lives of rural youth. This way of looking at outmigration of rural youth, continues during
the ‘80s. From the ‘90s onwards the view on outmigration of rural youth has changed throughout
time. Due to the cultural turn, the main focus of research on youth migration in the ‘90s became on
the experiences of migrants and the cultural aspects of migration. During the 2000s this was still the
main focus of research. From 2010 till 2017 outmigration and mobility can be seen as an essential
part of the lives of rural youth. Whereas outmigration is still about creating better opportunities, it
also concerns the will to have more personal freedom and an urban lifestyle. Nowadays, mobility has
become normalized and not leaving the rural areas could currently be seen as a failure. In that way,
outmigration can nowadays be seen as the standard, something young people have to do.
In conclusion, the way in which academics have been looking at the subject of outmigration of rural
youth has changed through time. Although in every period education has been seen as one of the
most, if not the most, important factor for youth to migrate out of rural areas, other motives and
explanations have changed through time. This change in given explanations can be a result of the
change in the way research has been done throughout the years. With the cultural turn the research
focus has become on the personal narratives of individual people instead of on census data. Different
research methods give different results, this explains the changing outcomes of outmigration
research throughout the years.
The results from this research are important since they give a good overview of how migration
theories, in general and specifically on youth migration, have changed through a time period of
approximate 50 years. Understanding these changes is important as it gives more insight into the
extent to which academics look upon outmigration from an urban perspective and in which way this
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urban perspective may influence policy making. As outmigration becomes more and more
normalized, outmigration could be a major challenge for future generations living in rural areas.
Due to time restrictions, the scope of this research is fairly limited as it has not been possible to read
everything there was to find on the topic of (youth) migration. It might be possible that when taking
other literature in account as well, the results would have been different. Another point which can
be made here is that not all literature that is relevant for this research was freely accessible.
Therefore, it might be the case that some relevant studies have not been taken into account.
For further research it would be interesting to see if there are more differences in the way in which
scholars write about outmigration of rural youth within the Western world. For example, an
interesting comparison can be made between “the east” and “the west” during and after the Cold
War. In this way the influence of capitalism and socialism on the rural-urban migration can be
studied. Something else that can be of interest for further research is to look at what academics
wrote about inmigration/ counter urbanisation of youth. Unfortunately due to time limitations it was
not possible to look at this kind of factors during this research.
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