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I 

 

Abstract  

 

Currently, there is considerable debate over the role graduates play in influencing 

the economic and social characteristics and trajectories of towns and cities.  Some 

commentators argue that a larger graduate population will increase the levels of 

entrepreneurship, innovation and start-up businesses in a town or city, and 

support a cultural and social infrastructure that will attract other wealthier 

migrants.  Indeed, increasing the number of graduates in a town or city is often 

seen as an important policy mechanism through which a region can retain people 

with innovative, entrepreneurial and management capabilities.  Yet, to date there 

have been few studies that examine the reasons why some graduates stay put 

while others move on after finishing university.  Existing studies tend to focus on 

the contribution of graduates to local and regional economic growth and human 

capital.  At the same time, research into the migration patterns of young people 

highlights the importance of situating migration within a wider youth transition 

process shaped by cultural and social influences: a point missed in most studies of 

graduate mobility.    

    
This thesis advances the understanding of graduate migration decisions through 

interviews with key institutional actors and community stakeholders in Brighton & 

Hove, a questionnaire survey of final year University of Brighton undergraduate 

students and interviews with recent graduates living in the city.  It is argued that a 

broader knowledge of the reasons why graduates stay put is essential if regional 

and local policies that seek to foster the retention of graduates are to be fully 

effective.  The thesis stresses the notion of the ‘value’ of staying put and moves 

beyond traditional economic arguments of (non)migration, providing a fuller 

understanding of the social, cultural and psychological dimensions of young 

people’s migration and residential plans and decision-making processes.  The 

findings challenge existing debates on the role of students and graduates in local 

economies and social worlds by highlighting how practices of graduates staying 

put are situated within geographies of youth transitions and are less about 

economic considerations and outcomes and more about belonging and 

attachment, community and security, kinship and connection. 
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1 Introduction 

 

One important social group often seen to embody both geographical and social 

mobility are graduates (defined hereafter as post-students).  They are significant 

as firstly, they are ‘between’ life stages, a phase historically associated with forms 

of mobility and transition.  Secondly, they are seen as playing a crucial role in 

transforming urban landscapes, housing markets and economies.  Thirdly, for both 

these reasons, they are identified as important for urban policy around 

regeneration, creative cities and entrepreneurialism.   

 

The expansion of UK higher education in the past 15 years has prompted a wave 

of scholarship which has sought to understand the impacts of large numbers of 

students on the fabric and economies of university towns and cities in the UK 

(Smith & Holt, 2007).  Figures from the Higher Education Statistics Agency show 

that the numbers of students expanded five-fold from 520,000 in 1997 to 

2,501,295 in 2011 (HESA, 2011).  Much of the work on the impact of this increase 

in student numbers has focused on housing, services and the local economy, and 

on town-university relationships (Goddard & Vallance, 2013; Hubbard, 2008a).  

Linked to this literature on the impacts of current students (and processes of 

studentification), research has also expanded to look at how graduates, i.e. post-

students, impact on local economies and urban processes (Bristow, 2011; Duke-

Williams, 2009; Faggian & McCann, 2009a).   

   

From a policy point of view, retaining the skills and expertise of graduated students 

in particular cities is considered an important means to achieve economic growth 

(Ackers & Gill, 2008; Benneworth & Hospers, 2007; Binks & Clayton, 2006; 

Department for Innovation, Universities & Skills, 2009; Välimaa & Hoffman, 2008).  

This thesis builds on and extends insights from these literatures by focusing in a 

case study of Brighton & Hove, with the aim of explicitly illuminating the 

motivations and aspirations of young people themselves, and how they express 

their own geographies of transition between student and working life in the months 
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and years following graduation.  There are 19,224 graduates on the University of 

Brighton Alumni database with whom the university is in active communication 

(Brown, 2009).   Of those, 69% (13,360) are in the UK and of those, 35% (4,668) 

are still in BN postcodes (Brown, 2009).  Of the 75,000 alumni that the University 

of Sussex are in contact with, approximately 11,000 (15%) live in Brighton & Hove 

(Jones, 2009).  In contrast, of the 140,350 graduates in contact with Leeds 

University alumni, 105,207 are currently residing in the UK and 13,238 (9%) reside 

in Leeds (O’Brien, 2009).  This begs intriguing questions about why graduated 

students remain in Brighton & Hove, a city much smaller economically and in 

population terms than Leeds, suggesting that a more nuanced understanding of 

graduate geographical mobility is required.  

 

This chapter explores the key literatures associated with this social group, which 

together, raise important questions in relation to developing a more textured 

analysis of graduate mobility and ‘fixity’.  There is a large and growing literature on 

knowledge, innovation, and skills, which has developed an economic framing of 

graduate retention as a mechanism for growth within the knowledge economy.  

Across these literatures, there is an emphasis on staying put, and on the economic 

and political strategies that encourage such practices amongst graduates.  At the 

same time, much literature on mobility and migration sees ‘staying put’ as 

signifying a lack of agency, opportunity or ambition to move.  Earlier studies on 

youth mobilities have equated geographical mobility with social mobility, as 

graduates (high school or university) make the transition to adult life.  Far less 

attention has been paid to the value of remaining in a place, beyond the obvious 

connections with employment opportunities.  As the comparison between Leeds 

and Brighton outlined above suggests, this is a question that needs to be taken 

seriously.  This thesis argues that a possible avenue for understanding graduate 

mobility practices lies in the wider context of the literature on youth transitions and 

housing pathways, which opens up an appreciation of how graduates manage and 

negotiate life post-university.   
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The research project aims to make sense of graduate (im)mobilities, beyond 

economic understandings of staying put (e.g. graduate labour market 

destinations).  These aims are addressed in section 1.2.  Rather than ‘mapping’ 

the geographies of graduate labour, this study hopes to ‘understand’ and 

unravel the complexities of the migration and residential processes involved in 

moving from education to work, student to post-student, and the life course 

events negotiated during this transitional phase.  Section 1.3 discusses why 

Brighton & Hove has been chosen for this investigation, and section 1.4 details 

the structure of the thesis. 

 

1.1 Knowledge, im(mobility), and transition  

 

The knowledge economy underpins the range of changes, pressures and trends 

which have increased the importance of innovation, knowledge and learning to 

economic life (Milward, 2003).  Regional and local economies may achieve this 

goal through retaining graduates and harnessing their skills and expertise 

(Goddard, 1999a; Goddard, 1999b).  Graduate retention argues Goddard (1999a: 

10): 

“is an important mechanism through which a region can retain people with 

innovative, entrepreneurial and management capabilities.  However, the 

levels of graduate retention in a region reflect an interplay of several 

different factors, such as:  the ability of HEIs to provide courses and skills 

training which reflect the needs of the regional economy;  the robustness, 

diversity and size of the regional economic base;  the pull factor of ‘core’ 

regions; the current state of the national economy; whether the student 

originates from the region;  the type of higher education institution attended; 

and, the socio-economic background of the student”. 

 

Universities and their post-students play a crucial role within the knowledge 

economy (Välimaa & Hoffman, 2008).  The role of universities within the 

framework of economic local/national development has become increasingly 
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apparent in recent years (Chatterton, 2000; Faggian & McCann, 2009b; Goddard, 

1999b; Goddard et al., 2006).  It has been argued that a university can assume an 

‘entrepreneurial role’, while firms develop an ‘academic dimension’ (Charles, 

2008).  Indeed, according to former Education Secretary Ruth Kelly under the 

Labour Administration, the only viable course for the UK is to move to a highly-

skilled, high value added economy (Simmons, 2010).  It is argued that with around 

20 million graduates in China and two million new graduates each year in India, 

these countries are increasingly competing on expertise (Simmons, 2010).  There 

is an increasing consensus that knowledge capital, the expertise embedded in 

individuals, networks and organisations, providing capacity for continual 

innovation, accounts for much of the productivity growth in the developed world 

(Romer, 1994; Solow, 1994).   

 

In July 2007, the Government unveiled ‘The plan, World Class Skills: implementing 

the Leitch Review of Skills in England’ that presented the Government’s response 

to the independent Leitch Review of Skills (HM Government, 2007) and sets out 

how Government will lead the country into a skills ‘revolution’ within a knowledge 

based economy.  Indeed, the coalition has continued with this agenda with a 

recent campaign by George Osborne for Britain to become “a leading high tech, 

highly skilled economy...determined to become a world-leader in creative 

industries” (Plan for Growth, 2011: 3).  According to Benneworth and Hospers 

(2007), contemporary economic activity is increasingly dominated by knowledge 

based activities (see also Williams & Baláž, 2008).  Florida (1995: 10) asserts that: 

“to be effective in this increasingly borderless global economy, regions must 

be defined by the same criteria and elements which comprise a knowledge 

intensive firm: continuous improvement, new ideas, knowledge creation and 

organisational learning…regions must adopt the principles of knowledge 

creation and continuous learning; they must in effect become knowledge 

creating or learning regions.” 
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The role of students and graduates, and the flows of these skilled and 

knowledgeable individuals, are fundamental in creating creative, culturally vibrant 

and appealing places (Florida, 2005b).  To date, studies of migration and local 

economic development have tended to under-state the significance of non-

migrants.  Commentators currently within anthropology, cultural studies, 

geography, migration, science, technology studies, tourism and sociology, are 

often focused on population mobility.  Within their groundbreaking paper ‘the new 

mobilities paradigm’, Sheller and Urry (2006) assert “…all the world seems to be 

on the move” (p. 207).  Indeed, Adams (2001) commentates rather radically on 

‘hypermobility’, presenting our dystopian technical age, populated by fattening and 

averse children cocooned from the ever present ‘metal in motion’.  The ‘mobility 

paradigm’ has been a key agenda of the social sciences in recent years (Ahmed et 

al., 2003; Amin & Thrift, 2002; Coleman & Crang, 2002; Findlay et al., 2008; 

Hannam et al., 2006; Sheller, 2003).   

 

Studies of non-migration and staying put, particularly in the developing world, 

explore the consequences of migration and the impact on the ‘left behind’ (see 

Toyota et al., 2007 for a review of how the left behind experience and cope with 

absence, loss, and missing household or community members).  Understandings 

of staying put have been heavily associated with a lack of agency and capacity to 

move (Kothari, 2003).  Indeed, Harker (2009) reviews the relevance of 

immobility/mobility to students in Palestine and examines how their experiences of 

university are shaped by a range of (im)mobilities.  Harker (2009) considers that 

‘fixity’ is equated with specific constraints faced by Palestinian students, and an 

accompanying lack of ambition and opportunity.  This corresponds with the 

position taken by key mobilities authors such as Sheller and Urry (2006) and 

others (e.g. Beck, 1992).  Less attention has been paid to the value of staying put, 

and how practices of staying put are negotiated over time. 

 

Other literature equates geographical mobility with forms of social mobility (e.g. 

Duke-Williams, 2009; Fielding, 1992) and life transition (e.g. Calvert, 2010), that is 

linked to the increase of young people in the private rented sector (PRS), the 
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steady increase in the proportion of young people remaining in the parental home 

(Heath, 2008), and the growing association between shared housing and 

graduates and/or young professionals (Smith & Holt, 2007).  Valentine (2003: 40) 

asserts that “faced with a proliferation of choices young people’s biographies are 

increasingly reflexive in that young people can now choose between different 

lifestyles, sub-cultures and identities” (see also Beck, 1992).  It is further argued 

that “transitions from childhood to adulthood can be complex and fluid” (Valentine, 

2003: 38). 

 

Indeed, Holdsworth (2006: 496) notes “going to university is recognised as an 

important rite of passage for young people. Yet there is relatively little research on 

students’ experiences of higher education and how this relates to wider issues 

about transitions to adulthood”.  Other literature calls on us to consider the lived 

experiences of graduated students (e.g. Duke-Williams, 2009) and their 

(non)migration preferences. 

 

Gaps in the literatures on graduates and economic development, (im)mobility, and 

youth transitions reveal a number of key questions.  The movement of upwardly 

socially mobile graduates has been recognised as central to regional 

economies (e.g. Bond et al., 2010), human capital flows (Faggian et al., 2007a; 

Faggian & McCann, 2009b), internal migration patterns in the UK (Fielding, 

1992), and international skilled migration flows (Findlay, 2010).  These research 

studies focus heavily on the resulting geographies of graduate labour.  Yet, 

less attention has been paid to the migration and residential decision-making 

processes of graduated students, which is surprising given the relatively high 

proportion of recent graduates that remain in their university town/city following 

graduation (Bond et al., 2008; Florida, 2010; Smith & Holt, 2007) and the 

significant work on ‘studentification’ (e.g. Chatterton, 2000; Hubbard, 2009; Rugg 

& Rhodes, 2003; Smith, 2005a).   
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Despite the apparent potential social and economic importance of post-students, 

little research has investigated their motivations for staying put in a robust way.  

Moreover, studies tend to focus on quantitative research (e.g. Bristow, 2011).    

Current understandings of non-migration are underpinned by notions of knowledge 

and innovation (Brinkley & Lee, 2006; Leadbeater, 2007), capitalist priorities 

(Porter, 1990) and post-industrialisation (Goddard, 1999a).  Indeed, the 

overlapping topic of ‘highly skilled professional’ migration (e.g. Findlay & Garrick, 

1990; Salt, 1992) tends to remain dominated by an economic framework (Koser & 

Salt, 1997), with less attention paid to the social and cultural dimensions in the 

process, and issues around identity, belonging, and connection.  In emphasising 

economic competitiveness and human capital flows, key actors and agencies have 

limited understandings of how and why certain large concentrations of post-

students are emerging.  This thesis offers an empirical account of one aspect of a 

transition from education to work (Valentine, 2003), exploring how practices of 

staying put and life course events are negotiated over time.   

     

1.2 Research aims and objectives 

 

The main aims of this thesis are to: 

 Understand why graduated students do not migrate, beyond obvious 

connections with employment opportunities, and to 

 Extend conceptual understandings of non-migration by looking at youth 

transitions and housing pathways to enable an appreciation of how young 

people manage and negotiate life after university  

 

These will be achieved by: 

 Examining the perceptions and knowledge’s of institutional actors and 

community stakeholders on the migration decision-making processes of 

students following university  

 Exploring the migration plans and residential considerations of 

undergraduate students concerning where to live after finishing university 

 Examining the importance of economic, social, and cultural factors in 

facilitating and constraining the non-migration of recent graduates 
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The investigation seeks to extend the lens of enquiry, researching a previously 

untapped social group (non-migrant graduates) who are considered fundamental 

to the growth and development of our knowledge economy.  The study explores 

the reasons for staying put from the perspective of non-migrant graduates in 

Brighton & Hove, and those graduates who moved away for a short period of time 

after finishing their studies before returning to Brighton permanently.  The 

interviews explore their housing experiences and migration histories to identify 

their current migration status.  The discussion examines whether they stayed put 

immediately after finishing their undergraduate studies in Brighton, or whether they 

moved on after university, the purpose of this move, to save money or travel for 

example, and how friends and family were involved.  Graduates are then identified 

or coded (see chapter 4 and Appendix 10.4) as either ‘stayers’ or ‘returners’ 

depending on their migration and residential histories.   

 

It should be noted that graduates who moved away after university were not 

interviewed for this study, largely due to the difficulty of tracking and the time 

frame of the project (for more details see chapter 8, page 202).  Although the 

views of graduates who moved away permanently after university may have 

widened the depth and breadth of this project and thrown up different findings for 

why graduates move on after university, essentially this study looks at the value of 

staying put in Brighton & Hove, which those graduates who moved away could not 

shed light on.   

 

The thesis builds upon Goddard’s (1999a) critique of higher education institutions 

to reflect the needs of the regional economy, and his call to ‘map’ the geographies 

of higher education (see also Duke-Williams, 2009).  However, rather than 

extending this economic framework, the research focuses on understanding rather 

than mapping, paying particular attention to the agency and practices of students 

and recent graduates, advocating a more embodied, mixed methods approach, 

which stresses the non-material dimensions of mobility and ‘fixity’, and 

emphasises the ways in which post-students narrate their experience.   
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The mixed methods study explores the links between graduates and economies, 

(non)migration, and youth studies by employing both quantitative and qualitative 

techniques (see chapter 4) to examine and engage with institutional actors and 

(post)students, structures and agency, and capture perceptions and processes at 

a community scale in Brighton & Hove.    

 

1.3 Brighton & Hove 

 

Brighton & Hove is marked by students and graduates in various ways.  The city 

has two universities and approximately 33,000 students enrolled each year 

(BHLIS, 2011b), many of whom remain in the city after finishing their studies 

(Pollard et al., 2008).  Based on the mappings and spatial analyses (discussed in 

chapter 5), a profile emerges of a relatively young, mobile population, in a city 

seen as an ‘attractive’ place to reside after finishing university.  Brighton & Hove 

City Council’s Local Development Framework states: 

“the two growing universities within the city host around 32,000 students 

and with high graduate/post-graduate retention, they make a major 

contribution to the economic, social and cultural life of the city” (Brighton & 

Hove Local Development Framework, 2008: 11).  

 

Interestingly, one of the prominent themes debated at the meeting of the 2020 

Community Partnership in September 2008 (Brighton & Hove Local Strategic 

Partnership, 2008), was the impact of recently graduated students (the post-

student population) on the social, economic and cultural fabric of Brighton & Hove.  

Issues included the effects of the post-student population on: supply and demand 

for private rented and affordable housing; the night-time economy; waste 

management and refuse collection; community engagement and citizenship; the 

development of skills and knowledge in the city; the labour market and the uptake 

of jobs (i.e. classroom assistants) for which they are often overqualified.    
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This interest is not surprising as Brighton & Hove is unusual in the British context, 

given the high proportion of post-students that remain in the city after graduating 

from one of the city’s two universities (University of Brighton, Sussex University).  

As Smith and Holt’s (2007) analyses of the 2001 Census revealed, Brighton & 

Hove is one of the highest ranked cities in Britain with economically active 

individuals aged 16-34 with higher level qualifications (as a percentage of the total 

population).  Smith and Holt (2007) suggest that such census data may provide a 

conservative representation of the post-student population in Brighton & Hove, as 

research findings of ‘studentification' point to increasing numbers of post-students 

living (and often co-residing with students) in Brighton & Hove since 2001.  

Moreover, as shown in chapter 5, compared to other university towns and cities 

Brighton & Hove has a relatively high student population, a relatively high young 

population, and a relatively high young mobile population.     

 

This research project seeks to shed light on the perceptions of (post)students and 

key informants, and provide an evidenced-based platform to inform more effective 

policy making, service delivery and the maintenance of sustainable and balanced 

communities in Brighton & Hove and other British university towns and cities.  The 

findings will therefore have resonance for other local authorities and higher 

education institutions in other contexts of Britain.  For this purpose, the research 

will involve aims (see section 1.2) which seek to advance the literature and extend 

our understanding of post-students in university towns and cities.   

 

1.4 Structure of the thesis 

 

The role that graduates are ‘assumed’ to play in increasing the economic 

competitiveness of cities and towns, and how work to date has looked at their 

mobility in these largely economic terms is discussed in chapter 2.  The chapter 

sets out current debates on graduate mobility as a policy concern and posits that 

this knowledge base conceives graduate mobility as a largely economic and 

employment-related transaction.  Chapter 3 complicates this narrative by 
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reviewing literatures that, when brought together, question these simplistic 

understandings of graduate mobility from a number of directions, of which youth 

transitions, belonging, and attachment are clearly key.  These literatures are linked 

with work on studentification (and how this contributes to a sense of belonging in a 

transitioning population), considering place-making through graduate youth 

transitions and how this connects with ‘fixity’ and staying put.  There is a dearth of 

studies that consider the pathways of young adults, particularly how they negotiate 

the transition process and life course events.  It is argued that this is surprising 

given the residential decision-making of students is well established, through the 

expanding research on ‘studentification’.   

 

Chapter 4 describes the methodological approaches adopted within the 

investigation.  Both qualitative and quantitative methods are employed to provide 

an array of diverse and distinct data.  This chapter examines the limitations and 

advantages of these methods and considers other relevant approaches.  The final 

section of chapter 4 discusses population sampling and positionality, and flags up 

ethical considerations for the researcher.  Chapter 5 identifies key features of the 

Brighton & Hove case study through analyses and manipulation of BHLIS 

(Brighton & Hove Local Intelligence Service), and census datasets.  These 

preliminary contextual findings further justify the choice of case study and the 

characterisation that emerges from this analysis informs the investigation and 

analysis of (non)migration survey and interview data.  Chapter 6 presents an 

interpretation of economic dimensions of graduate non-migration, focusing on the 

interplay between human capital, employment and debt, and the aspirations and 

practices of students and graduates respectively.  In chapter 7, the discussion is 

opened up to present an analysis of the social and cultural dynamics of non-

migration, highlighting how graduates find ways to belong in Brighton & Hove.  

Chapter 8 concludes the analysis and presents the major contributions of the 

research.  This final chapter identifies the limitations encountered during the 

research process, assesses how the investigation has met its aims and objectives 

(as outlined in section 1.2), and suggests possibilities for future investigation. 
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2 Knowledge economies and student mobilities  

 

2.1 Introduction  

 

As towns and cities across the UK strive to promote skills, knowledge and 

creativity as key to ensuring economic competitiveness, it is evident that retention 

of the graduate population has become a key priority for many institutional and 

entrepreneurial actors. A number of local authorities are looking at policies for 

enhancing graduate retention as part of wider strategies for the development of 

local knowledge based economies (Benneworth & Hospers, 2007; Lundvall, 2007; 

Välimaa & Hoffman, 2008).  Underpinning this is an assumption that a larger 

graduate population will increase the levels of entrepreneurship, innovation and 

start-up businesses in a town or city.   

 

In 2008, John Denham, then Secretary of State for Innovation, Universities & Skills 

argued in the report ‘Innovation Nation’ that it is crucial to increase the proportion 

of graduates and skilled workers, so that the UK is in the best position to move out 

of recession.  The report outlined a commitment to educating at least half the 

population to graduate level, to increase skills generally to enable the UK to 

maintain competitiveness with the rest of the world, and to provide increased 

funding for apprenticeships (Denham, 2008).  Graduates, therefore, have been 

represented as pivotal to local economic development, economic regeneration, 

competition and innovation: as Simmie (2003) asserts, “knowledge is a key 

resource for innovation which, in turn, is one of the major drivers of economic 

growth” (p. 607).   

 

In this way, many local authorities and private sector organisations are motivated 

to ensure that graduates stay put after completing their studies at university.  The 

literature suggests that the ‘robustness of the economic base’ (Goddard, 1999a; 

1999b) is fundamental in facilitating graduate retention, and moreover, graduate 

retention, (as a political objective) is fundamental in facilitating economic growth.   
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This chapter examines research that has considered the forces shaping the 

mobility of graduates on completing their studies. A large body of work has 

emerged which documents and analyses patterns of mobility amongst graduates 

in the transition from university to working life.  This is set against an emerging 

policy discourse, which highlights the importance of retaining graduates as a driver 

for economic growth in university towns and cities, and recent literature that 

explores factors that might enhance graduate retention.  Reflecting in part the 

policy concerns outlined above, much of this emerging literature is dominated by a 

concern to illuminate the links between (non)migration and economic opportunity.  

 

Two interrelated approaches to this question are considered here: economic 

geographies of graduate human capital and employment; and theories of creative 

capital and the draw of London.  The chapter begins by addressing the policy 

dimensions of graduate retention in relation to economic development before 

examining how each of these two approaches have informed analyses of graduate 

(im)mobility in British university towns and cities.  The chapter concludes with a 

discussion of some of the limitations of these approaches for developing a more 

nuanced understanding of why graduates stay put, that might inform future policy 

making around graduate retention at local and national scales.  These limitations 

are taken up in chapter 3, reviewing literatures that, when brought together, muddy 

these simplistic understandings of graduate mobility.    

    

2.2 Keeping graduates in place: public and private sector discourses  

 

Both public and private sector actors have sought to influence graduate migration 

and non-migration, as they share a desire to retain high levels of graduates in their 

population and labour markets, and in their organisations respectively.  A number 

of policy initiatives have been taken across Britain.  In Leicestershire for example, 

great importance is placed by ‘People and Skills’ (one of the six theme areas of 

Leicestershire’s Economic Partnership (LSEP) which supports businesses and 

organisations to achieve economic growth) on improving graduate retention from 
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the three universities in Leicestershire by, “developing an understanding of the 

brokering support currently available; identifying placement opportunities, and 

helping SMEs to determine how graduate placements can add value to their 

business” (Leicestershire Economic Partnership, 2007).  Similarly, the Ashfield 

Graduate Retention Scheme (Nottinghamshire) encourages local young people 

with higher level skills to come back and work with businesses in Ashfield during 

their studies and after they graduate, in order to help them make a “positive 

contribution to the economic prosperity of the area”.  The project unites young 

people with local employers who provide work experience and training during the 

summer vacation period, “making valuable use of their skills and knowledge, so to 

contribute to the development of the business” (Ashfield District Council, 2012).   

 

In Leeds, the retention of (post)students is integral to its plans to achieve 

‘increased economic growth and Gross Value Added (GVA)’.  Leeds County 

Council (2006) has set out major priorities for the city council, universities, 

community groups, student unions and housing providers. The strategy seeks to 

ensure that the accommodation of students is managed and developed in a way 

that does not dominate or cause difficulties for residential and long standing 

communities, and furthermore, it endorses a strategic approach to the housing of 

students during their time of study as part of the wider aim of attracting students 

and retaining graduates. The strategy adopted in Leeds aims to identify 

mechanisms for ensuring that all students have access to decent, well managed 

and affordable housing to enable them to “safely and successfully complete their 

studies” (Leeds County Council, 2006: 72).  Such initiatives seek to effectively 

manage student housing in harmony with established residential areas, and to 

“retain them once they have graduated, in order to harness their skills to help the 

continuing economic growth of Leeds and to become positive and valuable 

members of the community” (The Leeds Agenda, 2009: 29).   

 

Another area where graduate retention is regarded as extremely important to the 

local economy is Merseyside.  Here, current graduate retention is calculated to be 

34% of those graduating, and it is suggested that this brings benefits to all 
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stakeholders of the economy from “small businesses to large multi-nationals” (The 

Merseyside Partnership, 2008).  The city council seeks to encourage employers 

on Merseyside to engage with universities by “contributing ideas into and 

becoming involved with higher education; taking advantage of the excellent 

business support services as well as the more traditional student placement 

options; and demonstrating what it is like to live and work on Merseyside to 

encourage graduates to remain or come to the area” (The Merseyside Partnership, 

2008).  Here, the emphasis of city policy with regard to student retention is on 

fostering links between the university and the private sector, with a view to 

enhancing the economic competitiveness of the latter. 

 

Community partnership is also a theme in Brighton & Hove’s Sustainable 

Community Strategy (Brighton & Hove Strategic Partnership, 2009), which sets out 

a vision and plan of the agencies, organisations and communities who work 

together through the 2020 Community Partnership to improve the quality of life in 

the city.  Harnessing a “skilled workforce” is central to their vision for the future.  

As part of the 2020 Community Partnership, Brighton & Hove Council 

acknowledge that “the number of young people staying on in post-compulsory 

education, whether vocational or academic, needs to increase”, and “there is a 

particular need for better vocational training options”, during undergraduate study 

and more accessible/affordable housing provision post-graduation (Brighton & 

Hove Strategic Partnership, 2009).  Brighton & Hove City Council’s Local 

Development Framework (Brighton & Hove Local Development Framework, 2008: 

11) deems that: 

“the two growing universities within the city host around 32,000 students 

and with high graduate/post-graduate retention, they make a major 

contribution to the economic, social and cultural life of the city”.  

 

The Business Retention and Inward Investment Strategy (2009) for Brighton & 

Hove provides a detailed analysis of the performance of the city’s various business 

sectors and a framework for initiatives to help safeguard existing businesses, 



18 
 

support their growth and attract new business to the city.  Such initiatives may be 

pivotal in appealing to and attracting students to remain in the city.  Likewise, the 

City Employment and Skills Plan (CESP) for Brighton & Hove seeks to “adapt to 

the changing employment and skills needs” of its cities population (CESP, 2007).  

The CESP (2007) suggest that: 

“on the basis of its qualifications profile, it is possible that the city is not 

making effective use of the skills of its existing resident population and may 

not be effectively channeling expertise in its two universities to support 

business development, innovation and growth” (p. 8). 

 

Moreover, the CESP (2007) states that: 

“the apparent lack of high level jobs in the city suggests that there will need 

to be a focus on skill development at all levels and the universities have a 

strong role to play both in producing high calibre graduates and in helping 

businesses to innovate and develop new products and services” (p. 50). 

 

It is argued that in order to retain a skilled population, the city needs to attract 

more “higher value added jobs” so to meet the needs of its aspiring graduate 

population, and thus “free up” lower level jobs for its indigenous population who 

are perhaps less qualified.  

 

Brighton & Hove’s current City Employment and Skills Plan (CESP, 2011) sets out 

three key priorities to: “promote the city’s employment and skills needs to internal 

and external partners and agencies; support the creation of at least 6,000 new 

jobs by 2014; and ensure that local residents are equipped to compete for jobs in 

the city’s labour market”.  Underpinning such a strategy are findings from earlier 

commissioned studies, including Binks and Clayton’s (2006) report on 

‘Undergraduates and the Knowledge Economy’.  In this, the authors argue that the 

key policy challenge for the City Council and its partners is creating a ‘stickable’ 

place for talented young people (Binks & Clayton, 2006).  It is suggested that 
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partners (local authorities, businesses and the third sector) consider developing a 

strategy and practical outcomes specifically related to “talent attraction and 

retention” with a focus on creating the “buoyant local economic conditions and 

choice of promising career pathways that young people need” (Binks & Clayton, 

2006: 5).   

 

The emphasis given by local authorities to graduate retention is echoed in the 

private sector, where the recruitment and training practices of companies may be 

geared towards retaining graduates, i.e. keeping them ‘in place’ as graduates are 

increasingly sought after by private sector organisations and enterprises (see 

Perryman & Pearson, 2001).  The graduate labour market is rapidly growing and 

continues to diversify.  Indeed, Tyers et al. (2003), authors of the report on 

graduate recruitment by the Institute for Employment Studies (IES), explore the 

basis for what is termed a ‘war for talent’.  According to Tyers et al. (2003), despite 

the ‘hype’ about serious losses, retention levels amongst most employers are high.  

However, smaller employers in particular need to respond to the needs of their 

new graduate recruits in a flexible way, “selling the benefits of the opportunities 

they have” (e.g. close working relationships with senior staff and the ability to get 

involved across the whole of the business) (p. 12).  

 

Tyers et al. (2003) also argue that the expense of going to university is one of the 

reasons that students are focusing on more vocational courses and expecting an 

earnings premium on graduating.  Not only do students have loan repayments to 

consider when they start work, but also bank overdrafts (Moreau & Leathwood, 

2006).  The report’s findings, based on data collected from 362 organisations 

covering more than 7,500 new graduates, show that many employees are looking 

more to the security of ‘long-term career progress’ than the ‘quick fix’ of a high 

salary.  For those involved in the survey, what really mattered was the prospect of 

‘moving up the career ladder’ with the opportunity to gain further qualifications (see 

also Sturges & Guest, 1999).  Insofar as these provide incentives to graduates to 

stay put, such aspirations may then affect the mobility decisions of those making 

the transition from university life to the world of work.  
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Graduate retention is often a challenge for major companies.  According to the 

Royal Bank of Scotland (Braid, 2007), firms waste £365 million on hiring graduates 

who plan to move on to another company within a couple of years.  An 

‘Association of Graduate Recruiters’ survey revealed that the mean graduate 

retention rate for its members was “74% after two years and that this fell to 59% 

after five years” (Braid, 2007: 1).  Half the firms surveyed admitted that they were 

dissatisfied with their graduate retention rate.  A survey carried out by Eon, the 

energy company, examines the reasons for variations in graduate retention and 

suggests many graduates are driven by a rather “old-fashioned desire to belong to 

a business that understands and acknowledges their worth” (Braid, 2007: 1).  The 

Eon survey found that “interesting work, good training, healthy promotion 

prospects, a track record of corporate success and friendly colleagues” were key 

factors that determined a graduate’s choice of employer (Braid, 2007: 1).  It also 

found that a third of graduates had no expectations about how long they would 

stay with a company and another third thought they would remain two years 

beyond the end of a graduate scheme.  Retention levels depended on the “career-

development opportunities” open to graduates and whether they felt “valued” by 

their employer (Braid, 2007: 1).  Pointing out that 50% of Generation Y come from 

divorced homes, the survey suggests that these young people are looking for 

“stability” and a “sense of belonging” from their place of work (Braid, 2007: 1): an 

interpretation that anticipates the need for a more nuanced understanding of why 

graduates move on or stay put. 

  

For both policy makers and the business community, a deeper understanding of 

what motivates (post)students to remain in a place is important where there is a 

continued emphasis on the promotion of skills, creativity and knowledge based 

societies and economies (Benneworth, 2007a; Benneworth & Sanderson, 2007).  

The section that follows examines research that has sought to shed light on how 

economic geographies of human capital and employment influence graduate 

(im)mobility.  

 

 



21 
 

2.3 Graduate mobility: geographies of human capital and employment 

 

Knowledge that informs an understanding of graduate (im)mobility in Britain is 

limited by a lack of official datasets which report the residential addresses of post-

students after graduation.  Data that does exist tends to be fragmented: held by 

higher educational institutions as a part of alumni services and this data is not 

made publicly available.  However, a number of studies have sought to consider 

the processes that occur at “the other end of the student pipeline” after the student 

graduates, asking “do they stay living in the same town or do they move on?” 

(Duke-Williams 2009: 1).  

 

A common theme in the literature on student mobility is the role of economic 

factors, and specifically the interplay between employment opportunities and the 

characteristics of graduate migrants.  In relation to the former, graduate 

indebtedness and the draw of particular cities complicate straightforward patterns 

of migration for employment.  Of the latter, an important thread is the influence of 

previous migrations on graduates’ propensity to migrate or stay put.   

 

2.3.1 The lure of the capital, employment and indebtedness 

 

In making sense of graduate (non)mobility in Britain, a strong theme in the 

literature concerns the draw of London, where opportunities available to graduates 

outweigh those found in other towns and cities in the UK.  Butler and Hamnett 

(1994) postulate that London is a “magnet for many of those leaving university and 

attempting to establish careers in Britain's few growth industries” (p. 483), citing 

the opportunities for social and occupational mobility enabled by the ‘escalator 

region’ (Fielding, 1992).  The escalator hypothesis posits that escalator regions 

offer labour market opportunities that other regions do not, and as a result propel 

the careers of in-migrants at a faster rate than other regions (Newbold & Brown, 

2012).  In the three stage model of the escalator region, young people move to 

these regions, then advance their careers, and step-off the escalator later in life 
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when they move out of the region (see also Champion, 2012).  Indeed, Duke-

Williams (2009) considers that graduate retention is effectively feeding the South 

East as an escalator region.     

    

More recently, Smith and Holt (2007: 154) contend that the occupational structures 

and employment opportunities in Britain have changed profoundly since the mid-

1990s when this hypothesis was first devised, and it is not only London but also 

Bristol, Edinburgh, and Glasgow which provide the “opportunity for cultural 

consumption and for continuing the conviviality of student life whilst setting out on 

a career”.  Smith and Holt (2007: 154) illustrate that significant concentrations of 

recent graduates and young professionals are emerging in other provincial urban 

locations, such as Manchester, Birmingham, Sheffield, and Newcastle, “where 

recent graduates have remained in their place of study and sought employment 

within growing (regional) financial, service, and media sectors”, becoming regional 

‘creative cities’: potential drivers of economic growth and spaces where graduate 

retention is likely to be higher.   

 

Whilst a recent study of Welsh graduate mobility presents London as a ‘key factor’ 

underpinning graduate mobility in the UK (Bristow et al., 2011), other work has 

shown how well qualified human capital (defined as the proportion of the 

population with at least an undergraduate degree) is concentrated in the UK’s 100 

largest cities (excluding London), demonstrating that the national picture is much 

more complex as city-regions and urban centres have evolved as local and sub-

regional knowledge economies (Cowling, 2009).  Moreover, increased public 

sector demand, according to Wright (2011), ‘stretches’ opportunities, generating a 

‘spreading out effect’ of young graduates in cities beyond the UK capital.  For 

Faggian et al. (2007a: 537), migration is also associated with individuals originally 

being domiciled in areas which are more geographically central and economically 

stronger regions, “which suggests something of a centre-periphery aspect in the 

UK migration behaviour”.      
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Building on Fielding’s (1992) escalator region hypothesis, Findlay et al. (2008) 

evaluate longer distance flows out of the UK’s main ‘escalator region’.  The 

authors advance the critique of the escalator region hypothesis (see also McCann 

& Sheppard, 2001), and ask why people would leave a global city offering good 

opportunities for occupational mobility.  It is argued that “demographic regime 

change provides only a partial answer” (p. 2169).  According to Findlay et al. 

(2008) other explanations can be found in the changing mobilities of the ‘new 

service class’ as they engage in what Smith (2005b) has identified as ‘translocal’ 

and ‘transnational’ urbanism.   

 

Findlay et al. (2008) argue that Scotland’s changing relationship with London and 

the South East may be representative of a wider set of changes in migration 

linkages between regional economies and global cities.  They suggest that the 

size of the Scottish population in London and the South East has fallen 

significantly over the last decade because of the increased level of return 

migration to Scotland.  According to the authors, the return migrants are mainly 

young people, many with good educational qualifications in active employment, 

who are moving at an early stage or in the middle of their careers.  Findlay et al. 

(2008: 2182) state that:  

“the increased return flows are not because of a reduction in career 

opportunities for Scots in London and the South East, on the contrary, 

Scots living in the South East are more likely than those who migrate to 

other parts of England to hold positions in the highest socioeconomic 

categories.  Like other migrants to the South East, Scots have experienced 

very favourable upward occupational mobility during the 1990s. Changes in 

the functioning of London as a global city do not therefore seem to have 

squeezed the opportunities for career advancement. Return migration of 

Scots must, therefore, relate to other factors” (p. 2182).   

 

Nevertheless, Findlay et al. (2008) argue that young professional and managerial 

staffs recognise the benefit to their curriculum vitae and to their skills portfolio of 
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working early in their career within the global city (p. 2183).  Many are, however, 

ready to leave again when a suitable opportunity arises, recognising that the 

global city is a “space of connections” and that further mobility is socially, 

culturally, and economically desirable (Scheller & Urry, 2006). 

 

More recent work has gone further in challenging the notion that graduates 

naturally select London as a migration destination when leaving university (Duke-

Williams, 2009).  It is argued that the “low flow” of out-migration may be “indicative 

of a lower proportion of students leaving their university town after graduation” 

(Duke-Williams, 2009: 9).  Those graduates who do move often move to “other 

locations within the same district”, due to a “significant regional effect” (Duke-

Williams, 2009: 16), including “recent graduates who either have taken up 

employment in the area, or who have decided to stay in the area” (Duke-Williams, 

2009: 17).  However, in common with the studies discussed above, he argues that 

the processes that occur after students graduate are “strongly influenced by the 

local employment market and availability of graduate level jobs” (Duke-Williams, 

2009: 1).  Moreover, an important issue is whether increasing numbers of 

graduates remaining in their university town/city after graduating reflects the fact 

that they have remained at their parental home for university: a pattern which is 

becoming more common in the wake of university fees and the economic 

downturn.  Students who remain at their parental home during the course of their 

studies may have “different future mobility propensities to those who have moved 

away from home” (Duke-Williams, 2009: 2).   

 

Smith and Holt (2007) argue that the diversification of the geographies of recent 

graduates may be related to the economic downturn in many parts of the UK, 

which has left many graduates struggling with long periods of unemployment 

following graduation, whilst at the same time, needing to tackle student debt.  Key 

factors here include repayments of substantial amounts of borrowed finance 

associated with the student lifestyle (see Canny, 2002), coupled with rising 

accommodation and living costs.  Legislation to enable the introduction of top-up 

fees were proposed by the Labour Party Secretary of State for Education, Charles 
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Clarke became law in the Higher Education Act 2004.  The law came into effect in 

the 2006-2007 academic year.  Following this, the president of the NUS, Gemma 

Tumelty, stated that:  

“the government has consistently justified the introduction of top-up fees 

with the assumption that graduates will earn considerably more than non-

graduates when they leave university, and will therefore be able to pay back 

huge amounts of debt.  However, as the Higher Education Statistics agency 

(HESA) research shows, not all students enter into highly paid jobs straight 

away, if at all, and paying back student loans will therefore put a massive 

strain on their finances” (see Demopoulos, 2006).  

 

The independent student guide Push asked 2,808 students at 115 UK universities 

how much they owed banks and their parents, and the amount they had borrowed 

in student loans.  Projections of future debt levels were made by taking into 

account increased tuition fees.   According to Shepherd (2011), students should 

“expect to finish their degree with debts approaching £60,000” in 2012.  It is 

reported that on average about a quarter of students’ debts are owed to sources 

other than the Student Loans Company, with 13% owed to parents and family and 

just under 7% borrowed from banks or on credit cards (Shepherd, 2011).  At the 

same time, graduate unemployment reached its highest level for 15 years, with 1 

in 5 university leavers failing to find a job (ONS, 2011). 

 

2.3.2 Graduate migrant characteristics 

 

In their study of student migration, Faggian et al. (2007a) argue that higher human 

capital individuals are more geographically mobile and that inter-regional 

variations in wages are a strong motivator of migration.  Other research suggests 

that graduates have different propensities to migrate dependent on certain 

characteristics, such as class of degree, subject studied, ethnicity, gender, type of 

institution attended and age of graduation (e.g. Faggian et al., 2006; Faggian et 

al., 2007b).  Faggian et al. (2006) findings (in relation to ethnic differences in UK 
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graduate migration behaviour) suggest that non-white ethnicities are much less 

mobile than whites in the early stages of student and graduate careers.  This 

implies that the long-term earnings potential of non-white graduates is also 

reduced, due to the impacts on their subsequent migration behaviour (p. 470).   

 

In their study of employment-migration behaviour of 380,000 UK university 

graduates, Faggian et al. (2007b) indicate that UK female graduates are generally 

more migratory than male graduates, suggesting that the explanation for this result 

lies in the fact that migration can be used as a partial compensation mechanism 

for gender bias in the labour market.  Indeed, studying for arts degrees, “which 

tends to be less specific to employment needs, or being locally sponsored through 

university, tend to reduce post-graduation mobility” (Faggian et al., 2007b: 537).  

The authors also argue that studying medicine encourages students to migrate 

away, while studying science encourages students to stay in the same region.  It is 

argued that being of white ethnicity encourages students to stay in the same 

region, as do wage levels in the domicile areas, the quality of the university and 

the number of higher education institutions in both the domicile and university 

areas.   

 

2.3.3 Graduate migrant histories 

 

In their study of the migration behaviour of some 76,000 Scottish and Welsh 

students from their domicile location to the location of their higher education and 

on to their employment location, Faggian et al. (2007a) posit that “subsequent 

migration is related to previous migration” (p. 2511).  Moreover, the authors 

postulate that higher human capital individuals are more geographically mobile 

and inter-regional variations in wages are said to be a strong motivator of 

migration.  With this in mind, Faggian and McCann (2009b) suggest one plausible 

hypothesis is that students who study in their home region are more likely to 

remain in their university town/city following graduation.   

 



27 
 

Hoare and Corver (2010) also put forward that the factors which shape pathways 

from home to university (such as quality of life, amenity attractions and social 

aspects) are likely to be important in shaping the available stock of graduate 

labour in a region, yet, the factors influencing an individual’s choice of Higher 

Education Institution (HEI) may be very different to their migration and residential 

decisions post-university.  Hoare and Corver’s (2010) ‘HULT’ model of Home-

University-Labour Transitions conceptualises the different movements of students 

and graduates.  The research argues that for almost all regions levels of graduates 

in the regional labour force will be influenced by graduate prior familiarity of the 

region through home or study: ‘the locals’ who studied in the region, ‘the returners’ 

who studied elsewhere and returned home for employment, and ‘the stayers’ who 

remained in the region after moving there to study (Hoare & Corver, 2010).   There 

is also increasing evidence to suggest that graduate mobility has evolved over 

recent decades and, as Hoare and Corver (2010) observe “with ever more mobile 

labour forces, both spatially and between jobs, occupations and employers, any 

assumption that first destinations represent jobs and labour markets for life is 

clearly never less tenable than now” (p. 491).   

 

In the migration literature generally there have been a number of conceptual 

frameworks suggested to understand recent changes in the mobility of certain key 

groups.  For example, building upon Halfacree’s (1995) thesis of the 

intentional/unintentional agency of family migrants, Smith (2004) calls for fuller 

understandings of non-economic reasons and outcomes in the family migration 

process.  Given the economic focus of research into graduate migration it might be 

useful to transpose this knowledge and consider the emotional and psychological 

factors in the migration plans and decision-making processes of (post)students.  

For instance, for Faggian et al. (2007a), there is a need to understand more fully 

how the migration decisions of graduates post-university are dependent on the 

foreseen emotional and psychological costs of long-distance mobility.  It is argued 

that students who moved away from home to study in an alternative region implies 

that their psychological and emotional costs of mobility may be relatively lower 

than those who chose to study in their home area (see also Da Vanzo, 1976; Da 

Vanzo, 1983).  This may allow them to conduct more easily a national labour 
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market search on completing their studies, and consequently, to continue to 

migrate, relative to students who studied in the region of their domicile (Faggian et 

al., 2007a: 2514).   

 

2.4 Why graduates stay put: economic growth and the creative city 

 

To date, much of the academic discourse on graduate non-mobility concentrates 

on the contribution of graduates to local and regional economic growth and human 

capital (e.g. Berry & Glaeser, 2005; Ritsilä & Haapanen, 2003).  Faggian et al. 

(2007a) posit that “higher human capital individuals are more geographically 

mobile” (p. 2511) and thus gravitate towards economic centres.  For regional 

economists, of particular interest is the role higher education and the acquisition of 

human capital plays in fostering local economic development (Chatterji, 1998).  

Faggian et al. (2007a: 2511) postulate that “the exact regional distribution of the 

gains associated with the growth of such human capital will depend on the mobility 

of students”.  More recently, Faggian and McCann (2009b) have modelled the 

inter-regional migration behaviour of British university graduates from university 

into first employment, relating these “human capital flows” to both the labour 

market characteristics and the knowledge characteristics of the employment 

regions for all industries and separately for high technology industries (p. 317).  

The results indicate that for England and Wales there is a two-way causality 

between the inter-regional human capital employment-migration flows of recent 

university graduates and the innovation performance of regions.   

 

Bond et al. (2008) in a study of graduate retention in Scotland contend that the 

processes influencing non-migration of graduates involve an interplay of more 

heterogeneous factors.  It is argued that increasing the retention of these 

predominantly young people is important at a time when Scotland’s population is 

both declining and ageing, and in light of the Scottish Executive’s ambitions to 

attract and retain more highly qualified people.  The study exposes the migration 

patterns of graduates from Scottish higher education institutions, and seeks to 
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illustrate the appeals and attractions that encourage graduates to settle in 

Scotland.  It is revealed that Scotland is a successful ‘importer’ of students and: 

“approximately 79 per cent of people who had graduated from Scottish universities 

were employed in Scotland six months after finishing their studies, the vast 

majority of students being from Scottish homes” (p. 7).  According to Bond et al. 

(2008), patterns of migration were associated with graduates’ regional origins and 

their social and educational backgrounds.  Furthermore, the primary data (follow-

up interviews) illustrates that there are key factors which influence students’ 

residential and employment decisions.  These key factors include: “the 

connections they have to various geographical places; the opportunities that are 

perceived to exist in such places; and the expectations they have for their future 

lives” (p. 11).   

 

The authors state that a significant minority of non-Scottish groups remained in 

Scotland five years after graduation and the career opportunities that were already 

created as a result of devolution may have encouraged more graduates to stay 

than would otherwise have stayed.  However, the assertion that career 

opportunities ‘may’ have encouraged more graduates to stay is purely speculative 

and unsupported by the research.  Although Bond et al. (2008) maintain that their 

findings are “instructive” they explicitly call for further research that is “able to 

investigate graduates from a wider range of institutions”, which would “add to our 

knowledge about this very important category of individuals” (p. 103).  

Nevertheless, the authors present significant scope for policy intervention to 

increase graduate retention and point to the merits of both long-term initiatives, 

such as increasing career opportunities for graduates, and immediate 

interventions, which include:  

“ensuring that information about available employment is communicated as 

widely as possible; providing graduates with information that presents 

Scotland as an attractive place to live and work; encouraging a more 

welcoming attitude towards those who do not originate from Scotland; and, 

fostering the establishment of local connections during university years” (p. 

98-100).   
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Seeking to underpin ‘what drives graduate regional retention’, Prospects, a 

graduate recruitment organisation explored the merits of strengthening the 

relationship between employers and HEIs (Prospects, 2007).  The authors sought 

to establish some understanding of ‘graduate (non)migration’, identifying “the 

requirement for graduates’ qualifications in the workplace, the growing numbers of 

students living at home, and students social and economic backgrounds” as key 

issues to consider (Prospects, 2007).  The study argues that potential factors 

underpinning graduate retention include: motivation to obtain 

employment/entrepreneurship; residential preference dependent on employment 

opportunities; influence of family domicile; lure of home town; achievement and 

personal satisfaction; cost of living, affordability; social aspects, and, overseas 

migration to maximise career opportunities rather than ‘lifestyle’ choice.  Prospects 

(2007) suggest that increasing contact between higher education institutions and 

employment sectors will increase regional ‘graduate non-migration’, and maintain 

that:  

“skills demands, the relevance of the curriculum to regional industry, 

partnerships between higher education institutions and employers, 

placement opportunities and the effective deployment of employees who 

have higher level qualifications can be seen to have major implications for 

the graduate workforce” (p. 5). 

 

Abreu et al. (2008) explore the migration patterns among UK graduates and 

implications for regional economic disparities.  The authors consider how 

concentrations of human capital develop by exploring what attracts highly-skilled 

individuals to particular regions in the UK.  Using data on the population of 

graduates from British universities in 2005-06, their study examines the individual 

migration decisions of students from different regions and universities, different 

subjects and age groups to gain an understanding of the drivers of inter-regional 

migration amongst the highly-skilled.  Using a multinomial logistic model, they 

explore how different regional economic and social conditions affect migration 

decisions in an explicitly spatial framework, applying controls for a range of 

individual, academic, regional and social effects.  The results highlight the 
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importance of urban centres, with high levels of workforce participation and 

demonstrate dramatic differences in inter-regional migration among students of 

different subjects (e.g. medicine, education, arts).   

 

Following in this vein, other studies have been more explicitly directed towards 

examining the factors that enhance graduate retention, emphasising the role of the 

graduate population as a driver of economic growth.  Pratt et al. (2006) explore the 

factors that influence graduate retention in their study of coastal West Sussex (see 

also Smetherham, 2005).  They focus their study on the relationship between 

employer demand for graduate skills and the local supply of graduates, by 

concentrating on three key sectors in the Coastal West Sussex economy (tourism, 

travel and hospitality, the creative industries, and business and financial services) 

and explore the reasons and influences underpinning why students choose to 

study, live and work within or outside West Sussex.  The authors identify a number 

of “barriers” that limit graduate retention, including:   

“the size and scale of demand for graduate skills in key sectors in Coastal 

West Sussex; the independence of future students’ decision-making 

process from local demand for skills; underdeveloped links between local 

employers and local higher education students; and, a lack of information 

on potential job opportunities and potential employees in Coastal West 

Sussex” (p. 4).   

 

Moreover, Pratt et al. (2006: 4) recommend “activities” which they believe can help 

“overcome some of these barriers”, and these include:  

“increasing the number of relevant graduate opportunities available locally.  

For example through using relationships between higher education and 

employers to help businesses to grow, promoting Coastal West Sussex as 

a location for businesses and start-ups in key sectors or capitalising on the 

self-employment aspirations of students and graduates…encouraging and 

developing contact between students and industry. For example, by 

extending the window of opportunity for local graduate recruitment, 
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encouraging employers to offer relevant part-time employment to students 

or using employers to deliver sessions on workplace skills...improving 

information exchange.  Possible actions include introducing a registration 

system for employer and graduate interests, developing case study 

materials to improve understanding of students and employers or raising 

awareness of the quality of local opportunities”. 

 

As with the study by Abreu et al. (2008), this study emphasises the role of 

employment and economic factors in cementing graduate retention: a position 

which aligns with public and private sector discourses outlined in the previous 

section.  Similar work has sought to explore factors that encourage graduates to 

remain in university towns and cities on graduation.  Studies in Brighton & Hove 

undertaken by the University of Sussex and the Institute for Employment Studies 

uses evidence gathered from a large-scale survey of over 650 final year students 

and other secondary data to shed light on their migration aspirations and 

expectations (Pollard et al., 2008) and explore whether those expectations are met 

(Pollard et al., 2010).  It is argued that Brighton & Hove has experienced 

substantial economic growth over the last decade, yet to sustain economic growth 

over the next decade and manage the transition to a high value added knowledge 

based economy, the city needs to attract and retain highly educated knowledge 

workers in an increasingly competitive labour market.   

 

Pollard et al. (2008) state that graduates tend to be attracted to cities with larger 

populations and a higher share of professional employment.  They also highlight 

that graduates want to gain experience and qualifications in order to secure their 

desired long-term employment and seek employers who provide stimulating work 

and opportunities for training and development.  The research concludes that the 

public sector is their favoured destination, although the creative industries are well 

placed to attract graduate talent (Pollard et al., 2008).  The highly paid business 

services sector does not appear to be particularly interesting for the majority of 

Brighton & Hove graduates, perhaps reflecting limited work experience during 

vacations, such as call centre jobs (Pollard et al., 2008).  It would also appear that 
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career development is a primary concern.  Findings from Pollard et al. (2008) are 

echoed by Coombes et al. (2003) of the preferences of graduates from Welsh 

higher education institutions when seeking employment, who conclude that the 

most important factors influencing decisions to stay put are opportunities for job 

satisfaction and career development.  Pollard et al. (2010) consider that graduates 

expect to, and do, take time to settle into their careers.  Moreover, statistical 

analysis of labour market outcomes indicates that those staying on in Brighton & 

Hove are not significantly disadvantaged in employment terms (Pollard et al., 

2010). 

 

Using data produced from the Higher Education Statistics Agency (HESA) and 

Labour Force Survey (LFS), Bristow et al. (2011: 138) provide a “statistical 

portrait” of the extent to which Wales retains its graduate labour, focusing their 

research on graduate labour market outcomes.  The authors postulate that 

patterns of graduate mobility in the UK are influenced by employment 

opportunities available relative to other locations (see also Faggian et al., 2007a), 

and are strongly connected to previous patterns of migration for education as 

“those who have moved to study are more likely subsequently to move to 

employment” (Bristow et al., 2011: 137).  Findings suggest the need “to develop 

policies which make the courses taught at universities more appropriate for the 

specialised needs of their regional economies” (see also Simmie et al., 2006), as 

well as the need for “greater attention to the possibility of nurturing graduate 

entrepreneurs in the region” (Bristow et al., 2011: 146).  This conclusion is also 

reached in studies undertaken in Brighton & Hove, where “local economic 

conditions and career pathways” are the most important factors for motivating 

graduates to migrate or remain in the city (Binks & Clayton, 2006: 4). 

 

2.4.1 Graduate non-mobility and creative capital 

 

Closely related to these studies that focus on the interplay between employment 

opportunities, graduate retention and economic growth and competitiveness in 
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Britain’s university towns and cities is Florida’s (2002b) theory of ‘creative capital’.  

Florida (2002a; 2002b) focuses on diversity and creativity as basic drivers of 

innovation and regional and national growth.  He argues that creative occupations 

are growing and firms now orient themselves to attract a creative workforce. 

Florida (2005a; 2005b) postulates that certain cities succeed in attracting 

members of the ‘creative class’ (defined as the people who work in ‘information-

age economic sectors’ and in industries driven by innovation and talent).  Cities 

that succeed, Florida (2005a) argues, are those that are able to attract and retain 

‘creative class members’ and they do not do this through the traditional strategies 

of tax incentives, suburban housing developments, and loose regulation, as 

creative class members do not care about those details (O’Connor, 2007).  Rather, 

they care about ‘amenities and tolerance’, and are drawn to cities with a thriving 

bohemian scene and large gay populations (Florida, 2005a). 

 

It is no coincidence, Florida (2005a) asserts, that places likes Austin (Texas) and 

San Francisco with their highly publicized open-mindedness are at the forefront of 

the new economy, while cities like Detroit, in contrast, cannot succeed unless they 

actively become a magnet for the ‘creative class’.  Focusing on the economic 

geography of place, Florida (2005a) argues that economic success is contingent 

on cities having a thriving creative and cultural sector (of galleries, clubs, 

restaurants and studios) that will attract other knowledge workers and set off a 

spiral of economic and social growth.  A key question, therefore, is how the 

creative city thesis might connect to understanding why graduates stay put.  As 

Florida (2008) notes, creative places are likely to attract creative people:  

“for such an important life decision, it’s remarkable how few of us explore all 

the options or sufficiently ponder…(whether we)…like the place (we) are 

living…if it is somewhere (we) really want to be…(whether it)…gives (us) 

energy when (we) walk down the street…or fills (us) with inspiration (or) 

allows (us) to be the person (we) really want  to be” (p. 8). 
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2.5 Conclusions 

 

Basing a policy to retain graduates solely around economic factors provides only a 

partial picture.  Moreover, the premise for many of these previous research studies 

is around graduate’s impacts on human capital levels and local development, but 

situating understandings of post-student migration within a rather narrow economic 

perspective.  Indeed, researchers tend to adopt a quantitative approach focused 

on economic and labour market issues when studying graduate mobility/retention 

(e.g. Pollard et al., 2008).   

 

Existing research on graduate mobility and retention tends to ‘map’ the geography 

of graduate labour and human capital flows.  This literature suggests that the main 

result of human capital acquisition amongst graduates is that they are more able to 

gain higher quality employment in a much broader set of locations (e.g. Faggian et 

al., 2007a) and in turn, a region’s ability to generate, retain and attract graduate 

workers is critically linked to the employment opportunities available.  Indeed, 

academics have sought to establish the ‘effectiveness’ of higher education as an 

influence on labour market and graduate migration patterns (Elias & Purcell, 2004; 

Furlong & Cartmel, 2005).  Equally, the overlapping topic of ‘highly skilled 

professionals’ (see Findlay & Garick, 1990; Salt, 1992) has tended to remain 

dominated by an economic framework (Koser & Salt, 1997).  It has been argued 

that “the robustness, diversity and size of the regional economic base” shall 

encourage and enable graduates to remain in the city (Goddard, 1999a: 10).   

 

Focusing on mapping rather than understanding neglects why such patterns and 

trends are emerging in university towns and cities, in particular why larger 

numbers of graduates are remaining in cities like Brighton & Hove (Brown, 2009) 

in preference to Leeds (O’Brien, 2009) for instance.  A qualitative research study 

that moves beyond human capital and housing markets, situating the research 

within a wider context shaped by cultural and social influences, may enrich 

understandings of the processes underpinning graduate retention.   
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Moreover, missing from these account are the life course events underpinning 

decisions to stay or go, particularly as these might be articulated by (post)students 

and/or political figures.  Clark and Withers (2007) maintain that “long-distance and 

local moves are part of the dynamic process of change across space and over 

time and that this is an increasingly complex process” (p. 593).  Such complexities 

include the inter-dependencies between migration and other life course events 

(Mulder & Wagner, 1993; Odland & Shumway, 1993).  Relying purely on a 

quantitative approach may mask the complexities of the issue, particularly the non-

economic factors involved in the non-migration process, such as sense of 

attachment and place.  Overall, it can be argued that the research and related 

discourses on graduate migration motivations is overly narrow, and tends to 

concentrate on knowledge contributions and human capital flows, rather than 

illuminating the complexities of the migration process, which more nuanced 

approaches to mobility have emphasised (Halfacree, 2006). 

 

Finally, the chapter posits that current understandings of post-student non-

migration are limited to narrow conceptualisations of the decisions of recent 

graduates.  Taking forward Goddard’s (1999a: 10) contention that levels of 

graduate retention reflect “an interplay of several different factors”, there is a need 

for a more holistic understanding of graduate mobility with a view to understand 

rather than map processes of graduate non-migration. This means emphasising 

agency and practices focusing on other factors that influence mobility and non-

mobility, beyond dominant economic narratives of graduate employability, labour 

outcomes and human capital.  A deeper appreciation of migration and residential 

decision-making processes is necessary to inform a more nuanced policy 

approach to graduate retention, acknowledging the complex conditions and 

processes which underpin the decision to stay or go after finishing university. 
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3 Making sense of graduate (im)mobilities 

 

3.1 Introduction  

 

The starting point for this chapter is that previous research has concentrated on 

‘mobility as progress’ (e.g. Skeldon, 1997) and the assumption that ‘fixity’ is about 

being ‘tied’ (e.g. Taylor, 2006), which implies a lack of agency.  At the same time, 

policy makers are keen to encourage non-mobility amongst graduates in order to 

retain skills and knowledge, which suggests a need to see the value in non-

migration.  Positive theories of non-migration are not well developed in the 

scholarship on mobility and population change (for exceptions see Fischer et al., 

2000; Hammar & Tamas, 1997).  This is particularly pertinent in the current 

context of the economic recession, as some migration scholars have recently 

pointed to a relationship between the economic downturn and non-migration.  For 

Ellis (2005), immigrants cannot readjust during economic downturns and therefore 

they stay put.  Cooke’s (2011) census analyses, which point to a decline of 

migration in recent years and the ‘rise in rootedness’, suggest that people are not 

moving: this is seen in part to equate with a shrinking economy. 

   

This chapter is organised around four relevant literatures, the integrating theme 

being the centrality of place-making.  Section 3.1 begins with a review of the 

traditional gendered dimensions of non-migration, ‘tied stayers’, and risk aversion.  

These theories signify a limited capacity to move.  Yet, understandings of ‘living 

apart together’ disrupt these theories, stressing the capacity to move, prompted by 

the emancipation of women in the labour market.  Taking forward the notion of 

value, Section 3.2 explores (im)mobilities and assets in place, social capital and 

knowledge’s.  Section 3.3 examines landscapes of studentification, and section 

3.4 discusses transitions and pathways, and looks at how life course events are 

believed to influence non-migration.  Section 3.5 concludes the chapter and 

identifies the key issues that need analysing to develop an understanding of non-

migration by recent graduates and the decision-making process to stay put.   
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3.2 Tied/non-tied migration 

 

Apart from the ‘value of immobility’ theory (Hammar & Tamas, 2007), there are 

other traditional explanations for decisions to stay put.  British Scholars have paid 

particular attention to the gendered dimensions of (non)migration (Boyle et al., 

2002; Bruegel, 1996; Fielding & Halford, 1993; Halfacree & Boyle, 1999; Willis & 

Yeoh, 2002).  Indeed, the notion of ‘tied’ migration has been well documented 

(Cooke & Bailey, 1996; Halfacree, 1995).  In discussions of migration, Cooke 

(2008) argues that limited previous research “has focused on the decision not to 

move”, and calls for research to accurately identify ‘tied migrants’ and ‘tied stayers’ 

(see also Little & Hisnanick, 2007; Nivalainen, 2004; Swain & Garasky, 2007).   

 

This theory suggests that irrespective of the presence of children, women are 

disenfranchised in the labour market as a result of moving long distances with their 

spouse or cohabitee (Boyle et al., 2000).  This long distance relocation is 

suggested to fulfill the male partner’s (‘breadwinners’) aspirations (Cooke & Bailey, 

1996), and some academics identify this outcome as a direct consequence of 

unequal gendered power relations within the home and workplace (Bielby & 

Bielby, 1992; Shihadeh, 1991).  Moreover, Halfacree (1995) explains the 

production of patriarchy in the labour market and (re)production of subordination in 

the home in terms of ‘intentional and unintentional agency’, and according to 

Crompton and Harris (1999), entering into the labour market involves elements of 

both ‘choice’ and ‘constraint’.   

 

This kind of framing has been critiqued by feminist research for equating men with 

mobility, power and agency, and women with ‘fixity’ and a lack of agency, which is 

rather simplistic.  Often masculinity is coded as mobile and femininity as static.  

Silvey (2004) argues that non-feminist household strategies perspectives view 

migration decisions of individual household members as determined by an overall 

economic risk/benefit calculation measuring the greater good for the greater 

number of household members (for a review, see Lawson, 1998).  Studies based 
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on this approach assume that the migration decision that is best for the household 

as a whole is ultimately best for the individual members of the household.  

However, geographers (e.g. Chant, 1998; Ellis et al., 1996) have identified ways in 

which gendered and generational hierarchies of power play a part in determining 

which members of a household migrate and which stay behind, and how the 

consequences of migration differ for women and men.  Feminist work emphasises 

the contestations over resources within households, and the unequal bargaining 

power within households that tends to subordinate women and children’s 

individual voices and volition in migration decisions.   

     

The empowerment of women disrupts conventional understandings of unequal 

gendered power relations within the home and workplace.  Women now enter the 

labour market more freely and defy the role of ‘trailing spouse’ in migration (Smith, 

2004).  Accordingly, traditional gendered dimensions of (non)migration have less 

significance to contemporary society.  The proportion of the working age 

population in employment remained fairly stable during the 1960s and 1970s, yet, 

trends in the overall rate masked large differences for men and women, with the 

rate for men falling and the rate for women rising.  Data from the Labour Force 

Survey (LFS) shows that the trend in employment rates for men fluctuated 

between 77% in 1984 and 74% in 2011 with a peak in 1990 of 82% (followed by a 

low in 1993 of 75% after the recession).  For women however, employment rates 

have generally been rising from 59% in 1984 to 62% in 2011 (LFS, 2011).  Figure 

3 portrays the “flexible framework through which change may be conceptualized” 

(Crompton, 1999: 4) in gender relations in the home and at work.  The changing 

economic roles of women are eroding the ‘male breadwinner model’, and as a 

result ‘dual’ partnerships ensue, however, it is less clear what will emerge in its 

place (Duncan & Smith, 2006). 
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Figure 3:  Potential transformations in gender relations with regards to earnings 

and caring (Crompton, 1999) 

 

Academics stress that these changes are both the cause and consequence of 

wider changes in the family, relations between the sexes, and social attitudes 

more generally (see Barlow et al., 2005; Lewis, 2001; Roseneil & Budgeon, 2004; 

Williams, 2004).  Indeed, Beck (1992) and Giddens (1991) argue that individuals 

are no longer defined by the social structures of class, gender or religion and thus 

women and men are ‘cut loose from tradition’, and this may have complex effects 

on decisions not to move.  Understandings of (non)migration may be 

conceptualised in the light of these forms of ‘de-traditionalisation’ and ‘selfish 

individualisation’ (Haskey & Lewis, 2006).   

 

Rabe (2011: 4) examines how spouses in dual-earner couples in Britain weigh 

each partner’s expected wage growth in the decision to migrate.  It is revealed 

that: 

“dual-earner couples put roughly equal weights on each partner’s expected 

wage gains when deciding to migrate.  Moreover, migrant wives’ 

employment declines temporarily and there are significant selection effects 

in migration and employment among non-migrants”. 
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Indeed, more recently, Boyle et al. (2009) demonstrated that previously employed 

women do suffer from family migration.  Yet, British scholars have called for a 

“more sophisticated analysis of the human agency of family migrants’ through 

exploring the non-economic dimensions of family migration” (Smith, 2004: 263). 

Some researchers have sought to identify the spatial differences and gender 

cultures of family formations.  Duncan and Smith (2002: 471) state that “family 

formations have a geography as well as a history”.  They argue that “there is no 

standard British family in any geographical sense, rather different sets of regions 

and localities hold their own statistical norms for family life” (p. 473).   

 

According to 2001 Census data released by the Law Commission Consultation 

Paper No. 179 (The Law Commission, 2006), within the last decade the number of 

cohabiting couples have increased by 67%.  The British Household Panel Survey 

validates former statistics and asserts that while cohabitation began as the 

preserve of the upper middle class, it has latterly become a classless phenomenon 

(Ermisch & Francesconi, 2000).  The number of opposite sex cohabiting couple 

families increased significantly, from 2.1 million in 2001 to 2.9 million in 2011 

(ONS, 2012).  Whilst many post-students are not in co-habiting or married 

relationships this body of research shows the importance of taking account of 

relationship formation and dependencies as an influence on migration and non-

migration.  

 

Haskey (2001) offers explanations for some of these trends in household 

relationships and he claims he identifies the common theme as 'risk aversion'.  

Haskey (2001) identifies ‘risk’ faced by divorcees with children, professionals with 

jobs in different cities, those caring for relatives and those striving to protect their 

children’s inheritance rights.  Haskey (2001) is emphatic that the rise of ‘LAT-ing’ 

(living apart together) signifies neither less commitment, nor greater 

individualisation; rather, the increasing number of LATs is indicative of caution 

holding people back from situations they see as risky, and it is argued that “the 

number of cohabiting relationships which fail is large and set to increase further” 

(p. 66).  The social, demographic, policy and legal issues which arise from these 
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events will increasingly occupy the attention of government, the law, and the 

academic community.  Furthermore, Haskey (2005) suggests that cohabitating 

and ‘LAT-ing’ are directly linked to housing and property, “crucial factors in 

facilitating or preventing new partnerships being set up” (p. 54).  Haskey refers to 

opting out of a housing commitment as a “sensible coping strategy” and 

“avoidance of permanent commitments, financial or otherwise” (2005: 54).  It is 

important to consider therefore whether the decision of post-students to remain in 

their place of study/residence following graduation are linked to the perceived risks 

of ‘moving on’ or staying put. 

  

Haskey (2001; 2005) and others stress that the ‘de-traditionalisation’ of the family 

has implications for public policy (see also Duncan & Philips, 2010; Reimondos et 

al., 2011), however, they also delve little into the extent public policy has 

contributed to the phenomenon.  For low income couples with children the effect is 

direct, though inadvertent. Where both partners are either on minimum wage or 

Jobseekers’ Allowance, current tax-credit arrangements mean that a child’s quality 

of life improves dramatically if the parents split and live separately.  A fusion of 

lone-parent protection and an aversion to favouring the ‘traditional’ family is 

understandable.  It seems likely that, for example, the non-existence of joint 

taxation for married couples, dissuades people from the risks of committing to 

each other.  Rewards for couple parenting have been withdrawn from welfare and 

tax arrangements, and with no incentive to marry on a pragmatic level, couples 

may further delay settling down together and having children (Haskey, 2001; 

2005).  Accordingly, it may be beneficial for migration scholars to consider the 

extent to which public policy such as welfare payments are involved in the 

interactions between relation choices and the migration decision-making process.  

 

In the developed world, scholars of family migration concentrate heavily on why 

people are moving (e.g. Boyle et al., 2002; Bruegel, 1996) and pay little attention 

to why people are not moving.  Yet, there have been some findings on non-

migration revealed through studies in the developing world and within the wider 

European context (Kalter, 1998; Nilsson, 2001).  Kothari (2003: 645) argues that 
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moving from one place to another in the developing world has “economic and 

social costs and requires a certain level of human, physical, social and economic 

capital”, thus, the option of moving is not available to those amongst the poor.  The 

paper ‘Staying put and Staying poor’ stresses that these constraints sustain 

poverty.  Smits et al. (2003) examines the ‘classic’ pattern of migration in dual 

earner couples whereby the labour force participation of the wife may inhibit the 

move, making the husband a ‘tied stayer’.  Dual-earner couples and families are 

less likely to migrate than one-earner counterparts, according to Smits et al. 

(2003), and “more and more individuals have become restricted in their migration 

possibilities because of the presence of a working partner” (p. 612).  Smits et al. 

(2003) also contends that the likelihood of becoming a ‘tied stayer’ seems to have 

increased for both males and females because of the greater equality in their 

relationship.   

 

Whilst the situation in developing countries is clearly different, these studies and 

the related literature in the UK suggest it is important to explore how relationships 

influence the motives for not moving within the UK.  Indeed, Cooke (2008: 261) 

argues that: 

“the growth of dual-earner couples implies increasing conflict over where to 

live.  Such conflicts may give rise to a more complex set of arrangements: 

the movement of dual-career couples to very large, diverse labour markets 

in order to accommodate the demands of both spouse’s careers, the growth 

of ‘commuter’ marriages (Van der Klis & Mulder, 2008), long-distance 

commuting, and rising divorce rates”.   

 

Cooke (2008) calls for further research to accurately identify ‘tied migrants’ and 

‘tied stayers’ (see Cooke & Speirs, 2005; Little & Hisnanick, 2007; Rives & West, 

1992, 1993; Swain & Garasky, 2007).  As Haskey (2001; 2005) contends, union 

breakdown presents social, demographic, policy and legal issues and these are 

likely to influence migration.  This body of research calls for further research on 

agency of various kinds rather than ‘tied migrants’.  The literature presents many 
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contorting arguments for why people, especially couples stay put or ‘live apart 

together’; the empowerment of women in the labour market may prevent a joint 

move with a spouse, or indeed policy may contribute to the risks of living together 

as a couple.  These ideas may have resonance for informing understandings of 

youth transitions and young people’s migrations post-university.  Further research 

also suggests that the effect of these changes on migration will also need to be 

placed in the context of life course events especially those affecting post-students.  

 

3.2.1 Living apart together 

 

In understanding how relationships influence why some people stay put, while 

others move on, reference should be made to what demographers call ‘living apart 

together’ (LAT-ing); that is individuals who do not live in a co-residential 

relationship but who have a partner (Levin, 2004; Roseneil, 2006).  Cohabiting and 

‘LAT-ing’ may be seen as part of the ‘going steady’ process, as a prelude to 

marriage or as a more permanent living arrangement, whereby individuals decide 

not to move or are unable to share a home (see Karlsson & Borell, 2002).  In 

December 2005, The Office for National Statistics (ONS) published figures on 

what it described as a ‘new social trend’.  According to a report by Oxford 

statistician John Haskey, the number of ‘living apart together’ couples, is now 

broadly in line with the number of cohabiting couples (Haskey, 2005).  Using the 

2002-2003 General Household Survey, Haskey estimated that around one million 

couples could be classified as ‘LATers’; 3 in every 20 men and women between 16 

and 59 who were neither married nor cohabiting at the time of the survey.   

 

Haskey (2005) highlights that ‘living apart together’ has become increasingly 

recognised in international sociological and demographic literature, however, 

British scholars have neglected ‘LATs’ in the (non)migration discourse.  Indeed, 

West (2002: 199) argues that substantive research is needed to understand “the 

patterning, layering and structuring of lived experience”.  Furthermore, little 

attention has been paid to ‘families of choice’ (Weeks, 2001).  Week’s (2001) 
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assumes that families are diverse, fluid, and unresolved, constantly chosen and 

re-chosen (Weeks, 2001).  Roseneil (2006) finds that across differences of socio-

economic class, gender and sexuality, and with only a few exceptions, 

cohabitation was not constructed as an unequivocally desired goal by the coupled 

interviewees.  All interviewees, even those who were regretfully apart, were 

positive about some aspects of not living with their partner, and almost all 

regarded a non-residential relationship as a valid way of living in its own right, not 

as a stepping stone on the journey towards a ‘proper’ relationship (Roseneil, 

2006).  These ideas raise intriguing questions concerning the disintegration of 

families, ‘demoralisation’ and social breakdown (Bauman, 2003; Fukuyama, 1999), 

and may especially have resonance for understanding geographies of young 

adults and young professionals, who are developing relationships, but at an early 

stage in the adult life course. 

 

3.3 (Im)mobilities and assets in place: social networks (social capital) and 

local knowledge 

 

More than a decade ago, Hammar and Tamas (1997) called on academics to 

consider ‘why people go or stay’.  Commentators have long since sought to 

establish ‘why people go’, yet have tended to overlook Hammar and Tamas’s 

(1997) plea to acknowledge ‘why people stay’.  Non-migration is rarely studied in 

its own right, and whilst there is a large international literature on staying put (e.g. 

Malmberg, 1997) and an emerging literature on those ‘left behind’ (e.g. Kothari, 

2003), understanding why people stay put, and in this context, why graduates 

might eschew mobility, is relatively limited.  

 

Where it has been looked at, it is associated with some kind of ‘lack’: for example,  

Hammar and Tamas (1997) argue that high school graduates when trying to find a 

job in their home town are likely to have ‘location-specific assets’ (e.g. knowing 

many of their fellow citizens, being accustomed to the peculiarities of their home 

town).  It is argued that they are unable to transfer these ‘assets’, which in turn 

reduces their willingness to move.  Those that do not move are seen as ‘immobile’.  
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More recently, migration scholars have pointed to a relationship between the 

economic downturn and non-migration: Cooke’s (2011) UK census analysis 

depicts a decline in migration in recent years and a ‘rise in rootedness’, suggesting 

that increasing numbers of people are not moving.  

 

Malmberg (1997) portrays the absence of migration as the result of sedentarism: 

most people prefer to stay ‘at home’, which explains why only 3% of the world’s 

population are international migrants (Malmberg, 1997: 21).  Kothari (2003) argues 

that moving from one place to another has certain costs and requires a level of 

human, physical, social and economic capital, and therefore the option of moving 

is not available to everyone amongst the poor.  The paper examines the 

characteristics of those who stay put or are ‘left behind’.  Yet, Jónsson (2011) 

argues that such studies tend to focus merely on various developmental impacts 

of transnational migration in regions of origin, for example with regards to 

education, health, or gender equality (see for example Desai & Banerji, 2008; 

Liang et al., 2008; Sevoyan & Agadjanian, 2010).   

 

In contrast to Hammar and Tamas (1997) and others (e.g. Kothari, 2003; 

Malmberg, 1997), and the links drawn between economic downturn and 

immobility, here, emphasis is placed on the potential value of staying put, and the 

need to attune to the complex social processes that might underpin graduate 

(non)mobility.  According to Tassinopoulos and Werner (1999) “most people in the 

EU stay immobile” (p. 11).  The authors question whether immobility itself could 

have a ‘positive value’ to the individual as well as to society as a whole.  Fischer et 

al. (1997) are among the first to present some hypotheses on the ‘value of 

immobility’: ‘location-specific assets and abilities’ transform the decision to stay 

from a paradox into a perfectly rational and understandable behaviour for a major 

part of the population (see also Williams & Baláž, 2012). 

 

Hammar and Tamas (1997) also assert that individuals who do not move can be 

‘immobile’ and to an extent constrained in their migration decision-making 
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processes.  The authors use the term ‘non-migration’ and ‘immobility’ 

interchangeably, yet it could be argued that they are two very different concepts.  

Immobility implies that one is constrained to stay put, yet the term ‘non-migration’ 

represents an element of choice in the decision-making process.  This element of 

choice contradicts the concept of being ‘immobile’.  It can be argued therefore that 

the term ‘immobility’ ought to be re-conceptualised, especially in light of recent 

commentaries postulating the value of staying put, ‘choice biographies’ and 

‘individualisation’ (Beck, 1992).  Indeed, some commentators (e.g. Fischer et al., 

2000) are perhaps overly deterministic in their construction of ‘immobility’, 

overlooking the complexities of human agency and human capabilities behind non-

mobility.   

 

More generally, Fischer et al. (2000) suggest that some of the abilities and assets 

of every human being are ‘location-specific’; they can only be used ‘on the spot’, in 

a certain area or firm and are not transferable to other places of residence.  It is 

argued that an important part of these skills and abilities has to be obtained within 

a location-specific learning process, which requires time and effort.  Migration 

turns such efforts into lost ‘sunk costs’; costs which are tied to a specific location.   

 

Immobility makes sense to many people because migration would lead to a loss of 

location-specific assets and abilities.  Furthermore it is immobility which permits 

the accumulation of location-specific advantages.  These ‘insider’ advantages are 

not only economic, but also, and perhaps most importantly, cultural, linguistic, 

social and political.  According to Fischer et al. (2000), a large number of moves 

between Swedish labour markets seem related to specific life course events, of 

which being unemployed is only one.  The authors perceive that factors which are 

not dependent on one's own work but ought to increase location-specific insider-

advantages (like having a working partner, children or owning a house), increase 

the probability of staying put even further.   
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3.3.1 Social networks and social capital 

 

Unlike its companion concepts (human and creative capital), social capital does 

not originate from the discipline of economics but has its roots primarily in 

sociology (Portes & Landolt, 1996).  Social capital is closely linked with social 

networks (Vertovec, 2003) and is defined as “the sum of the resources, actual or 

virtual, that accrue to an individual or a group by virtue of possessing a durable 

net-work of more or less institutionalised relationships of mutual acquaintance and 

recognition” (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992: 119).  Social capital is commonly 

conceptualised as resources of information or assistance that individuals obtain 

through their social ties to prior migrants.  These resources reduce the costs and 

risks of migrating for potential migrants (see also Coleman, 1988; 1990 and 

Putnam, 1993).  This poses intriguing questions about how social networks and 

social capital ‘emplace’ people in various ways and the importance of ‘resources’ 

for students and graduates when making decisions about where to live and work 

after university.     

   

Numerous studies, primarily on the Mexican-U.S. migration flows, have 

demonstrated how access to migrant social capital through household or 

community ties increases individuals’ likelihood of migrating (Curran et al., 2005; 

Massey & García-España 1987; Winters et al., 2001).  Studies have also 

suggested that accumulation of migrant social capital initiates a process of 

“cumulative causation” through which migration flows become self-sustaining 

(Massey, 1990).  It is argued that a varied network of resources increases ones 

social capital, which increases the likelihood of migrating.  As more and more 

individuals migrate, these network ties expand and this feedback mechanism 

implies that migrant social capital can eventually dampen the effect of other social 

and economic factors on migration.   

 

Existing literature focuses on the importance of social networks and social capital 

in countries of origin and destination (Bauer et al., 2002; Boyle et al., 1998; Gurak 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC2831393/#b7-dem-45-0591
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC2831393/#b26-dem-45-0591
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC2831393/#b43-dem-45-0591
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC2831393/#b23-dem-45-0591
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& Cases, 1992; Koser, 1997), including the role of complex networks of family 

members and friends, and the role of both formal and informal networks in 

providing assistance with finding housing and employment.  These formal and 

informal networks are central to the concept of social capital, defined as the 

personal relationships which are accumulated when people interact with each 

other in families, workplaces, neighbourhoods, local associations and a range of 

informal and formal meeting places (Zadeh & Ahmad, 2009).  Social participation 

is defined as involvement in, and volunteering for, organised groups.  Current 

research tends to overlook the importance of social capital and social networks for 

students and graduates.  This research considers that staying put or ‘fixity’ may be 

less about partnering and more about other forms of social interaction, 

engagement and contribution.   

 

Research on social capital has generally addressed the situation of adults and the 

communities (e.g. Mitra, 2008) in which they live, and less attention has been paid 

to younger age groups.  Helve and Bynner (2007) suggest that they are typically 

seen as gaining the benefits of social capital in education and the transition to 

work largely through the social capital of their parents, and far less attention has 

been given to the production of social capital among young people themselves.  

Young people in their move towards autonomy and independence from their 

parents transfer their allegiance increasingly to their peer group, this, it is argued, 

supplies the means of resolving identity conflicts and coping with uncertainties on 

the route to adulthood (see also Butler, 1995).  Young people’s social capital is 

therefore of major interest in its own right.  Moreover, this begs intriguing 

questions about what kinds of social resources young people acquire, how they 

are formed and their importance in the transitioning process from education to 

work.    
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3.4 Landscapes of studentification 

 

Although studies about the migration and residential plans and decision-making 

processes of recent graduates are limited, there is a rapidly growing literature on 

why students migrate and move within cities during their period of study (Binnie et 

al., 2005; Brooks & Waters, 2011; Chatterton & Holland, 2003; Duke-Williams, 

2009; Findlay et al., 2008; Glasson, 2003; Holdsworth, 2009; Hubbard, 2005; 

Rugg et al., 2000; Rugg et al., 2004; Scott et al., 2001).  This literature may have 

some resonance for informing understandings of post-student migration patterns 

and geographies, particularly as research in other policy domains has revealed 

how different forms of mobility tend to link and intersect (Sheller & Urry, 2006).   

 

Analyses of the 2001 Census shows that 150 wards have a student population in 

excess of 20% of the total population (see also Hubbard, 2008b; Webber, 2007).  

Smith and Holt (2007: 148) contend that:  

“the concentrations of student populations have been intensified through 

the manufacture of ‘student areas’ by private and public sector institutions 

(including, property developers, investors and financiers, universities, local 

government, retail and leisure consortia, and the media), and the intentional 

gatekeeping strategies of letting and estate agents (for example Smith, 

2002a; Smith, 2002b; Van Den Berg & Russo, 2004), fuelled partly by the 

wider model of urban renaissance and neo-liberal agendas”.   

 

One plausible hypothesis for the concentrations of graduate populations is that 

conditions of ‘studentification’, such as “the growth of knowledge based economies 

and societies, and the imperatives of economic competitiveness” (Universities UK, 

2006: 14) are pervasive and influential across the spatial urban hierarchy. 

 

The ‘studentification’ literature sheds light on the formation of ‘exclusive’ student 

geographies, their ‘culturally expressive’ living spaces and places (Chatterton, 
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1999; Chatterton, 2000; Chatterton & Holland, 2003), and their impacts on ‘host’ 

communities (Armstrong et al., 1997).  However, the majority of the work focuses 

on the local economic impacts of universities (Hall, 1997; Harloe & Perry, 2004; 

Lambooy, 1997), rather than exploring social cohesion (Winchester & White, 1988) 

and the locally specific (Hubbard, 2008a; Hubbard, 2008b) complexities of their 

locational and residential geographies.  The over-emphasis on the economic 

effects of students reflects the literature on post-students, which similarly 

concentrates on the market outcomes of graduate retention (Elias & Purcell 2004; 

Furlong & Cartmel 2005).   

 

Hubbard (2008a) appeals for more robust understandings of student geographies.  

It is argued that the phenomenon of studentification, whilst obviously limited to 

towns with higher education institutions (HEIs), produces distinctive urban 

landscapes “whose social and cultural dimensions demand to be explored” (p. 

324).  Hubbard (2008a) discusses the ‘conceptual ambiguity’ of studentification, 

arguing that while studentification can potentially be explored using the concepts 

and language of gentrification (Ley, 1996), it may also be described as an 

outcome of processes of spatial marginalisation (Winchester & White, 1988).   

 

Taking forward Hubbard’s (2008a) plea to broaden understandings of student 

geographies, one could argue that this should include consideration of the wide-

ranging factors affecting the migration plans and decision-making processes of 

students and graduates.  For instance, Smith and Holt (2007) postulate that the 

manufacture of student areas enables students to buy into specific types of 

lifestyles, linked to the consumption of particular forms of accommodation, 

housing, and location, and retail and leisure services.  The authors suggest that 

these practices may be linked to wider ‘coping strategies’ (Butler, 1995) to identify 

and establish social relations with ‘people like us’, and to achieve social and 

cultural distinction and identity.  It is argued that such coping strategies are not 

surprising “since the entry of young people into higher education in Britain often 

represents a transitional stage in their life course, where young people shift from 
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being cast as ‘dependent children’ (Holloway & Valentine, 2000) to ‘independent 

adult’ status” (Smith & Holt, 2007: 151).   

 

Indeed, Smith and Holt (2007) argue that these strategies to achieve social and 

cultural distinction and identity may be bound up with the “formative phases of the 

residential and locational preferences of apprentice gentrifiers” (e.g. recent 

graduates) “and possibly instrumental to the long-term success and/or failure of 

urban renaissance schemes” (p. 157).  Other academics argue that students have 

a predilection for particular types of cultural and entertainment facilities, which are 

located within student areas (see Chatterton & Hollands, 2002; 2003) and the 

migration into student areas therefore illuminates how students move proximate to 

these cultural consumption items, in similar ways to gentrifiers (Ley, 1994; 1996), 

and perhaps post-students.  Furthermore, Smith and Holt (2007) propose that 

“such links between expressions of cultural capital and residential preferences 

may also be implicated within the emerging geographies of recent graduates and 

young professionals within provincial urban locations” (p.153).  It will be useful, 

therefore, to examine if post-students have similar predilections to those student 

inclinations, such as an inclination to maintain social relations with ‘people like us’ 

(Butler, 1995) or are motivated by similar types of cultural and entertainment 

facilities.    

 

Research on studentification has established that there is a structuration effect; 

whereby in-migrant students into particular neighbourhoods reproduce future flows 

of in-migrants into student neighbourhoods, as a neighbourhood acquires a 

particular sense of place (i.e. student area).  Key reasons here are a sense of 

belonging, membership to student groups, perceptions of safety and security and 

cultural consumption practices (e.g. student pubs).  Indeed, according to Jones 

(1999), the relationship and the degrees of ‘attachment’ young people have to their 

local community remains an under-researched aspect of youth migration.  Wiborg 

(2004) notes, attachment and belonging represent values which, for some, 

contrast with the contemporary emphasis on the individual and the ideology of 

mobility and ‘free’ choices, independent of tradition, gender and social and 
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geographical background (Beck, 1992; Giddens, 1991).  Consequently it is 

important to examine further the suggestions of Smith and Holt (2007) that the 

effects of students (i.e. studentification) on a local neighbourhood and community 

may be part of understanding the effects of post-students on local neighbourhoods 

and communities.   

 

It is surprising that the changes caused by large concentrations of recent 

graduates have not been acknowledged in the literature, given the significant work 

on the impact of students (see Table 3).   

 
Table 3: The effects of ‘studentification’ (Smith & Holt, 2007: 149) 
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Further research may be required to tease out the effects of post-students on local 

communities and neighbourhoods to examine the similarities/differences with 

studentification.  For instance, it would be valuable to explore whether the 

retention of post-students result in the ‘cohesion of local communities’, the 

‘buoyancy of the housing market’, ‘anti-social behaviour’ and/ or ‘traffic 

congestion’.  Considering the parallels between the effects of concentrations of 

students and post-students is timely, particularly given that there is some evidence 

that post-students may be displacing students from some studentified areas 

(Smith & Holt, 2007).  This begs intriguing questions about the recursive nature of 

mobility.  Studentification at an urban scale may mean more or less likelihood of 

graduate non-mobility because of the effects on housing and labour markets, but 

also on the social dynamics of non-mobility. 

 

Indeed, Smith and Holt (2007) argue that the blurring of student and post-student 

lifestyles generate new demands for shared and communal living in the private 

rental market.  Furthermore, young professionals (e.g. post-students) increasingly 

compete for rental accommodation, which “may give rise to a gentrification of the 

private rented housing market” (Smith & Holt, 2007: 156).   

 

To date, academics have tended to overlook this link between gentrification and 

the changes in the private rented housing sector.  According to Rhodes (2006: 2), 

the private rented sector (PRS) remains a:  

“diverse tenure, catering for several key demand groups.  However, several 

characteristics suggest that its most important role within the modern 

housing system is to provide flexible accommodation for young and mobile 

people”. 

 

Rhodes (2006) notes the significance of the young professional market within the 

PRS, yet tends to neglect the ways in which these young, upwardly mobile 

professionals ‘polarise’ and ‘displace’ others within the private rented sector.  
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Warde (1991) points to the politics of gentrification and the ‘class war’ of 

territorialisation, claiming:  

“it is a transformation in the built environment, via building work, that 

exhibits some common distinctiveness, aesthetic features and the 

emergence of certain types of local service provision…it is a gathering 

together of persons with a putatively shared culture and lifestyle, or at least 

shared, class related, consumer preference…it is an economic reordering 

of property values, a commercial opportunity for the construction industry, 

and generally, an extension of the system of the private ownership of 

domestic property” (p. 224).   

 

Although gentrification is primarily portrayed as a phenomenon of the owner-

occupied housing market, one could argue that the transformations in the private 

rented housing sector similarly point to processes of gentrification, as parts of the 

sector are dominated by urban elites and young professional migrants; which 

displaces the lower income sectors in the market.  With this is mind, it can be 

argued that patterns of ‘social segregation’, ‘displacement’, ‘territorialisation’ and 

gathering of ‘shared cultures and lifestyles’ ‘reorder’ the housing market and 

mediate the transformations in the PRS.  Hamnett (2003) and Butler (2003) insist 

that London continues to perform as the major escalator for graduates and young 

professional; perhaps indicative of the 16.4% of households living in the PRS 

(Rhodes, 2006).  Moreover, the private rented sector is also sizeable in a number 

of coastal and university towns, perhaps signifying the way in which “gentrification 

has rapidly descended the urban hierarchy” (Smith, 2002c: 429).   

 

There is a well established legacy that young adults often act as pioneers or 

marginal gentrifiers and often bring about the re-institutionalisation of student 

areas by stimulating gentrification.  Most authors see gentrification as complex and 

multifaceted, being “simultaneously a physical, economic, social and cultural 

phenomenon” (Hamnett, 1984: 284).  It involves “not only a social change, but also 

at the neighbourhood scale, a physical change in the housing stock, and an 
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economic change in the land and housing market” (Smith, 1987: 463).  Smith 

(1987) emphasises the economic and physical changes, while other authors (for 

example, Ley 1996; 2003) emphasise cultural change and identify pioneer 

gentrifiers as ‘cultural professionals’ who typically work in the public or arts sectors 

and support tolerance and egalitarianism (Rose, 1996; Shaw, 2002).  Allen (1984) 

stresses that gentrification underpins a ‘utopian quest’, with the inner city offering 

cultural diversity in contrast to the homogeneity of suburban living.  Zukin (1982) 

similarly contends that gentrifiers seek “culture and aesthetic preferences for 

space and a sense of history”.  Balchin (1979), Hamnett (1973), Pitt (1977), Tindall 

(1971) and Williams (1982) all maintain that gentrifiers seek to fulfill both aesthetic 

(architectural) and practical (spatial) desires, discussed more recently by 

Hackworth and Smith (2001) and Slater (2011).   

 

Lees (2008: 2449), contends that “gentrification is part of an aggressive, 

revanchist ideology designed to retake the inner city for the middle classes”.  In 

light of this, it is argued that “new policies of social mixing require critical attention 

with regard to their ability to produce an inclusive urban renaissance and the 

potentially detrimental gentrifying effects they may inflict on the communities they 

intend to help”.  Furthermore, Lees (2008) suggests that social mix policies are 

“cosmetic policies rather than ones prepared to deal with the whole host of 

complex social, economic and cultural reasons as to why there are concentrations 

of poor, economically inactive people in our central cities” (p. 2463).  This raises 

questions about the intentions of institutional actors and policies to foster the 

retention of recent graduates. 

 

The ‘new cultural classes’ have arguably (re)produced urban change, manifest 

within the transforming private rented sector of the housing market.  Recently, 

Smith and Holt (2007) postulate that gentrification has been manufactured as part 

of an “orchestrated urban renaissance” (p. 146).  Smith and Holt (2007) stress the 

likelihood of “recent graduates to continually deploy their cultural capital in lieu of 

economic capital, by carving out distinctive residential niches, and reproducing the 

cultural practices of ‘studenthood’ to maintain social and cultural identities” (p. 
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156).  These normative ideas and expectations are likely to impact upon the types 

of dwellings and services sought by recent graduates.  It is necessary to consider 

the range of factors and conditions that facilitate or constrain the ‘housing 

pathways’ of recent graduates and how these interact with migration decisions.  

The studentification literature suggests that an analysis of housing pathways will 

need to include an understanding of the influence of shared living experiences, the 

role of the PRS, and student neighbourhoods.  Other research on young people 

also indicates such pathways need to be considered as part of youth transitions, 

discussed below. 

 

3.5 Youth transitions and housing pathways  

 

To understand the complex effects of housing on the migration of young people 

this section argues that the discussion should go beyond considering the 

economic issues of housing markets and affordability.  Ford et al. (2002: 9) identify 

five distinct housing ‘pathways’ based on the degree of planning and control 

exercised by a young person, the extent and nature of any constraints, and the 

degree of available family support.  For instance, student housing pathways are: 

“marked by a high degree of planning, access to the niche student housing 

market and considerable family support.  This pathway plays out on a 

national and increasingly, global level”.   

 

Heath (2008: 4) provides a wider context to these arguments in a discussion of 

youth to adulthood transitions more generally, contending that “young people 

experience very different pathways to adulthood depending on factors such as 

gender, ethnicity and social class”.  For instance, it is deemed that “middle class 

students enjoy the most privileged pathways to independent living”, although 

“home-ownership remains a popular aspiration, it is increasingly “unattainable” (p. 

6).  Moreover, Heath (2008) asserts that although Ford et al. (2002) offer some 

insightful contributions regarding how to achieve a ‘successful’ housing transition, 
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“contemporary housing transitions also need to be located within a wider context”, 

which includes:  

“the impact of specific government policies in relation to young people and 

housing and the vulnerabilities of certain groups of young people (care 

leavers, young people in rural areas, gay and lesbian young people) in 

relation to them” (p. 10). 

 

Heath (2008) calls for a consideration of how “generational shifts” in relation to 

household formation impact on a sense of “adulthood” (p. 10).  Heath (2008) does 

not delve deeply into this issue, and yet it begs intriguing questions about the 

maturity of young people, and their associated ‘choice’ biographies, typically 

characterised as ‘destandardised’ pathways based upon strategic life planning and 

constant adaptation to changing circumstances (du Bois-Reymond, 1998).  This 

may suggest that young people are actively making decisions about their housing 

tenure and strategically planning for post-university much earlier in their ‘housing 

career’, but this requires further empirical investigation. 

 

Heath (2008) further explores the changing nature of young people’s ‘housing 

transitions’ and draws attention to the marked increase of young people in the 

private rented sector (PRS), the steady increase in the proportion of young people 

remaining in the parental home, and the growing association between shared 

housing and graduates and/or young professionals.  Moreover, it is argued that 

rising student debt may reduce the financial advantages previously linked to 

graduate status (Christie & Munro, 2003), which could result in “delayed 

transitions” into owner-occupied housing among graduates, “bringing the timing of 

potential home ownership in line with that of their non-graduate peers” (p. 5).   

 

Heath (2008) highlights some of the current housing issues facing young people in 

the UK today.  It is deemed that young people “remain dependent on the private 

and social rental sectors, even though the housing they live in often fails to meet 
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their needs as single young people” (p. 6).  The author calls for an “abolition of the 

single room rent” (which restricts Housing Benefit for under-25 year olds to the 

average rent for a room in a given area, no matter what type of accommodation 

has been secured), and “discriminates against young people entirely on the basis 

of their age, and further compounds their exclusion from mainstream housing 

provision” (p. 6).  It is proposed that additional social housing could make the 

difference to the housing transitions of young people.   

 

Furthermore, Heath (2008) notes the increased role of parents in young people’s 

financial decision-making.  Indeed, Christie et al. (2002) point to the increased 

propensity of affluent parents to buy accommodation for the use of their children 

both before and after graduation, allowing them to save towards a property of their 

own, reinforcing the possibility of owner-occupation increasingly becoming the 

preserve of the children of existing homeowners (Andrew, 2006).  It is often 

assumed that the pathway from home to university and onwards to the labour 

market is a linear upward trajectory, ultimately resulting in improved opportunities 

and social betterment.  Yet, Sage et al. (2012) trace the lives of graduates across 

the five year period after leaving university, revealing that their migration pathways 

are often complex, non-linear and precarious.  The CPC (Centre for Population 

Change) briefing report argues that “during this prolonged period of instability the 

parental home (and parental support more generally) provides a crucial safety net, 

potentially placing additional burden on mid-life parents who may also have care 

responsibilities to the older parent generation” (Sage et al., 2012).  The authors 

identify implications of these findings for adult social care, young adult welfare and 

regional economic development policy are considered.   

 

Rugg et al. (2004) argue that the typical student housing experience, including a 

supervised leaving of the parental home and a ‘sheltered’ spell in the private 

rented sector, constitutes an:  
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“essential education in housing that enhances the housing and labour 

opportunities of graduates compared with other young people who have not 

studied away from the parental home” (p. 19).   

 

Furthermore, it is argued that the student pathway offers a template for a style of 

housing that continues to be evident after graduation.  The term housing ‘pathway’ 

is deemed more realistic than housing ‘career’, with its possibility of ‘meandering’ 

and ‘doubling back’ (Fitzpatrick & Clapham, 1999).   

 

Rugg et al. (2004: 26) suggest that a student pathway is “planned, and once 

entered tends to comprise a straightforward progression so long as the student 

remains in higher education”.  It is assumed that students begin their pathway in 

student housing, progress to a shared property in the PRS in their second year 

(usually in mixed gender houses), and continue to move from one shared house to 

another in the PRS in their second and third years, interspersed with stays in the 

parental home.  After graduation, it is believed that many students return to the 

parental home, the majority leave to take up offers of work and “invariably revisit 

their experiences of rented shared housing”, often with student friends in similar 

locations as undergraduates, although over time the quality of property improves 

and household size tends to get smaller (p. 26).  Moreover, it was ‘typical’ for 

recent graduates to complete their renting experience by living just with their 

partner prior to a house purchase.  Rugg et al. (2004) postulate that once the 

pathway is begun, its progression is simply not questioned by the student/post-

student, who regards each step as “largely inevitable” (p. 26), “anticipated and 

predictable”:  

“supported by their institutions, cushioned by the specialised nature of the 

niche rental market, and educated by their peers in a style of housing use 

that extended for some years after graduating, well into the mid-late 

twenties” (p. 28).   
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Rugg et al. (2004) argue that in some instances students were not:  

“learning about housing: rather, they were inculcating information through 

experience, often thoughtlessly and benefitting though the accretion of a 

collective student housing habitus” (p. 28).   

 

The authors call for effective housing policy that appreciates the need for young 

people to “learn housing” and support the parent as a “key safety net provider” 

(Rugg et al., 2004: 33). 

 

Kenyon and Heath (2001) focus on sharing less as a pathway and more as a 

lifestyle choice among young professionals, and consider this a nascent trend 

reflected in media portrayals such as the US television series Friends.  This notion 

of choice exemplifies the “destandardisation” of personal biography that is 

characteristic of “risk society” (p. 642).  Kenyon and Heath (2001) suggest that “it 

is no longer sufficient to explain all young people’s routes into shared housing in 

terms of a simple economic default model” (p. 620).  The data suggest that:  

“more affluent sharers base their decisions on the appropriateness of 

sharing to their current lifestyle needs.  They describe their housing 

decisions in terms of an ongoing assessment of the material and non-

material costs of different housing options, set in the broader context of 

their attitudes towards “settling down and the desirability of an independent 

lifestyle” (p. 622). 

 

These more affluent sharers do not regard themselves as members of a 

“generation on hold” (Cote & Allahar, 1994), struggling to make sense of ‘delayed 

transitions’ to adulthood.  They are instead placing themselves “at the centre of 

their own life planning” (Kenyon & Heath, 2001: 634).  In contrast, Lister (2004) 

contends that “substandard accommodation and problematic relationships with 

landlords prompt many young people to repeatedly move through the PRS in 

search of better conditions and satisfactory relationships with landlords” (p. 328).  
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This contends the notion that mobility arises out of choice and begs further 

questions about how social class constrains and influences choice biographies.   

 

In addition, the changing patterns of provision in the PRS may affect housing 

pathways.  Working in partnership with students, universities and local 

communities, the UNITE Group “provide homes to some 42,000 students in the 

UK” (UNITE, 2012).  ‘Livocity’ is a relatively new concept in hostel and rented 

accommodation provided by UNITE, designed specifically for graduates and 

young professionals “who are becoming priced out of the London housing market” 

(Utley & Kingston, 2012).  Livocity convert unused buildings into modern 

apartments with “high levels of service providing recent graduates and young 

professionals with quality hostel accommodation to rent in London”.  They offer 

“simple rents” (one weekly rate inclusive of bills, council tax, broadband and IPTV); 

a “simple tenancy agreement” (no middle man, no estate agents), and “simple 

living” (can sign for parcels, organise dry cleaning or book a restaurant for the 

evening).  Livocity maintain to:  

“provide a unique renting experience where privacy, safety and ease of 

living are all top of mind.  The properties are small developments providing 

you with your own space, yet in an environment where you'll find likeminded 

people.  It really is city living simplified” (UNITE, 2012). 

 

The properties have in-built community facilities and are “professionally managed, 

providing a level of security and service far beyond the average house-share”.  

Livocity aim to “replicate this model in European capitals and cities across the UK” 

which they hope “will help cities to attract and retain their graduate population” 

(UNITE, 2012).     

 

This type of provision is significant in the current context of the economic 

recession.  Smith (2009a; 2009b) considers some of the possible effects of the 

economic recession on the student housing market in the UK.  It is contended that 
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there will be major changes to the supply of student accommodation.  First, it is 

suggested that there will be a more focused concentration of purpose built student 

accommodation in London and university towns and cities with prestigious 

universities, to cater for the growing international and home-based student 

market.  Second, it is postulated that commercial development activity will 

continue to be buoyant in the student housing market, as more partnerships are 

formed with universities to provide higher levels of university accommodation for 

first year and returning students.  Third, it is argued that student accommodation in 

the private rented sector will continue to be a major form of student housing.  

 

This begs questions for scholars of housing and policy, to consider more critically 

why and where post-students reside and what the influence is of the supply of 

certain types of housing on the housing pathways of recent graduates.  For 

example, the delayed entry of recent graduates and young professionals into the 

owner-occupied sector may have policy ramifications, such as changing levels of 

demand and supply of affordable housing for students and other low income 

groups.  In addition, the existing research on student and graduate housing 

pathways suggests that social class also will influence the pathways taken and 

may well then affect migration decisions and geographies.  Housing pathways 

represent more than economic transactions, they also embrace social and cultural 

aspects and life course events. 

 

3.5.1 Life course events 

 

According to Bailey (2009), geographical engagements with life course research 

are well established, if not always visible (Hopkins & Pain, 2007).  Recent 

developments build on antecedents from behavioural geography, regional science, 

feminist geography, and population studies (Ackers & Gill, 2008; Chant & 

Radcliffe, 1992; Courgeau, 1985; Frey, 1984; Huff & Clark, 1978; Katz & Monk, 

1993; Odland & Shumway, 1993; van Wissen & Dykstra, 1999; Wagner, 1989; 

Warnes, 1986).  For Bailey (2009: 413) “life course matters matter”.  de Groot et 
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al. (2007: 2) consider the “link between the intention to move and actual moving 

behaviour”, finding that “only one third of individuals expressing an intention to 

move actually moved within the two years thereafter”.  Moreover: 

“current and expected household and housing characteristics influence the 

realisation of intentions to move, as does the strength of the intention to 

move. Regional characteristics also play a significant role in the degree to 

which moving intentions are realised” (de Groot et al., 2007: 2). 

 

de Groot et al. (2007) acknowledge that the ‘lengthy decision process’ warrants 

investigation.  It is argued that individuals may want to move “in response to 

changes in their household situation, their socio-economic situation and/or 

changes in their neighbourhood or local environment”, and it is asserted that some 

will “fulfill their wish”, whilst others will “postpone or even put off the move” (p. 2).  

In essence, it is deemed that, a ‘discrepancy’ arises between the initial intention to 

move and the actual moving behaviour (see also Duncan & Newman, 1976; Fang, 

2006; Kan, 1999; Landale & Guest, 1985; Rossi, 1955).  Others, such as Lu 

(1998) and Van Kempen et al. (1990) argue that the degree to which people 

realise their moving intentions varies substantially by town or region.   

 

Other studies showed that socio-demographic, socio-economic and housing 

characteristics like age and gender (Lu, 1999), ethnicity (Kan, 1999; Lu, 1998), 

income (Lu, 1998; Moore, 1986; Van Kempen et al., 1990), housing tenure (Lu, 

1998; Moore, 1986; Van Kempen et al., 1990) and crowding (Duncan & Newman, 

1976) influence the extent to which wishes to move come true.  Life events, such 

as cohabiting, union dissolution (see also Boyle et al., 2008 regarding migration-

related union dissolution), or having children are perceived to alter preferences 

and needs with respect to housing tenure.  Indeed, de Groot et al. (2007) insist 

that: 

“resources and restrictions (the personal or micro context) and opportunities 

and constraints within the housing market (the social or macro context) 
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influence the realization of intentions to move and specific housing 

preferences” (p. 4). 

 

For Hooimeijer and Oskamp (1996), actual behaviour arises from the interaction 

between the motives for moving, housing preferences, resources and restrictions 

on the one hand and the opportunities and constraints within the housing market 

on the other hand. 

 

Thus as Kan argues (1999: 72), “household heterogeneity is significant”, and: 

“while changes in socioeconomic circumstances may prompt a household 

to plan to move, the mobility plan is likely to be interrupted by unanticipated 

changes. However, for households who did not plan to move, unanticipated 

changes in socioeconomic circumstances have significant and positive 

effects on residential mobility”. 

 

Indeed, it has been argued that the choice to relocate is easier for singles than for 

multi-person households because they do not have to take anyone else’s daily 

activity spaces and preferences into account (see Feijten, 2005; Mulder, 1993). 

 

de Groot et al. (2007) study the moving intentions, what they term ‘stated 

preference research’, and the actual moving behaviour, termed ‘revealed 

preference research’.  Taking forward this premise, this research similarly looks at 

both the migration intentions of students and the realities of individuals who have 

recently graduated.  In addition, the research seeks to consider if key life course 

events, some of which, such as children or divorce, may not yet have affected 

post-students are still an influence on non-migration decisions and geographies 
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3.6 Conclusions 

 

A key question to ask is what enables graduates to stay put in university towns 

and cities, and what kinds of factors might be linked to their (non)mobility.  This 

emphasis on non-mobility sits at odds with research on migration more generally, 

where mobility is equated with progress (Skeldon, 1997) and where ‘fixity’ is 

associated with being tied.  It is also challenged by research on the graduate-work 

transition, in which migration and mobility figure strongly.    

 

Much of the existing research on non-migration considers ‘mobility as progress’ 

and the assumption that ‘fixity’ is about being ‘tied’, which implies a lack of agency.  

This chapter discusses these traditional explanations of staying put and the 

contributions made looking at the gendered dimensions of non-migration.  Other 

theoretical understandings of non-migration consider the value of remaining in one 

place or ‘living apart together’.  This literature contests assumptions that ‘fixity’ 

discourages personal and economic advancement.  Indeed, traditional 

understandings of non-migration ought to be reconceptualised as individuals are 

no longer defined by the social structures of class, gender or religion.  The chapter 

goes beyond traditional understandings of non-migration, supposing that staying 

put or ‘fixity’ may be less about partnering or being tied and more about other 

forms of social interaction, engagement and contribution.   

 

There is a vast literature on international migration and those ‘left behind’, 

especially in the developing world, yet less attention has been paid to why young 

people remain in their university town or city after graduating.  Chapter 2 posits 

that there are strong grounds for undertaking analyses looking at graduate mobility 

and retention as cities endeavour to create or sustain a highly educated workforce, 

and in light of the importance placed on skills, knowledge and innovation.  As 

argued in chapter 2, studies on graduate mobilities tend to focus on economic 

issues; human capital, London, housing markets.  This body of research seeks to 
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address these issues, yet, places importance on providing a more holistic 

understanding of the complex nature of migration decision-making. 

 

A study on graduate mobility and retention would benefit from the insights of 

institutional actors and community stakeholders to enlighten understandings of this 

previously untapped social group from an informed perspective.  Moreover, taking 

forward Ackers and Gill’s (2008) contention to change established thinking and 

rhetoric about migration and to shift it from a dualistic thinking of migration in terms 

of economic versus non-economic migrants, chapter’s 2 and 3 call for a deeper 

reading of the migration and residential decision-making process to recognise the 

multifaceted social, cultural, and economic dimensions, and a consideration of life 

course events.  Understanding, rather than mapping or statistical modeling of 

human capital flows, from key actors and (post)students, would extend conceptual 

understandings of non-migration and establish why and how students and 

graduates negotiate the transition from education to work and the factors and 

conditions which underpin that process.  
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4 Methods  

 

4.1 Introduction  

 

This thesis investigates the factors that encourage graduates to stay put on 

completion of their studies.  As a study of non-migration, a key focus is on the role 

of youth transitions and life course events, which provide a context in which 

migration and residential decision-making processes and preferences of 

(post)students are embedded.  Moving beyond dualistic thinking of migration in 

terms of economic versus non-economic migrants (e.g. Ackers & Gill, 2008), this 

thesis, by means of mixed methods, seeks to examine the migration and 

residential decision-making plans, processes and pathways of young people and 

the multifaceted social, cultural, and economic processes involved in leaving one 

context and entering another, or indeed remaining in one place.  This involves the 

employment of both quantitative and qualitative research techniques to examine 

and engage with institutional actors and (post)students, structures and agency, 

and to capture perceptions and processes at a community scale in Brighton & 

Hove. 

  

This chapter explains the methodology adopted to address the research questions 

underpinning this study of post-student non-migration in Brighton & Hove, South 

East England.  A case study approach was adopted for this study, which was 

approached through a mixed methods iterative research design.  In line with the 

conceptual approach adopted in the thesis, methods included key informant 

interviews with actors involved in various ways with negotiating the impacts of 

students and graduates on the fabric and economy of the city, and questionnaires 

and interviews with recent graduates.  Discussion centres on the development of 

the research design, the implementation of these methods, and analysis of data.  

Ethical issues and questions of researcher positionality are raised in order to 

signal the strengths and potential limitations of the data. 
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4.2 Case study approach  

 

Case study research is concerned with the complexity and particular nature of the 

case in question (Stake, 1995).  Some of the best known studies in sociology are 

based on this kind of design (e.g. Holdaway, 1982; Holdaway, 1983; O'Reilly, 

2000; Stacey, 1960; Whyte, 1955).  In this study, a case study research design 

has involved a detailed exploration of (post)student preferences and residential 

decision-making in a specific ‘case’, this being the city of Brighton & Hove.  In 

chapter 5 the particular characteristics of the Brighton & Hove case are explored.  

Here, discussion focuses on recent debates on the use of a case study approach, 

and how these have influenced the selection of this particular case.   

 

Cases are often chosen not because they are extreme or unusual in some way, 

but because either they epitomise a broader category of cases or they provide a 

suitable context for the research questions to be answered (Baggini, 2007; Russell 

& Tyler, 2002).  Yin (2003) delineates five cases: the critical case, extreme (unique 

case), representative case (typical), revelatory case, and longitudinal case.  In this 

research, the case is revelatory, allowing geographical insights into the 

(non)migration and residential decision-making processes of (post)students to 

emerge.  A standard criticism is that derived findings from a single case study 

cannot be generalised.  Exponents of case study research counter limitations of 

external validity arguing that generalisability is not the purpose of the original 

design (Flyvbjerg, 2006; Stake, 1995).  Indeed, exponents of the case study 

design favour qualitative methods such as participant observation and 

unstructured interviewing to generate an intensive and detailed examination of the 

case (Yin, 2003).  In this study, the principal research questions centre on 

developing a nuanced understanding of graduate non-migration, and it is proposed 

that the geographies of Brighton & Hove are a factor here.  Generation of 

generalisable, extensive findings is not an objective of the research.  However, the 

research design includes complementary qualitative and quantitative aspects to 

the Brighton & Hove case: a mixed method case study approach is used in order 

to address different aspects of the research questions.  
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This case study of graduate non-migration in Brighton & Hove aligns with case 

study research on theoretical reasoning:  how well do the data support the 

arguments that are generated?  Is the analysis incisive, i.e. does it demonstrate 

connections between different conceptual ideas that are developed out of the 

data?  The crucial question is not whether the findings can be generalised to other 

settings, but how well findings are drawn out and arguments generated (Mitchell, 

1983; Yin, 2003).  In this case, this means expanding conceptual understandings 

of non-migrant post-students.  Demographic data on Brighton & Hove reveals that 

the city has a relatively young, mobile population, attracting students and 

welcoming the retention of professional graduates (Binks & Clayton, 2006).  

Existing research suggests that towns and cities such as Brighton & Hove are 

‘attractive’ places for young people to live (Pollard et al., 2008; 2010).  Brighton & 

Hove is a good case study for exploring these ideas as it has a high proportion of 

graduates and young mobile people and a number of the characteristics (e.g. 

galleries, clubs, restaurants, studios) that, it is assumed, appeal to graduates 

(Florida, 2005b).   

 

Brighton & Hove provides a distinctive case study, given its recent history of 

increasing student numbers and high levels of young, mobile people (Smith & Holt, 

2007).  The need to acknowledge the distinctiveness of a case study is illustrated 

in Leonard’s (2004) study using similar parameters applied to research carried out 

in a Catholic housing estate in West Belfast.  For Leonard (2004), the 

distinctiveness of Belfast, with its recent history of conflict and search for political 

solutions, meant that analysis was built around the ‘special’ characteristics of 

Belfast, i.e. its place distinctiveness.  Similarly, in this study, the place specificity of 

Brighton & Hove is an important factor underpinning both the generation and 

analysis of findings.  

  

To summarise, a case study approach allows a richness of data (volume and 

detail) with a variety of sources of evidence that can be used to build and reinforce 

themes identified (Yin, 2009).  Moreover, the research question involves a 

complex, real-life phenomenon with multiple variables, which demand the use of 
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an in-depth research approach like the case study.  Concerns over external 

validity and the ability to generalise are not of central concern: rather, the aim is to 

build a conceptual understanding of post-student non-migration.  Finally, the 

characteristics of Brighton & Hove, as a city with a young, relatively mobile 

population, lend themselves to scrutiny as the study seeks to cast light on the 

complex factors underpinning why graduates stay put after university.  

 

4.3 Methodological approach: mixed methods 

 

Acknowledging the limitations of applying quantitative or qualitative approaches in 

isolation, a mixed methods approach has been adopted (Bryman, 2006; 

Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003), utilising the strengths of both quantitative and 

qualitative data.  The growth of interest in mixed methods research has been well 

documented (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007; McKendrick, 1999).  In migration 

studies mixed methods have had a particular appeal, allowing recognition of the 

extent of mobility patterns to be analysed, whilst also attending to the complexities 

of decision-making revealed in the narratives of migrants themselves (e.g. Boyle et 

al., 2000; Green, 1997; Halfacree, 2001).  Transposing ideas of merging methods, 

this study embraces the two ‘ways of researching’; mixing empirical secondary 

data, qualitative interviews and a quantitative/qualitative questionnaire, 

supplementing the small pool of similar migration studies and contributing to an 

ongoing body of research that seeks to bridge the divide between quantitative and 

qualitative methods.   

 

These differing methods provide different but complementary insights into 

migration patterns and processes in Brighton & Hove and as Eyles and Smith 

(1988) highlight, differences emerging between data sources are shown to be 

equally as significant as the inherent similarities and contribute to achieving 

greater depth of analysis.  The quantitative research includes area and origin-

destination data from BHLIS (Brighton & Hove’s Local Information Service) and 

the 2001 Census data (detailed in chapter 5) to analyse migration patterns and the 
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geographies of residential composition and student/graduate populations.  This 

secondary quantitative data informs and justifies the choice of case study, and 

identifies how key issues influencing the residential preferences of graduates from 

the literature are manifest in Brighton & Hove.  Investigatory techniques include 

qualitative semi-structured interviews and a questionnaire containing both 

quantitative and qualitative questions to explore processes of migration decision-

making and transition (see Table 4: The research design). 

  

The challenges to this form of research have been well documented, such as the 

need for extensive data collection and the time-consuming nature of analysing 

both text and numeric data (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003).  Moreover, it has been 

argued that quantitative and qualitative research methods carry and are rooted in 

epistemological commitments, how we know and conceive the world, and are 

separate ‘paradigms’ (Kuhn, 1970).  This standpoint has led some to argue 

(Hammersley, 1992; Hughes, 1990; Oakley, 1999) that mixed methods are not 

viable, the process of investigation is not simply a matter of how to go about 

collecting data, it is embedded in considerations of how social reality should be 

studied, and is a commitment to an epistemological position.  Indeed, Maykut and 

Morehouse (1994: 2-3) insist that “the competing paradigms are based on two 

different and competing ways of understanding the world...[which] are related in 

the way research is collected (words versus numbers) and the perspective of the 

researcher (perspectival versus objective) [and] discovery versus proof”.  These 

ideas evoke much debate on whether mixed methods are complementary or 

contradictory (Smith, 1983; Smith & Heshusius, 1986). 

 

Some researchers have insisted that quantitative and qualitative research present 

discrete paradigms (e.g. Guba & Lincoln, 1995; Morgan, 1998) where beliefs and 

methods are exclusive to those paradigms, and are incommensurable.  However, 

it is not clear whether quantitative and qualitative research are in fact ‘paradigms’ 

(Kuhn, 1970) and this notion of interconnectedness of method and epistemology 

has not been verified.  The overriding aim of this research is to explore and 

provide insights into the processes and patterns that shape the geographies of 
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young people.  There may well be epistemological and ontological impediments to 

the combination of quantitative and qualitative research however, in this case, 

using solely quantitative or qualitative methods would limit the depth and breadth 

of the research project.  Instead, mixed methods and contrasting techniques are 

used in this case so that each contributes something distinct to the research.  

Different techniques may throw up contradictory findings, yet in this case, contrary 

findings are recognised, and the differences are drawn on to produce a fuller 

interpretation and understanding of why graduates stay put.        

 

Mixing methods also allows the acquisition and analysis of data on the 

perceptions, insights and lived experiences of people, which is a crucial step in 

understanding migration (Cloke et al., 1991).  Human behaviour is subjective and 

complex and qualitative methods allow for the exploration of meanings, emotions 

and intentions through which migrant (and non-migrant) practices are cast.  

Quantitative based analyses of migration, it has been argued, often tend to over-

privilege economic-related factors shaping migration, such as post-migration 

labour market status (Bonney & Love, 1991; Halfacree & Boyle, 1999).  These 

‘narrow’ studies tend to mask the social, cultural and psychological processes and 

outcomes of migration (Cooke, 2001; Cooke, 2003).  Given the emphasis of this 

study on expanding understandings of graduate (non)migration, qualitative 

techniques are used to examine the importance of social and cultural dimensions 

in the migration process, and consider how and why (post)students make 

decisions about where to live; their plans, intentions, experiences and migration 

realisations.  Open-ended questionnaire questions and interviewing recent 

graduates allowed the exploration of the ‘process’ involved in making decisions 

about where to live.   

 

Although the research blends methods, it should be noted that the investigation is 

exploratory with an approach that is non-reductionist as human nature and 

behaviour is complex and cannot be readily hypothesised and quantified.  The 

open-ended questioning in the interviews and the qualitative questionnaire 

questions seek to unpick the meanings constructed by people as they engage with 
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the world they are interpreting (Crotty, 1998).  This kind of approach is widely used 

in studies of migration and urban change (e.g. Green et al., 1999; Hardill et al., 

1997; Haskey & Lewis, 2006).  Such qualitative techniques, particularly 

interviewing are useful for exploring the feelings, understandings, and knowledge’s 

of others and for delving more openly into individual reasons for making migration 

decisions.  With this in mind, the research study adheres to an amalgamation of 

methods to fully examine and explore the complexities of human behaviour and 

lived experiences.   

 

The methodological approach supports Morgan’s (1998) suggestion that using 

both quantitative and qualitative methods allows for ‘completeness’, by bringing 

together a more comprehensive account of the phenomenon under scrutiny.  

Quantitative research provides an account of structures of social life and 

qualitative research offers something complimentary, a sense of the process 

(Bryman, 2006).  Mixed methods provide empirical information and 

understandings of the broad differences between (post)students, informing a 

deeper understanding of the migration decision-making process, exploring the 

processes that lie behind the decisions and experiences of students and recent 

graduates.  This approach allows an evaluation of the relationships between a 

range of economic, cultural and social factors; structural practices as expressed by 

institutional informants and beyond that, residential decision-making processes as 

articulated by students and recent graduates, providing an integrated and 

theoretically informed account of new and emerging geographies of 

(post)students.   

 

A mixed methodology approach is a constructive way of conceptualising and 

conducting empirical research in the social sciences, and specifically within this 

case study research.  Combining ways of researching provides a holistic 

understanding of the nature of migration and the motivations of post-students to 

stay or go following graduation.  Indeed, the complementary design of empirical 

contextualisation, qualitative interviews, and combined qualitative/quantitative 

questionnaire allows quantification and qualitative thematic analysis (section 4.9), 
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supporting the epistemological framework of the research and embracing notions 

of the varying and distinct ways people know and see the world, the process of 

migration, choices, outcomes and their interactions with life course events.  

 

4.4 Research design   

 

In this mixed method case study, the research design involves three overlapping 

strands: contextualisation, investigation and analysis.  Table 4 below provides a 

summary of the research design and the steps that together make up the 

methodology.  According to Yin (2003: 19) the most elementary definition of a 

research design is “the logical sequence that connects the empirical data to a 

studies initial research questions and, ultimately, to its conclusions”.  Following 

sections of the chapter discuss in detail each phase of the research, and provides 

a rationale for the research methods used. 
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Table 4: The research design   

 Method Rationale 

Case Study 
Contextualisation 
(see chapter 5 for 
empirical material 
and analysis) 

Quantitative analysis of BHLIS 
(Brighton & Hove’s Local 
Information Service) and 2001 
Census data 

An inaugural phase of research to 
inform and further justify the choice 
of case study; introducing the 
location and addressing the key 
issues influencing migration/the 
non-migration of recent graduates 
(from the literature) and illustrating 
how these issues are manifest in 
Brighton & Hove 

Investigation Semi-structured interviews with 
key informants in Brighton & 
Hove (e.g. city councilors, key 
employers within business and 
creative industries, university 
alumni, careers and student 
services staff) [19 interviews] 

Through their practices and 
interaction with students and recent 
graduates key actors and 
community stakeholders have 
developed particular perceptions as 
to why students remain in Brighton 
& Hove following graduation. 
Stakeholders may also reveal 
particular policy approaches to 
graduate retention in the city. 
These perceptions are compared to 
the perspectives of recent 
graduates themselves 

Questionnaires with final year 
University of Brighton students 
[376 questionnaires] 

Qualitative and quantitative 
questions are used to develop an 
understanding of students 
migration experiences and future 
intentions, an approach rarely 
applied in migration studies 
(discussed in section 4.3)  

Semi-structured interviews with 
University of Brighton 
graduates who left university 
between three and five years 
ago [20 interviews] 

Used to explore the transition and 
decision-making process post-
university, considering how these 
life course events are negotiated 
over time 

Analysis Excel, SPSS and thematic 
analysis (discussed fully in 
section 4.8) 

Quantitative analysis of 
questionnaire and coding/theme 
building of qualitative data to 
provide a holistic understanding of 
post-student migration practices in 
the context of life course transition 
and associated socio-economic 
factors 
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As Table 4 shows, phase 1 contextualises the case study through analyses and 

manipulation of BHLIS (Brighton & Hove’s Local Information Service) and Casweb 

is used to interrogate 2001 Census data.  Contextualisation in this case involves 

the interrogation of both data sources to develop a picture of the demography of 

Brighton & Hove in relation to age, education and mobility.  This secondary data 

‘sets the scene’ and considers the key issues underpinning the (non)migration of 

recent graduates and how these are manifest in Brighton & Hove.  Chapter 5 

describes what local, regional and national datasets have been used and 

considers their limitations.   

 

The preliminary contextual findings along with the current theoretical 

understandings of graduate non-migration guide phase 2: the investigation.  As the 

focus of the study is on why people stay put, i.e. non-migrants, an important sub-

population here are non-migrant graduates.  Understandings of their migration 

intentions and decision-making processes pre-graduation, and influence of life 

course events post-graduation are limited.  Here, the research design seeks to 

understand processes of migration intentions, negotiations and outcomes.   

 

Semi-structured interviews with key institutional actors and other community 

stakeholders provide further understandings of what motivates and influences 

(non)migration decisions and help inform a questionnaire survey of undergraduate 

students.  As shown in Table 4, key actors and community stakeholders have an 

insight into why students remain and these findings are compared to the more 

personal perspectives acquired through questionnaires and interviews with recent 

graduates.  The questionnaire survey illuminates if and why undergraduate 

students intend to remain in Brighton & Hove after finishing their university studies.   

 

Indeed, migration decisions are driven by transitions (e.g. career, housing) and life 

course events (see chapter 3).  For this reason, further semi-structured interviews 

with recent graduates examine the complexities of migration decisions and 

experiences and consider life course events.  These mixed methods enable the 
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perceptions and agency of students and recent graduates, and the role played by 

local institutional actors to be captured.  Indeed, this phase of the investigation 

draws out the intricacies between migration intent and outcome, adopting an in-

depth approach to explore why people stay put.  Phase 3 brings together the 

empirical data, analysed using Excel, SPSS and manual coding and theme 

building of the qualitative data.  Table 4.1 below illustrates how the methods of 

investigation address the objectives of the research.   

 

Table 4.1: Research objectives and associated methodological techniques   

Research objectives Method of enquiry 

Examining the perceptions and knowledge’s 

of institutional actors and community 

stakeholders on the migration decision-

making processes of students following 

university  

Key informant interviews 

Exploring the migration plans and 

residential considerations of undergraduate 

students concerning where to live after 

finishing university 

Questionnaires with students 

Examining the importance of economic, 

social, and cultural factors in facilitating and 

constraining the non-migration of recent 

graduates 

Interviews with recent graduates 

 

Following sections 4.5-4.7 expand on Table 4.1 above and explain how each 

method (key informant interviews, questionnaires and interviews with recent 

graduates) has met the research aims of the project. 
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4.5 Semi-structured interviews with key informants  

 

In order to establish some initial insights and understandings of the migration and 

residential preferences and processes of graduates in Brighton & Hove, semi-

structured interviews with key informants were undertaken between November 

2008 and April 2009.  The research sought to unravel the perceptions, vision and 

practices of particular key informants who have a relationship of some kind with 

students and recent graduates in the city.  In addition to acquiring indications of 

why graduates choose to remain and what factors facilitate or constrain these 

movements, interviews with key actors and community stakeholders provided 

insights into how (post)students were perceived and valued locally and express 

how structures, such as the increasing demand for a skilled economy, are 

manifest in Brighton & Hove.  Indeed, these interviews intended to unravel (if any) 

the roles and responsibilities of key actors in the community for managing and/or 

retaining the graduate community in Brighton & Hove.  As such, these interviews 

offer an understanding of the relationship between structures and agency beyond 

that of the knowledge articulated by young people.  The beneficial outcomes of the 

application of this method are detailed in this section, however, largely the findings 

from these interviews also provided a framework for developing questions for the 

student survey. 

 

As already mentioned, qualitative semi-structured interviews compliment the 

quantitative data acquired through contextualisation and from the questionnaire 

survey.  In this case, conducting semi-structured interviews follows Corbin and 

Strauss’s (2008: 16) view to embark upon qualitative research with “a desire to 

step beyond the known and enter into the world of participants, to see the world 

from their perspective and in doing so make discoveries that will contribute to the 

development of empirical knowledge”.  Semi-structured interviews are considered 

one of the most flexible strategies, enabling reciprocity and evoking a sense of 

equality and as Valentine (1997: 111) confirms, allowing “a conversational, fluid, 

form”.  Here, they enabled the researcher to cover a wide variety of topics, to 

clarify issues raised by the participant and to follow up unanticipated themes.  The 
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disadvantage of this method is that it largely depends on the interpersonal and 

listening skills of the interviewer.  The unequal relationship between the 

interviewer and interviewee has been well documented (Sidaway, 2000), and this 

unequal relationship is embedded in issues of gender, class, race, ethnicity, and 

power that have to be addressed (see Kobayashi (1994) and section 4.9 for further 

discussion).   

 

Interviews with institutional actors and community stakeholders allowed the 

examination of their perceptions and knowledges (see Table 4.1).  Interviews were 

used to examine stakeholders’ views as to what encouraged people to stay or 

leave after finishing university.  These informants, although they have not been 

students at the university have an insight into these processes through their work, 

having interacted in some way with students and recent graduates, acquiring 

knowledge of their housing and employment choices.   

 

A snowballing technique was used to identify key informants, with interviewees 

being asked to recommend others who could be interviewed for the study. After 

attending a City and Skills meeting at the City Council headquarters in 2008 (along 

with a colleague of the University of Brighton), the researcher liaised with an 

Economic Development Officer of the Council and arranged an interview to further 

discuss the research project in more depth.  From here the sample ‘snowballed’ 

from individual to individual.  The limitations of this type of sampling method have 

been well documented, considering how the recruitment technique of snowball 

sampling, which uses interpersonal relations and connections between people, 

both includes and excludes individuals (e.g. Beauchemin & González-Ferrer; 

Browne, 2005; Coleman, 1958).  These limitations include the impact of the first 

participant on the sample and the onus on the researcher’s ability to ‘vertically 

network’ and find an appropriate sample.  It is a non-random sample that 

contradicts many of the assumptions supporting conventional notions of random 

selection and representativeness; however, representativeness was not an 

objective of the research.  Although these issues are important to consider, in this 

case, using this type of sampling technique allowed the locating of a specific 
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sample, who were otherwise difficult to locate/unknown to the researcher e.g. a 

‘hidden’ population (Salganik & Heckathorn, 2004).  

 

A range of participants was achieved through snowballing and then pursuing 

specific informants.   Local councilors introduced the researcher to relevant council 

officers in housing, policy, economic and cultural services.  Moreover, the 

fundamental role played by key employers in the city became apparent, 

specifically in the creative and new media industry, as did the role and 

responsibility of the university itself.  Interviewees were therefore targeted in the 

career and employment services departments at both the University of Brighton 

and Sussex University.  A total of 19 interviews were conducted with local 

institutional actors and community stakeholders in the economic and employment 

field, housing, cultural services, learning and skills, key employers in business and 

creative industries, policy, and careers and alumni services.    

 

Building on the literature to further understandings of what motivates and 

influences migration and non-migration decision-making processes in Brighton & 

Hove, a schedule of questions was devised and prompts were tailored to unravel 

the research issues (see Appendix 10.1).  Each interview began with a discussion 

of the factors that may influence the decisions of students to stay or leave the city 

after finishing university.  The interview then explored the effects, if any, graduates 

may have on the city and if they or their organisation provide advice or support to 

students about where to live after finishing university.   

 

This flexible semi-structured approach allowed interviews to develop organically, 

enabling unexpected themes of discussion to be introduced by the interviewee.     

These lasted between 30-60 minutes.  Each interview was audio recorded with the 

prior consent of the interviewee and the recordings were then later transcribed by 

the researcher.  Although this may be considered a relatively ‘small’ sample, the 

sampling process only ended when empirical saturation was reached, i.e. no new 

themes were emerging from the interviews.  Early interviews were coded and 
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analysed.  Later interviews were likewise examined and responses were found to 

be consistent e.g. no new codes were developing.  All the qualitative data were 

thematically coded and analysed (see section 4.8).   

 

4.6 Questionnaire survey  

 

Central to the aim of the project is an exploration of the array of social, cultural and 

economic factors underpinning the non-migration of post-students, taking forward 

Goddard’s (1999a: 10) contention that levels of graduate retention reflect “an 

interplay of several different factors”.  For Faggian et al. (2007b), the migration 

decisions of graduates post-university are dependent on the foreseen emotional 

and psychological costs of long-distance mobility.  Thus, it was crucial to establish 

to what extent such factors, and those highlighted by key informants, play in the 

decision-making process, and how these are described by students themselves.  

Questionnaire surveys of a sample of Brighton University undergraduates were 

used to establish the part these factors played in student migration decisions.  

 

The self-completion questionnaire survey (see Appendix 10.2) was designed and 

developed through a reading of the relevant literature and current theoretical 

understandings of migration and residential behaviours, as discussed in chapters 

2 and 3.  In addition, findings from interviews with key informants helped shape the 

structure of the questionnaire and the form of questions, for example, the 

importance of economic, social and cultural factors when considering where to live 

after university, academic and residential satisfaction, and sense of belonging.   

 

The questionnaire survey was designed to allow the assembling of an array of 

data while appreciating the context of the respondents answers (Cloke et al., 

2004).  As Fowler (2002) and McLafferty (2003) note, the design and wording of a 

questionnaire may influence the answers given, and for this reason, much 

consideration was dedicated to the structure, tone and content of the 
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questionnaire survey.  The questionnaire begins with closed or short-answer 

questions such as ‘are you studying full-time or part-time?’, ‘what course are you 

studying?’ and ‘when are you expected to graduate?’.  These questions are 

designed to ease the respondent into the questionnaire, before more probing open 

questions which require more thought, such as ‘why did you choose to study at the 

University of Brighton?’ and ‘what does belonging mean to you?’.   

 

The questionnaire is then interspersed with closed and open questions relating to 

life ‘post-university’ and ‘living as a graduate’ to elicit the respondent’s migration 

and residential considerations, motivations and future plans.  The final section of 

the questionnaire survey concentrates on the residential history and socio-

demographics of the respondent.  These questions reflected key issues in the 

literature such as housing pathways (Butler & Hamnett, 1994; Christie & Munro, 

2003; Ford et al., 2002), belonging (Faggian et al., 2007a; Frieze et al., 2006), 

employment and career opportunities (Binks & Clayton, 2006; Pollard et al., 2008; 

2010), (post)student geographies (Smith & Holt, 2007) and parental involvement in 

young people’s lives (Duke-Williams, 2009).      

 

There are many advantages to using structured questions and fixed responses to 

obtain quantitative data.  The fixed alternatives act as a guide for respondents, 

making it easier for them to answer questions, but more importantly, the 

responses are easier to analyse and interpret and can be easily coded because 

they fall into a limited set of categories (Fink & Kosecoff, 1998).  Unstructured 

questions allow respondents to elaborate their answers to less explicitly expressed 

questions and provide a greater breadth of information to supplement the general 

empirical data obtained from fixed alternatives.  The questionnaire also sought to 

explore attitudes and opinions, requiring more complex kinds of fixed-response 

format encompassing multiple-indicator or multiple-item measurement of a set of 

attitudes.  Likert scales were used to provide a range of responses anchored by 

two extreme, opposing positions with any number of alternative responses 

included between (Robinson, 1998) comprising a series of statements (known as 

‘items’) that focus on themes, in this case, economic, social and cultural factors 
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influencing migration decisions.  Respondents were asked to provide a rating on 

an ordinal scale representing a range of possible responses.  An odd number of 

responses are used such that the middle value represents a neutral opinion, for 

example:  ‘How would you describe your academic experience?  Very Good []     

Good []    No Opinion []    Bad []    Very Bad []    Don’t Know []’.   

 

The fixed Likert format rather than a continuous line approach as per suggestion 

by Clifford and Valentine (2010: 91) minimises participant confusion and 

maximises ease of completion.  Evaluation of such attitudinal scales can be 

difficult due to the lack of ‘objective’ standard for knowing whether or not a 

response is accurate.  Improvement to validity is made by offering respondents a 

five-point scale (5- and 7- point are considered as optimal in Clifford and 

Valentine, 2010) to provide more information than a simplified 3-point system, but 

not the potential dilution of meaning associated with difficulty in discriminating 

amongst more categories.   

 

The sample for the questionnaire survey comprised 376 respondents, equating to 

10% of the sample frame, i.e. the registered final year undergraduate population at 

the University of Brighton in the 2009-10 academic year.  Inappropriate, 

inadequate, or excessive sample sizes may influence the quality and accuracy of 

research (Bartlett et al., 2001).  This sample adhered to Cochran’s (1977) well 

known sample size formula for categorical data in social research.  Information 

gathered from these surveys is used to generalise findings back to the wider final 

year student population within the limits of random error.  A robust mathematical 

approach has been taken in selection of an appropriate sample size.  The general 

aim is to minimise alpha error (finding a difference that does not actually exist in 

the population) and beta error (failing to find a difference that actually exists in the 

population) (Peers, 1996).  

 

Calculations of sample size utilise estimated sample variance, perceived 

researcher defined acceptable margins of error and alpha levels.  The researcher 
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assumes an alpha level of 0.05 documented as acceptable for most research 

(after suggestions of Ary et al., 1996 and Bartlett et al., 2001), the level of 

acceptable error at 5%, and has estimated the variance as 0.5.  Cochran’s (1977) 

sample size formula for categorical data is used as shown in equations 1A & 1B. 

 

    
(( )  ( )( ))

( ) 
         1A 

    
((    )  (   )(   ))

(    ) 
   = 384       1B 

 

Where t is the value for selected alpha level of 0.025 in each tail = 1.96.   Where 

(p)(q) is an estimate of variance set to 0.25 in this case after suggestions of 

Krejcie and Morgan (1970).  That is to specify a maximum possible proportion 

(0.5) * 1- maximum possible proportion (0.5) giving a maximum possible sample 

size.   And where d is the acceptable margin of error for proportion being 

estimated = 0.05 (i.e. the error the researcher is willing to except). 

 

The alpha level of 0.05 indicates the level of risk the researcher is willing to take 

that the true margin of error may exceed the acceptable margin of error.  It is 

incorporated into the formula by utilising the t-value for the alpha level selected 

(e.g. in this case the t-value for alpha level of 0.05 is 1.96 for sample sizes above 

120). There is no direct control over variance, particularly when dealing with 

categorical variables, and so estimations are made.  Cochran (1977) lists four 

ways of estimating population variances for sample size determinations of which 

only the 4th is applicable to many social research studies.  Bartlett et al. (2001) 

estimate or guess the structure of the population assisted by some logical 

mathematical results.  Krejcie and Morgan (1970) recommended use of 0.50 as an 

estimate of population proportion to result in maximisation of variance and 

consequent production of maximum sample size.  This value has been 

incorporated as a variance estimate to the research design.  
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For a population of 5000 (estimate of level 3 undergraduate students), the required 

sample size is 357.  This sample size exceeds 5% of the population (5000*0.05 = 

250) and so Cochran’s (1977) correction formula is applied to calculate the final 

sample size (equation 2A & 2B).  Application of these procedures results in a 

minimum returned sample size of 357.  

 

    
  

(                )
         2A 

    
   

(           )
  = 357        2B 

 

Where population size is 5000.  Where n0 is the required return sample size 

according to Cochran’s formula (e.g. 384).  Where n1 is the required return sample 

size because the sample is > 5% of the population. 

 

Students were surveyed from October 2009 to March 2010.  A non-random (non-

probability) sample was used so as to increase the response rate.  A quota sample 

was then used to achieve equal gender proportions in light of the extensive 

literature on the influence and ‘role’ of gender in (non)migration decision-making 

(see chapter 3).  According to Fellows and Liu (2003: 139), “the objective of 

sampling is to provide a practical means of enabling the data collection and 

processing components of research to be carried out whilst ensuring that the 

sample is representative”.  The depth and richness of data is paramount to this 

investigation (rather than just the number of people who participate in the study).   

 

The survey was piloted in September 2009 to identify any problems in question 

formulation, to identify flaws that were not obvious to the researcher (McLafferty, 

2003).  Following this, ambiguities in the questions were removed.  For example, 

the question ‘how would you describe your university experience?’ was revised to 

‘how would you describe your academic experience?’ and ‘how would you 
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describe your residential experience?’.  Also, it was evident that students moved 

residence many times during their university stay, so the residential history table 

was re-designed to accommodate this (see Appendix 10.2).   

 

Whilst some researchers have suggested that web surveys or even an email 

option can boost response rates to postal questionnaires (Yun & Trumbo, 2000), in 

this case a researcher administered survey was utilised, with students completing 

questionnaires pre/post lectures in the classroom.  All surveys were completed in 

this manner with the researcher contacting staff from the University of Brighton via 

email to gain access to lectures.  Staff were targeted from all Schools/Faculties: 

Brighton Business School, Arts, Education & Sport, Heath & Social Science, and 

Science & Engineering.  Surveys were collected on immediate completion, and if 

students required additional time, self addressed envelopes were provided.  This 

method of distribution enabled speed of dissemination, opportunity to produce 

more sophisticated question types and also preserved the anonymity of 

participants (see also Sue & Ritter, 2007).  It is important to note here that 

lecturers were not coerced in any way to allocate a slot in their class time for this 

survey dissemination and students were not pressured or instructed to complete 

the questionnaire.  Students and lecturers decided independently whether or not to 

accept my request and it was explained that they were not in any way required to 

by the School.     

 

The results of the questionnaire survey were statistically analysed by the 

researcher using SPSS, a useful tool for analysing the denser survey data.  For 

instance, simple frequency analysis highlights the extent of the perceived factors 

associated with graduate retention.  Cross tabulation of results allows analysis of 

the similarities and differences related to the factors underpinning graduate 

retention, and analyses by personal characteristics such as age, gender and 

economic activity, all of which enrich the qualitative data collected from 

interviewees, and provide greater depth of analysis to the final thesis.  The coding 

process used to analyse qualitative answers generated by the questionnaire open-

ended questions adheres to the principles of thematic analysis (see section 4.8), 
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bringing elements of the data together to try and forge categories which unite 

them.   

 

4.7 Semi-structured interviews with recent graduates  

 

Research has shown that permanent migration decisions amongst graduates take 

time to make as some graduates return to parental homes before making further 

migration decisions (Duke-Williams, 2009).  In order to develop a better 

understanding of the non-migration decisions and practices of graduates, semi-

structured interviews were undertaken with recent graduates from the University of 

Brighton.   

 

As discussed in chapter 3, the literature suggests that migration decisions are 

driven by transitions (e.g. career, housing) and life course events.  The aim of 

these semi-structured interviews with recent graduates was to focus in depth on 

the individual’s life course and migration decisions over time, building on themes 

from the literature (e.g. notions of attachment, belonging, housing and employment 

transitions).  Areas for exploration were also derived from the thematic analysis of 

interviews with institutional actors and from the questionnaire survey undertaken 

with current final year students.  

 

A semi-structured interview guide was designed around a series of the questions 

used in the undergraduate questionnaire survey.  Other areas to be explored in 

the interviews included questions around their experiences and life course events 

post-graduation.  These interviews enabled the researcher to elicit key aspects of 

graduates’ decision-making in relation to staying put or moving on, and to see how 

these linked to geographical and biographical factors that might shape decision-

making, including life course events, travel and employment histories, and more 

location-specific factors that might be at play.  
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A snowballing approach was used to generate the sample, starting from three 

graduates known to the researcher, taking into account the importance of ‘multiple 

entry points’ when sampling in this way (Singer & Massey, 1998).  After each 

interview other recent graduates were contacted whose details were provided by 

the interviewee following Brewer’s (2000) suggestions to obtain “units, such as 

informants, from other units” (p. 79).  A quota sample was then used to ensure 

equal numbers of men and women, and School/Faculty (e.g. Science, Health, Art, 

Business).  The interview schedule was piloted (see Appendix 10.3) and following 

reflection was re-designed (see Appendix 10.4).  After reflection some questions 

were deemed too probing, accordingly the ‘tone’ of questioning was tailored to 

allow a more free flowing interview, e.g. ‘what’ and ‘why’ rephrased to ‘tell me 

about...’.  The order of questioning was also addressed with closed questions 

coming later in the interview so as to ease the participant into a more relaxed 

discussion with some general open-ended questions at the start.   

 

A total of 20 interviews were conducted from April to September 2010, and these 

lasted between 45-60 minutes.  As with key informant interviews, each interview 

was audio recorded with the prior consent of the interviewee and the recordings 

were then later transcribed by the researcher.  A reflection period was necessary 

to examine the data and look for repetitions as part of an initial theme building 

exercise.  Following this, no further interviews were conducted as it was evident 

from comparative analysis of early stage and latter stage transcripts that new 

themes were no longer emerging e.g. empirical saturation had been reached (see 

also pages 80-82 for limitations of snowballing sampling).   

 

4.8 Thematic analysis and coding techniques  

 

Thematic analysis “offers an accessible and theoretically flexible approach to 

analysing qualitative data” (Braun & Clarke, 2006: 77) as opposed to other 

qualitative methods that are refined to specific theoretical approaches.  For 

example Braun & Clarke, (2006: 81) suggest that using thematic analysis means 
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that researchers “do need not subscribe to the implicit theoretical commitments of 

grounded theory if they do not wish to produce a fully worked-up grounded-theory 

analysis”.  A thematic analysis approach was taken to identify, analyse and report 

themes within the data, without adhering to a particular theoretical position.  

Boyatzis (1998: 10) defines thematic analysis into three phases: “seeing”, 

“encoding” and “interpreting”, in which Boyatzis explains that “recognising a 

moment (seeing) precedes encoding it (seeing it as something), which in turn 

precedes interpretation”.  This process most adequately represents the project’s 

analysis, organisation and interpretation of the qualitative data (i.e. interviews and 

open questions in undergraduate survey).   

 

This method is inevitably “circular, sporadic” and “messy” (Clifford et al., 2010:  

445).  Indeed, Jackson (2001) points out the need to consider the silences, 

hesitations, uses of humour or irony and other non-verbal cues that cannot be 

conveyed in text by are evident in recordings.  In this research, silences, 

deliberations and exclamations were noted.  Jackson (2001) also suggests that at 

some point in the interpretation researchers should consider what is absent from 

their respondents accounts and think about how these might be important.  In this 

case, certain themes were rarely or never addressed in some interviews yet 

stressed in others, such as sexuality and belonging, and the significance of this is 

discussed in chapter 7.  This way of thinking/analysing (pre and post data 

collection) is valuable for refining code structures in a more dynamic way. 

 

Building on Boyatzis’s (1998) notion of ‘seeing’, ‘encoding’ and ‘interpreting’, the 

project adopts an approach of identifying both descriptive and analytical codes, 

and building these into themes, marking important sections (repetitions in the text, 

narrative supporting/refuting existing literature), phrases or individual words 

(descriptions), reflecting, returning to the existing literature and assigning a code 

(analysis).  For example, recent graduates spoke of ‘knowing’ the area, they had 

‘touched all corners of the city’, can ‘give directions’, feel ‘comfort’ and are 

‘content’ in the city and are not ‘intimidated’.  After some initial coding, what 

Strauss (1987) terms ‘open-ended’ coding, a central or ‘core’ code was assigned 
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e.g. belonging/attachment (see Appendix 10.10).  The open-ended coding of the 

interviews allows the exploration of a particular category as a way of testing its 

relevance, it then becomes clear that a core theme is emerging (e.g. sense of 

belonging and attachment to place).  These codes were constantly changing, what 

Strauss (1987: 28) terms “open coding…unrestricted, fluid and flexible”.   

  

The data was organised into trends, categories and common elements that were 

deemed to be theoretically important.  Here, the approach considers the first level 

of coding as ‘descriptive’ and the second level as ‘analytical’, in line with Strauss’s 

(1987) framework.  Analytical codes emerge from a second level of coding that 

comes from much reflection on descriptive codes and a return to the theoretical 

literature.  However, the coding process was not the end product of analysis, but 

rather, themes were derived and developed through the coding process.  Indeed, 

as the codes became more complex and more connected to the project’s 

conceptual framework sub-themes have emerged.  For example, in interviews with 

key informants and in the undergraduate survey, economic factors emerged as a 

major theme explaining why graduates remained in Brighton.  For key informants 

the umbrella theme ‘economic factors’ included sub-themes of ‘sector specific 

employment opportunities’, ‘entrepreneurialism’ and ‘housing’.  For undergraduate 

students (coded from the questionnaire data) sub-themes falling under the 

umbrella theme ‘economic factors’ were slightly different, for instance ‘career 

opportunities/existing employment’ and ‘cost of living’, and these codes changed 

with continuing reflection, re-coding and theme building.   

 

Also, following the argument of (Ryan & Bernard, 2003) it is possible to search for 

repetitions in order to identify themes, in this case repetitions of words and 

phrases e.g. night-life, clubs, gigs would be coded as ‘cultural recreation’.  This 

thematic coding technique was used for the interviews with recent graduates, key 

actor interviews and the open-ended survey questions, yet different codes 

emerged from the data (see Appendix tables 10.7-10.9).   
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4.9 Positionality and ethics 

 

Cloke (1994: 149) contends “critics need to let go of their distanced and false 

stance of objectivity and expose their own point of view – the tangle of 

background, influences, political perspectives, training, and situations that helped 

form and inform their interpretations”.  Self-reflection is therefore important in 

understanding “the changing trajectory of interpreting ‘other’ subjects” (Cloke 

1996: 433).  Reflective practice was used to improve the quality and validity of the 

research (Brewer, 2000).  This practice acknowledges theoretical bias, the impact 

of practical settings and social processes that influence the researcher lens and 

the research process itself (Cloke, 1999; Law, 2004).  Reflective practice is a way 

of improving and demonstrating the validity of data captured, accepting the limits 

of the researcher’s representation of reality (Woolgar, 1988) and acknowledging 

the influences on researcher readings and writings.  This signifies a fundamental 

aspect within the context of the research project, given the position of the 

researcher as a postgraduate student investigating processes influencing the non-

migration of (post)students.  

 

In recognising the importance of positionality, a critical attitude to the research 

design and application of methods was adopted, in line with a critical awareness of 

the inextricable links between the researcher and the research.  Subjectivity is an 

inescapable feature of the research process, yet, as Dey (1993: 63-64) suggests, 

“there is a difference between an open mind and empty head...the danger lies not 

in having assumptions but in not being aware of them”.  By maintaining awareness 

through reflection of questions asked and not asked, evolution of ideas, and what 

decisions are made and why, the researcher sought to appease methodological 

and substantive ‘blindness’ (Massey, 1998: 4).  

 

Reflective accounts as to why research develops facilitates a more honest and 

productive investigation, analysis and evaluation.  In this study, the researcher 

undertook regular reflexive questioning of the research questions, and maintained 
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a research diary documenting research decisions before, during and after data 

collection and analysis.  This diary included considerable self-scrutiny at all stages 

of the research.  Reflexive practice in the thematic analysis during the 

deconstruction and coding of interview transcripts and qualitative survey was used 

to improve the quality of the research (Finlay & Gough, 2003). 

 

The University School of the Environment and Technology Ethics Committee 

application and approval process informed and improved the quality of the 

research project, design, dissemination and analysis.  This formal application 

determined criteria to ensure the highest possible quality of research design and 

data collection.  Broadly these measures include data confidentially, coding of data 

to achieve anonymity, information for the participant, informed consent, and 

reflexive practice (discussed above).  The primary research did not commence 

until full Ethics Committee approval had been given.  The ethical standards 

employed during the research process are discussed in more detail below.  

 

As mentioned above, the research study adheres to ethical standards developed 

by the University of Brighton which deem that researchers do not put participants 

in a situation where they might be at risk of harm (physical or psychological) 

because of their participation.  This consolidates Fuller (1999) and Maxey’s (1999) 

arguments which insist that we can protect participants by trying to equalise the 

power relationship and democratise the research process.  Bailey (2001: 109) 

contends “we can’t always know of the long-term implications of our research 

practice on research participants lives and on our own and neither can they”.  In 

this case, attempts have been made to protect the rights of the participants.  

Participants were not coerced into participating in the research.  The researcher 

did not at any point pressure people to take part.  It was a voluntary research 

study and this was made clear both verbally and in the information sheets 

provided.  If participants indicated they were vulnerable (attributable to age, social 

marginalisation, psychological or medical issues) they were offered the opportunity 

to terminate the survey/interview as were all respondents, but this did not occur.     
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Other standards were applied in order to help protect the privacy of research 

participants (confidentiality and anonymity).  The research strategy guarantees the 

participants confidentiality.  All interviewees were assured that the information they 

provided was not available to anyone who was not directly involved in the study.  

Furthermore, the confidentiality and anonymity of the individuals who participated 

in the study was maintained by using numbers (ID’s) throughout the analysis.  All 

transcripts and surveys remained anonymous, with no data recorded that could be 

used to identify the participant.  No address or postcode data was recorded and 

participants were asked to self-define the name of their neighbourhood (see also 

Giordano et al., 2007 who recommend that participants be well informed about the 

possible risks of nonconfidentiality and anonymity).  Once completed, hard copies 

of the transcripts and surveys were stored in a locked filing cabinet.  The data was 

input into Excel, with all files being stored on a secure PC (not on networked file 

space), protected by password access.  Once input of the data was complete, 

hard copies of the surveys were destroyed.   

 

All participants were given the opportunity to receive a summary of research 

findings on completion of their analysis by emailing the researcher.  Asking the 

participant to contact the researcher if they wish to receive feedback avoids the 

need for the researcher to note personal/identifiable data.  These standards 

adhere to Punch’s (2005) recommendations for a clear understanding between the 

researcher and participants.  Information about the research project was supplied 

to participants.  A verbal explanation of the research study and treatment of data 

was given to each participant before the survey/interview began.  Indeed, written 

information/clarification was provided to inform participants of the project’s 

intentions and their role within it (see Appendix 10.6).  

 

The verbal explanation of the research study and treatment of data delivered to 

each participant prior to the execution of the questionnaire surveys included a 

statement clarifying that the participant’s consent is inferred from their agreement 

to commence with the survey.  For interviewees, a consent form (see Appendix 

10.5) was provided to inform participants of their role, rights and responsibilities.  
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These forms replicate Sarantakos’s (2005) ethical stipulations, for example, the 

identification of the researcher and the identification of the purpose of the 

research.   

 

4.10 Conclusions 

 

This chapter has described each step of the research process (contextualisation, 

investigation, analysis) and the respective methodologies (Census and BHLIS 

contextual analysis, interviewing and surveying, and thematic analysis) associated 

with these.  A mixed methods case study research design allows a broader and 

deeper understanding of the factors underpinning the migration plans and 

processes of (post)students and aligns with scholarship on migration that 

embraces both quantitative and qualitative approaches (see also Hubbard, 1999; 

Mattingly & Falconer Al-Hindi, 1995).  At the same time, quantitative data (primary 

and secondary) was important in shaping the design of qualitative elements of the 

research, in order to develop tools that would best elicit social, economic, and 

demographic knowledge of (post)students in Brighton & Hove.   

 

There are several validity and reliability criteria used to evaluate the quality of 

research in terms of design, practice, and when drawing conclusions (Bradshaw & 

Stratford, 2005).  In this case, methods have been employed to improve the 

quality, validity and reliability of the research process and data analysis.  The case 

study has been rationalised and the important issues of validity and reliability have 

been addressed with regards sampling, the investigatory process, and analytical 

techniques.  Reflexivity is paramount when carrying out subjective research 

(Finlay & Gough, 2003) and when the researcher is close to the subjects and to 

the data, as in this case.  The process of monitoring and reflecting on all aspects 

of the research project from the formulation of research ideas to sampling and 

analysis is entirely necessary.   

The chapter has considered the ethical issues that may arise in the context of 

collecting, analysing and disseminating data and the concerns with relations 
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between the researcher and research participants.  The main areas covered relate 

to harm to the participants, consent, privacy, deception and the role and exercise 

of power and influence in the research process.  Chapter 5 follows with a 

discussion of the case study context based on empirical analysis of the BHLIS and 

2001 Census data for Brighton & Hove. 
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5 The Brighton & Hove case study 

 

5.1 Introduction 

 

Chapter 4 provided a rationale for using a case study approach for the 

investigation.  Taking forward Cappelli and Sherer’s (1991: 56) idea of 

contextualisation as “the surroundings associated with phenomena which help to 

illustrate that phenomena”, this chapter contextualises the case study location of 

Brighton & Hove and uses secondary data to identify how key issues influencing 

the residential preferences of recent graduates from the literature are manifest in 

the social and economic features of the city.  The secondary background data 

provided also informs and further justifies the choice of case study.  Section 5.2 

introduces the chapter with a brief discussion of the approach to contextualisation 

and the data sets used in the chapter.  Following this, the chapter is divided into 

two halves.   

 

The first half (sections 5.3-5.5) uses 2001 Census data and BHLIS (Brighton & 

Hove’s Local Information Service) to analyse Brighton & Hove’s youth population 

with comparisons to other university towns and cities.  Three empirical arguments 

are made to justify the choice of case study.  First, compared to other university 

towns/cities Brighton & Hove has a relatively high student population.  Second, it 

has a relatively high young population and third, a relatively high young mobile 

population.  The second half of the chapter (sections 5.6-5.9) draws on some key 

statistics from the 2001 Census to consider the more general characteristics of the 

city, including the factors that previous research suggests influence why people 

choose to stay put after graduation.  These include the tenure structure, the 

geography of students and young populations, and the geography of migration in 

Brighton & Hove.  A breadth of data has been obtained using BHLIS (Brighton & 

Hove’s Local Information Service), 2001 Census data extracted using Casweb, 

and maps produced using ArcGIS.  As such, BHLIS provides local case study 

specific data and the 2001 Census provides comparative regional and national 
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data.  The chapter concludes with a discussion of how the empirical data supports 

the choice of Brighton & Hove as a case study. 

 

5.2 The approach to contextualisation 

 

Census information has a range of actual and potential uses, both on its own, and 

in conjunction with information from other sources.  In particular, it is a reliable tool 

for developing comparisons between places.  In this study, data has been 

extracted to facilitate the selection of an appropriate case study location.  2001 

Census data was extracted online via Casweb; a web interface providing access 

to aggregate information from the 1971, 1981, 1991 and 2001 UK censuses. 

Within the framework of this study, census data has been used to provide 

statistical data on students, young people, migration flows and housing in Brighton 

& Hove.  These outputs provide counts of people or households for geographical 

areas broken down by socio-demographic characteristics (e.g. age, gender, 

employment) displayed as a series of tables on a specific topic or area of interest.  

The discussion focuses on the census aggregate statistics, the most widely used 

component of the census outputs available from the Census Dissemination Unit 

(CDU), and the digital boundary data (DBD) used for computer mapping and 

spatial analyses, available from UKBORDERS.  Aggregate statistics and DBD are 

combined to generate maps and perform spatial analyses in conjunction with non-

census information obtained from BHLIS.   

 

BHLIS provides online access to a wide range of national and local statistics and 

indicators relating specifically to Brighton & Hove at a series of geographic levels.  

The system aims to deliver information around the Local Area Agreement to reflect 

and respond to the needs of the communities and partners in Brighton & Hove 

(BHLIS, 2010).  Official statistics within Casweb and BHLIS databases have 

certain advantages, such as lack of reactivity (occurring when individuals alter 

their performance or behaviour due to the awareness that they are being studied) 

(see Brewer’s, 2000 discussion of issues of validity).  The rigour in which the 
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databases are constructed, their extensive usage and overall status reduce 

concerns regarding data quality. 

 

However, despite the beneficial applications of secondary data, there are 

limitations that warrant note.  Bryman (2008) lists four for attention: lack of 

familiarity with data; complexity of the data; lack of control over data quality, and 

absence of key variables.  These limitations were dealt with by assigning time for 

familiarisation with the Casweb and BHLIS databases.  The use and analysis of 

official statistics for the purpose of social research, however, is a controversial 

area of study because of the unease about reliability and validity, corroborating 

Clark’s (1997) argument that demographic data is never static and always 

changing.  Indeed, secondary data does not provide information about individual 

decision-making.  However, data was not used for this purpose in this study.  The 

secondary data was used to understand the context and justify the case study, 

rather than provide analytical insight, which is achieved using primary research.  

Methods used in the primary investigation (see chapter 4) address the more 

complex decision-making processes of migrants.  Also, it is important to 

acknowledge here that 2001 Census data is dated, however, since it is being used 

for comparative purposes this is less of an issue.  The following sections of this 

chapter uses census and other data to address the choice of case study location 

and the nature of the key issues highlighting the relatively high level of the student 

population and young mobile people in the city.  

 

5.3 Student and post-student populations 

 

Brighton & Hove is located in South East England and had a population of 247,817 

defined by the 2001 Census (see Table 5).  This represented an increase of 1% 

since 1991 (when the city’s population was estimated to be 243,881), similar to 

national population growth since 1991, but lower than growth in the South East 

(4%) (Brighton & Hove City Council, 2001a).  The resident population of Brighton 

& Hove has risen from 248,400 people in 2002 to 258,800 in 2010 (an increase of 
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3.2%) according to the Office for National Statistics (ONS) mid-year estimates 

(BHLIS, 2011a).  Brighton & Hove has two universities (see Figure 5), and hosts 

approximately 33,000 students (BHLIS, 2011b), many of whom stay living in the 

city after university (Pollard et al., 2010).   

 

 
Figure 5: South of England, South Wales and London institutions, pinpointing 

Brighton University (RealUni, 2003) 

 

In 2001, Brighton & Hove had a relatively high student population compared to 

other university cities of similar population size (see Table 5).  Indeed, 6.5% of the 

total population in the census were students, two percentage points more than 

London and double the percentage for the South East (2.9%) and the UK (3.2%).  

Nottingham and Newcastle have higher proportions of students because of 

boundary effects in these large urban areas.  For example, if the contiguous local 

authority district of Gateshead were included as part of the Newcastle conurbation 

the proportions of students in the urban areas population would be much lower.  

Brighton & Hove is a useful case study as its local authority’s boundary includes 

both the University campuses and it is a medium sized city with a relatively large 

student population.  Moreover, campus dominated towns such as Loughborough 

have been avoided for this study as they have relatively small adjoining residential 

areas where young people could live after university.   
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Table 5: Students as a percentage of the total population aged 18-74 years in 

selected local authority districts (using data from Casweb, 2001b) 

 

* The 2001 Census definition of a full-time student is a person aged 16 or over who is in full-time education. They may be 

still at school (either secondary or in a sixth form), studying at a college of Further Education, or at a Higher Education 

Institution such as a university. However, the selection of the age range 18-74 years in Casweb refines the data to higher 

education students only. Differences between total student numbers via CASWEB 2001 census data (ca. 16201) and those 

given in Fig 5.1 from the HESA (approximately 30,000 in 2001) can be explained by a proportion of Brighton & Hove 

students residing elsewhere during 2001 Census completion date or not being enumerated by the census. 

 

There has been a sustained increase in the numbers of students at the two 

universities in the city from almost 26,000 in 1995/96 to more than 33,000 in 

2008/09 (BHLIS 2011c), though the numbers have leveled off since 2005/06 (see 

Figure 5.1). 

 

Figure 5.1:  Increasing student population in Brighton & Hove since 1995 (adapted 

from Figure1 BHLIS, 2011c) 

Area Total Population F/T Students* % of Total pop

Southampton 217445 22079 10.2

Nottingham 266988 26831 10.0

Newcastle-Upon-Tyne 259536 21234 8.2

Leicester 279921 18572 6.6

Brighton & Hove 247817 16201 6.5

Portsmouth 186701 11627 6.2

Plymouth 240720 11393 4.7

Greater London 7172091 337896 4.7

Hull 243589 9414 3.9

Sunderland 280807 9187 3.3

UK 58789194 1863216 3.2

South East (excluding Greater London) 8000645 230096 2.9

Medway 249488 4522 1.8
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Brighton & Hove has a relatively high young population, illustrated and explored 

further in section 5.4.  Yet, it is important to note here that of those aged 25-34 

years (see Table 5.1) 19,982 have higher level qualifications (8% of the 

population).  Brighton & Hove has a much greater population of young people in 

this age group with higher level qualifications than in the South East (4%) and the 

UK (4%), indicating a relatively high post-student population.    

 

Table 5.1: People aged 25-34 in Brighton & Hove, South East and UK with higher 

level qualifications as a percentage of the total population (using data from 

Casweb, 2001a)  

 

 

 

5.4 Young and mobile populations 

 

This study focuses on students and recent graduates and their decision to remain 

in their location of study after finishing university.  Therefore, a case study was 

required that had a relatively large young population of whom a large proportion 

were graduates.  People aged 25-44 years represent 33% of the population of 

Brighton & Hove, a relatively high young population compared to other areas (see 

Table 5.2).  Furthermore, Brighton & Hove’s young population is 4.6 percentage 

points greater than that of the South East and 4.2 percentage points greater than 

the UK.  There is a large group of young people in the post-student age group (25-

44 years).  Whilst cities such as Newcastle, Southampton and even Nottingham 

have large numbers of students, they do not have large proportions of young 

people in this age bracket, unlike Brighton & Hove (see Table 5.2).   

 

Area HLQs (25-34 yrs) % of Total Population

Brighton & Hove 19982 8%

South East 327763 4%

UK 2461520 4%
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Indeed, Smith and Holt’s (2007: 154) analyses of the 2001 Census revealed 

Brighton & Hove is one of the highest ranked cities in Britain with economically 

active individuals aged 16-34 with higher level qualifications (degree or above) as 

a percentage of the total population.  Data discussed later in the chapter showing 

Brighton & Hove’s relatively high young population with HLQs (Higher Level 

Qualifications) also supports this (see Figure 5.7).  Smith and Holt (2007) suggest 

that such data may provide a conservative representation of the post-student 

(graduate) population in Brighton & Hove, as their research points to increasing 

numbers of post-students living (and often co-residing with students) in Brighton & 

Hove since 2001.  As such, Brighton & Hove is a useful case study to research 

recent graduate migration and residential decision-making processes.  

 

Table 5.2: Populations of young people (25-44 yrs) as a percentage of the total 

population (using data from Casweb, 2001c) 

 

 

Brighton & Hove’s young population (defined throughout this chapter as 25-44 yrs) 

are relatively mobile compared to other towns and cities.  High levels of young 

migrants flow into and out of the city.  According to the census, a migrant is 

defined as a person whose address one year before the census was different from 

their address on census day (April 29th 2001).  Migrants are people who either 

moved into the area, out of the area, or within the area, in the year before the 

census was undertaken.  In 2001, 18% of the population of Brighton & Hove (or 

Area Young (25-44 yrs) % of TOTAL pop

Greater London 2533089 35.3

Brighton & Hove 82658 33.4

Portsmouth 56733 30.4

Medway 75219 30.1

Leicester 82379 29.4

Nottingham 77887 29.2

UK 17137937 29.2

South East (excluding Greater London) 2307965 28.8

Hull 70000 28.7

Newcastle-Upon-Tyne 74514 28.7

Southampton 61908 28.5

Sunderland 79725 28.4

Plymouth 68342 28.4
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44,893 people) were migrants according to this definition (Casweb, 2001d).  This 

places Brighton & Hove as the local authority with the highest percentage of 

migrants in the South East in 2001 and the fifteenth highest percentage nationally 

(Brighton & Hove City Council, 2001b).  

 

 

Figure 5.2:  Brighton & Hove’s migration flows 2000-2001 (using data from 

Casweb, 2001e) 

 

Figure 5.2 above represents Brighton & Hove’s total inflow, outflow, and net 

migration derived from Census Table TT033 (see Appendix 10.13).  Inflow defines 

migrants moving into Brighton & Hove from outside the associated area (Brighton 

& Hove).  Inflow is not an exact count of people moving into an area as it does not 

include people who had no usual address one year ago who did not live within the 

area.  Outflow defines migrants moving out of the associated area (Brighton & 

Hove).  Outflow is not a count of all people moving out of the area as it does not 

include people who have moved outside the UK.  Internal migrants are defined as 

those migrating from outside the area but within the associated area (Brighton & 

Hove).  Internal migration accounts for 50% of the total migration inflow and 42% 

of the total outflow.  Coupled with the young age demographic (20-44 years at 

~42% of the city’s population), it can be said that Brighton & Hove has a relatively 

high young mobile population. 
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Brighton & Hove also has a relatively high proportion of its migrants being from 

young mobile population groups compared to London, the South East and the rest 

of the UK (see Table 5.3).  2001 Census data in Table 5.3 indicates that 49.9% of 

total inward migrants into Brighton & Hove and 47.8% of total outward migrants 

are aged between 25-44 years old and internal migration accounts for half of this 

movement.  As Table 5.3 indicates, these figures are relatively high compared to 

the UK and South East and are similar to figures for London.  

 

Table 5.3: Migration of young people (25-44 yrs) (using data from Casweb 2001f) 

 

* No comparable data for Scotland or Northern Ireland. 

 

Florida (2002b) argues that places that attract young, educated people not only 

tend to retain them, but get a considerable economic boost.  Florida (2005b) and 

others (e.g. Glendon, 1998; Simon, 1998) demonstrate that cities and regions with 

high levels of graduates will generate relatively higher levels of both high 

technology industry and income.  Glaeser (2000) called attention to the role of 

both market and non-market forces in shaping urban and regional processes and 

outcomes, attracting and retaining young people.  Glaeser et al. (2001: 23) argued 

that “if cities are to remain strong, they must attract workers on the basis of quality 

of life as well as on the basis of higher wages”.   

MIGRATION IN TO:                     

Area % of total migrants (25-44 yrs) % of total internal migrants (25-44 yrs)

Brighton & Hove 49.9 50.5

Greater London 49.1 44.4

South East (excluding Greater London) 45.2 44.7

UK* 45.6 35.1

England 46.9 35.6

Wales 35.8 34.7

RoUK (UK - Brighton & Hove) 45.5 32.5

MIGRATION OUT OF:

Area % of total migrants (25-44 yrs) % of total internal migrants (25-44 yrs)

Brighton & Hove 47.8 47.8

Greater London 48.0 47.7

South East (excluding Greater London) 41.3 41.2

UK* 38.3 35.1

England 39.4 34.7

Wales 35.9 35.6

RoUK (UK - Brighton & Hove) 37.4 33.0
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Some scholars suggest that certain factors attract young people, recent graduates 

and knowledge workers to specific urban areas.  It is argued that young graduates 

do not simply select a place to work based on the highest salary, they are typically 

concerned with a whole series of place-based characteristics.  Florida (2002a) 

proposes that the ability of places to attract graduates is a function of their 

openness and quality of place as well as the demand that comes from high-

technology industries.  Florida’s (2005b) argument infers that a city with a thriving 

creative and cultural sector (of galleries, clubs, restaurants and studios) will attract 

other graduates, knowledge workers and set off a spiral of economic and social 

growth.  He suggests that the ‘creative class’ fosters an open, dynamic, personal 

and professional urban environment and this environment in turn attracts more 

creative people, as well as businesses and capital.   

 

Existing research suggests that towns and cities such as Brighton & Hove are 

‘attractive’ places for young people to live.  Brighton is a good case study for 

exploring these ideas as it has a high proportion of graduates and young mobile 

people in the population and a number of the characteristics (e.g. galleries, clubs, 

restaurants, studios) that are supposed to attract graduates to an urban area.  This 

research seeks to understand the range of factors that attract young people to 

remain in their location of study.  Brighton & Hove is an interesting city in which to 

explore young peoples’ mobility decisions and practices, and to widen 

understanding of the complex interplay of factors that are at work in shaping these 

practices.  In the remaining sections of this chapter, key population characteristics 

of the city are explored, with particular attention given to residential factors that the 

existing research suggests may facilitate young people to remain following 

graduation.  

 

5.5 Brighton & Hove demographics 

 

This section sets out some key social characteristics and is necessary in order to 

understand discussions in sections 5.6-5.8 which examine the characteristics of 
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Brighton & Hove that the existing literature suggests may influence young peoples 

residential decision-making.   

 

Brighton & Hove is densely populated and has distinct geographical characteristics 

that may influence migration inflows and outflows.  There were 114,476 

households recorded in 2001 and the average household size was 2.09; this is the 

smallest average household size for a local authority in the South East and the 

fifth smallest for any local authority in England & Wales.  In terms of density, there 

were on average 30 people per hectare in the city; this makes it the fifth most 

densely populated local authority in the South East (Casweb, 2001g).  Figure 5.3 

shows the population levels in Brighton & Hove wards indicating high levels in 

some of the more densely populated central wards and lower populated wards 

towards the peripheries, particularly West Brighton & Hove.     

 
 

Figure 5.3: Brighton & Hove 2008 census population projections defined by wards 

(BHLIS, 2011d) 

 

In addition to these distinct demographic features Brighton & Hove also has some 

particular social characteristics that ought to be noted.  Brighton & Hove has the 

second highest percentage (43.4%) of the population aged 16 and over being 

single (never married) in the South East and the eighteenth highest percentage in 
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England & Wales (out of 376 local authority areas) (Brighton & Hove City Council, 

2001a).  These characteristics are in part a reflection of the relatively high 

proportion of the population aged 25-44.  Other features of Brighton & Hove’s 

social structure are to some degree quite typical of South East England as a 

whole.  The economic activity rate for the 16-74 age group was 67.8% in 2001.  

This was lower than the economic activity rate in the South East (70.0%), but 

marginally higher than the economic activity rate in England & Wales (66.5%) 

(Brighton & Hove City Council, 2001c). 

 

The largest ethnic group in Brighton & Hove in 2001 was white 94.3% (Brighton & 

Hove City Council, 2001d).  This is higher than the national average, which is 

90.92% in England & Wales, but slightly below the rest of the South East 

(excluding London) average of 95.1%.  The non-white population in Brighton & 

Hove grew from 3.1% in 1991 to 5.8% in 2001.  This is higher than the average in 

the rest of the South East, which is 4.9% but lower than the national average of 

9.7 % for England & Wales.  Out of the 5.8% non-white population, people from 

mixed origin are the largest ethnic group (1.9%).  Findings from Faggian et al. 

(2006) regarding ethnic differences in UK graduate migration behaviour suggest 

that non-white ethnicities are much less mobile than whites in the early stages of a 

student-graduate’s career.  The question of ethnicity is discussed in analyses 

chapters 6 and 7.     

 

5.6 Tenure structure of Brighton & Hove 

 

Housing (Heath, 2009; Pollard et al., 2008; 2010), housing pathways (Ford et al., 

2002) and different types of accommodation (Smith & Holt, 2007) have been 

highlighted as important issues for understanding graduate (non)migration.  The 

marketing of purpose built student accommodation (Hubbard, 2009) to graduates 

suggests the relationship between student occupation of housing, gentrification 

and urban social change is now somewhat different, with the blurring of student 

and post-student lifestyles generating new demands for shared and communal 
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living in the private rental market which will affect local tenure structures (Smith & 

Holt, 2007).  In 2001, there were 114,479 households in Brighton & Hove, of which 

26% were owned outright, 35.1% were owned with a mortgage or loan, 38.3% of 

households were rented and 0.6% fall under shared ownership.  In 1991, 65% of 

households in Brighton & Hove were owner occupied but by 2001 this figure was 

slightly lower at 62%.  In 2001, the city had a notably smaller proportion of owner 

occupied households than the South East (74%) and the England & Wales 

average (68.9%) and consequently had a significantly higher percentage of 

residents renting (38.3%) compared with the South East (26.1%) and England & 

Wales (31%) (Brighton & Hove City Council, 2001e).     

 

 
Figure 5.4: Tenure of full-time students in Brighton & Hove (using data from 

Casweb, 2001h)  

 

A fifth of households in the city rented from a private landlord in 2001.  This is 

more than double the South East and England & Wales average.  The percentage 

of households in the Brighton & Hove private rented sector was the 6th highest in 

England & Wales, and the highest outside London.  Figure 5.4 illustrates tenure of 

full-time students by age as defined by Census 2001, Table TT002 (see Appendix 

10.12).  It is evident that 20-24 year old students are largely found in the rented 
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sector and are a significant feature in this sector.  The connection between tenure 

and graduate migration/retention is considered further in chapter 7 to explore the 

issues related to tenure raised in previous studies.   

 

5.7 The geography of students and young people in Brighton & Hove 

 

 
Previous literature has identified how certain locations in cities will be attractive to 

young recent graduates (e.g. Florida, 2002b; Florida, 2005b).  Smith and Holt 

(2007) illustrate that significant concentrations of recent graduates and young 

professionals are emerging in provincial urban locations such as Brighton & Hove 

“where recent graduates have remained in their place of study and sought 

employment within growing (regional) financial, service, and media sectors” (p. 

154).  This section sets out where these concentrations are in Brighton & Hove.  

The analysis chapters hereafter explore how these concentrations influence 

residential decision-making in Brighton & Hove. 

 

Increasing numbers of students (since 1995) heightened concern over the 

graduate population and their influence.  The impact of recently graduated 

students (the post-student population) on the social, economic and cultural fabric 

of Brighton & Hove has been considered a key issue (Brighton & Hove Local 

Strategic Partnership, 2008).  Every year, young people who have just graduated 

represent the single largest flow of human capital in the UK (Champion & Coombe, 

2007).  They are highly educated, and importantly, highly mobile (Florida, 2005a) 

and as a result, cities and employers compete for their services (Faggian & 

McCann, 2009b).  To sustain economic growth the city needs to attract and retain 

highly-educated workers in an increasingly competitive labour market.   

 

Within Brighton & Hove, the largest student populations in 2001 are found in 

Hollingbury and Stanmer wards (where Sussex University and Brighton University 

campuses are located) Moulsecoomb and Bevendean, Hanover and Elm Grove 



111 
 

and St Peter’s and North Laine (see Figure 5.5), which have relatively high 

proportions of households in rental accommodation. 

 

Figure 5.5:  Full-time students in Brighton & Hove (Casweb, 2001b) 

 

Whilst the geography of students in Brighton & Hove is well known, mappings and 

spatial analyses of the residential patterns of recent graduates were generally 

absent from policy documents and existing literature.  This may be linked to the 

lack of official datasets which report the residential addresses of post-students 

after graduation.  Equally, much of the data is held by Higher Educational 

Institutions as a part of Alumni services, and this data is not available to the public.  

One source of data on the post-student population is Experian’s Mosaic Public 

Sector which uses a variety of authoritative sources of public sector research to 

map profiles, including updated data (current report dated 2009) from the British 

Crime Survey, Hospital Episode Statistics, Higher Education Statistics Authority 

(HESA) and England and Wales Indices of Multiple Deprivation (Experian, 2009b).  

Experian classifies citizens in the United Kingdom into one of 69 types and 15 

groups (see Figure 5.6 and Table 5.4).  Recent graduates will often appear in 
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group 05 E - young, well-educated city dwellers.  The different types (types 28-32 

in group 05 E) represent younger and older graduates in different ways e.g. some 

are more affluent, own rather than rent, and have a family.  These types can be 

mapped at the postcode level as can types 34 and 33, which show areas 

dominated by current students. 

 

Figure 5.6 illustrates that halls of residence and other buildings occupied mostly by 

students (type 34) are largely in Hollingbury and Stamner and Moulsecoomb and 

Bevendean.  Older neighbourhoods increasingly taken over by short-term student 

renters (type 33) are mapped along Lewes Road, spilling into Hanover and Elm 

Grove and St Peter’s and North Laine, which is a similar pattern to 2001 Census 

data in Figure 5.8 (geographies of full-time students in Brighton & Hove).  Types 

28-32 include the geography in Brighton & Hove of recent graduates as opposed 

to current students.  Singles and childless couples in small units in newly built 

private estates (type 32) and well educated singles and childless couples 

colonising inner areas of provincial cities (type 31) are spread around the edge of 

central Brighton – including Hanover and Elm Grove, East Brighton & Hove.  

Young professionals and their families who have gentrified terraces in pre 1914 

suburbs (type 30); economically successful singles, many living in privately rented 

inner city flats (type 29); and neighbourhoods with transient singles living in 

multiply occupied large old houses (type 28) are dispersed along the seafront, 

largely in wards of Regency and Brunswick and Adelaide.  Student and graduate 

residential geographies overlap, but they are distinct.  This research explores if 

these residential geographies influence the migration of (post)students and their 

plans and decisions for where to live after finishing university. 
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Figure 5.6:  Young, Well-Educated City Dwellers - Mosaic Code Public Sector 

Group 05 E, Types 28-34 (listed in Table 5.5 below) by address and ward in 

Brighton & Hove (Experian, 2009a) 

 

Table 5.4:  Group 05 E Young Well-Educated City Dwellers, Mosaic Descriptions 

of Types 28-34 (adaped from Experian, 2009b) 

 

 
 

Type Mosaic Description

28 Neighbourhoods with transient singles living in multiply occupied large old houses

29 Economically successful singles, many living in privately rented inner city flats

30 Young professionals and their families who have gentrified terraces in pre 1914 suburbs

31 Well-educated singles and childless couples colonising inner areas of provincial cities

32 Singles and childless couples in small units in newly built private estates

33 Older neighbourhoods increasingly taken over by short term student renters

34 Halls of residence and other buildings occupied mostly by students
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* The term 'higher level' refers to qualifications of levels 4 and above (i.e. first degrees, higher degrees, NVQ levels 4 and 5, 
HND, HNC and certain professional qualifications) 

 

Figure 5.7: People with higher level qualifications defined by wards (using data 

from Casweb, 2001i) 

 
 
The residential geography of graduates shown by Experian data is also reflected 

in data from earlier 2001 Census of Population Data.  In Brighton & Hove in 2001, 

53,200 people (aged 16-74 yrs) had Higher Level Qualifications (first degree or 

equivalent and above).  Of these, 38% (19,982) are aged 25-34 years (as defined 

by Casweb, 2001i).  Figure 5.7 illustrates the geographies of young people with 

Higher Level Qualifications in Brighton & Hove by different age groups.  People 

aged 25-34 most adequately represents recent graduates in this case and these 
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young people are clustered in and around city centre wards in a pattern similar to 

that shown by the Experian data for young well-educated city dwellers.  Moreover, 

Figure 5.7 highlights a process of suburbanization amongst 35-49 year olds with 

HLQs, with higher levels of this age group living in and around the peripheral 

wards of the city.       

 

5.8 The geography of youth migration in Brighton & Hove 

 

This section outlines the migration inflows and outflows of people in Brighton & 

Hove as location is a key issue highlighted in the literature (e.g. Duke-Williams, 

2009; Fielding, 1992) for understanding the migration flows of recent graduates.  

Previous research suggests young (post)students are attracted to clusters in 

certain locations (e.g. Florida, 2002b; Florida, 2005b) and this data analyses if 

there are particular areas in Brighton & Hove that are more attractive to young 

people. 

 

* Refer to Figure 5.3 for Ward names 

Figure 5.8:  Inflows of people into Brighton & Hove by age (excludes internal) 

(using data from Casweb, 2001e) 
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Migration inflow (Figure 5.8) is defined as those who ‘lived elsewhere one year 

ago’ (see Appendix 10.15 for subdivisions) and 17,808 Brighton & Hove residents 

were recorded as in-migrants in 2001 (Casweb, 2001e).  The wards with large 

numbers of migrants are in central and most eastern parts of the cities boundary, 

partly reflecting the geography of student populations shown in section 5.8.  25-29 

year old in-migrants shown as the yellow section in each bar are most prevalent as 

a percentage of total migrants in a cluster of city centre wards (St Peter’s and 

North Laine (711), Brunswick Adelaide (693) and Regency (670)).  This is a similar 

pattern to the geography of young people with higher level qualifications shown in 

section 5.7.   

 

5.9 Conclusions 

 
 
For White (2003: 75), “secondary data can provide justifications for the choice of 

topic and location” in geographical research.  This chapter has used a range of 

secondary data to provide a rationale for the choice of Brighton & Hove as a case 

study and has outlined some details of the key characteristics that may influence 

(post)student residential decision-making and (non)migration.  Data extracted and 

plotted via Casweb and BHLIS (Brighton & Hove’s Local Intelligence Service) 

demonstrates the local importance of students and young professionals in 

Brighton & Hove, showing clear concentrations in their migratory and residential 

geographies.   

 

Brighton & Hove is a city in which young people dominate the demographic.  

Estimates from the University of Sussex suggest that around 40% of graduates 

remain in the area for at least a year after completing their studies (Pollard et al., 

2008; 2010), and evidence from the University of Brighton suggest that around 

35% of graduates remain (Brown, 2009).  Mappings and spatial analyses above 

further highlight that a relatively high proportion of the population of Brighton & 

Hove are students and graduates.  The city also has a young mobile population 

and is argued to be an ‘attractive’ place to reside after finishing university.  The 
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following chapters analyse why individuals wish to remain or indeed move on, and 

what facilitates these decisions and movements. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



118 
 

6 Economic understandings of graduate (non)migration  

 

6.1 Introduction  

 

This chapter examines the economic factors underpinning why graduates stay put 

or move on after finishing university.  It explores the economic reasons perceived 

by local councilors and institutional actors (key informants) to be influencing the 

residential decision-making processes of student’s pre and post graduation, the 

intentions and motivations of undergraduate students when considering where to 

live, and how graduates negotiate post-student life in Brighton & Hove.  Drawing 

on the narratives of key informants, students and recent graduates the chapter 

deepens understandings of what makes a city, such as Brighton & Hove, 

economically attractive or unattractive to graduates by going beyond broad studies 

that simply look at numbers of graduates, the characteristics of the sectors they 

work in and the social facilities they use (e.g. Florida, 2005a; Florida, 2005b; Pratt 

et al., 2006).  The following sections examine differences and similarities in 

perceptions between the three defined groups of respondents.  Some clear 

differences emerge between the perceptions and preconceptions of key 

informants, the aspirations of undergraduate students, and the reality of post-

student life for many graduates who stay put in their university city.   

   

The chapter is divided into seven subsequent sections.  Sections 6.2-6.4 discuss 

human capital reasons for staying or moving on and how these are partly 

influenced by proximity to London and the role of key (creative) sectors and other 

flexible, casual work.  Sections 6.5-6.7 explore how the migration decisions of 

recent graduates are influenced financially by parents, the recession and student 

debt, and policy practice, support and advice.  Finally, section 6.8 provides a 

summary of the key findings of the chapter and concludes that the economic 

dimension of (non)migration by young people after university involves a continually 

evolving decision-making process and is more complex than the existing literature 

would suggest.   
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6.2 Human capital  

 

As discussed in chapter 2, existing literature maintains that human capital, the 

expertise embedded in individuals, networks and organisations, provides capacity 

for continual innovation and accounts for much of the productivity growth in the 

developed world (Romer, 1994; Solow, 1994).  It has been argued that human 

capital predicts urban success because “high skilled people in high skilled 

industries may come up with more new ideas” (Glaeser, 2003: 67).  The 

knowledge economy, it is claimed, has increased the importance of human capital, 

innovation, knowledge and learning to economic life (Milward, 2003).  Skills and 

human capital are believed to be pivotal to the development of a city or regions 

knowledge economy, economic regeneration, competition and innovation 

(Benneworth, 2007a; Benneworth, 2007b; Goddard & Chatterton, 2003).  

Consequently, interest in the ability of cities and regions to retain their most highly 

qualified graduate labour is increasing in line with the growing understanding of 

the importance of human capital to local and regional economic performance 

(Bristow et al., 2011).   

 

Florida (2002b), in particular, has strongly argued that diverse and creative young 

people are the basic drivers of innovation and regional and national growth.  

Others insist that urban success also comes from being an attractive ‘consumer 

city’ for highly skilled people (Glaeser et al., 2001).  Over a decade ago, Goddard 

(1999b: 10) argued that graduate retention is “an important mechanism through 

which a region can retain people with innovative, entrepreneurial and management 

capabilities”.  More recently, increasing importance has been placed on attracting 

and retaining graduates and harnessing their skills and expertise (e.g. Välimaa & 

Hoffman, 2008).  Indeed, in its survey of 56 English towns and cities in 2006, the 

UK government’s State of the Cities report found that all the worst performing 

cities in economic terms had increased the proportion of graduates in their 

workforce by less than the English average (Simmie et al., 2006).   
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Florida (2010) argues that graduate migration choices “involve evaluating not just 

the company they’ll work for, but the labour market it’s located in and what the 

surrounding area has to offer….the decisions about where to live are likely to 

leave a lasting imprint on our economic geography” (p. 148).  Indeed, the 

contribution of higher education to local, regional and national economic growth 

has long been discussed (Armstrong, 1993; Bradley & Taylor, 1996; Harris, 1997; 

OECD, 2004; OECD 2007).  Faggian et al. (2007a) consider the role higher 

education plays in fostering local and regional economic development (see also 

Chatterji, 1998).  The authors explore how the employment-migration behaviour of 

Scottish and Welsh graduates is related to their human capital acquisition in higher 

education and their previous migration behaviour.  They posit that the exact 

regional distribution of the gains associated with the growth of such human capital 

will depend on the mobility of the students.  Other work by Faggian and McCann 

(2009b) suggests that “although in principle all regions should benefit from the 

national level of human capital growth; the regional rates of return to higher 

education depend crucially on the migration behaviour of university graduates” (p. 

317-318).  Moreover, Faggian and McCann’s (2009b) results indicate that “the 

innovativeness of a region is one of the major factors that encourage university 

graduates to seek employment in that region.  At the same time, inflows of highly 

mobile university graduates into a region also promote regional innovation, at least 

within England and Wales” (p. 331). 

 

Faggian and McCann (2009a) further argue that economic competitiveness 

depends on a regions capability to retain its own graduates.  Taking this forward, 

this study deepens understandings of how the retention of this ‘in house workforce’ 

is influenced by the human capital aspirations of (post)students, and how they 

manage their human capital during ‘an economic crisis’.  Many key informants in 

Brighton & Hove place considerable value on the human capital of graduates as 

they believe they add diversity and help create and support a more lucrative and 

vibrant economy.  As discussed in chapter 4, through their practices and 

interaction with students and recent graduate’s key informants have an 

understanding of why graduates remain.  Interviews with Brighton & Hove City 

Councilors provide insights into how post-students are perceived and valued 
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locally and how structures, such as the increasing demand for a skilled labour 

force, are manifest in Brighton & Hove.  Some key informants felt that the large 

concentrations and increasing numbers of graduates in Brighton & Hove underpins 

much of the economic growth in the city, arguing: “the working age population in 

Brighton & Hove is incredibly highly skilled, which is a real asset for the city.  As 

more graduates remain it creates a really young population.  The profile of 

Brighton & Hove would be significantly different if we didn’t have this.  It would 

change the economic profile of the city significantly” (KI.1 - Brighton & Hove City 

Council, Economic Development Officer). 

 

Other interviewees believed that graduate retention in Brighton & Hove “has 

accelerated our entry into that knowledge based economy that we now are 

definitely moving towards at a pace.  If we didn’t have that graduate workforce I 

think we’d struggle” (KI.17 - Brighton & Hove City Council, Chief Executive, 

Economic Partnership).  Many key informants perceive that to sustain economic 

growth Brighton & Hove needs to attract and retain highly-educated workers in an 

increasingly competitive labour market, stating: “it (graduate retention) attracts 

employers who need clever people, even employers that are not engaged in high 

finance or extra-ordinary technology, call centres for instance, they need language 

skills and they’re here because we’ve got the graduates with the skills…certainly 

amongst the business community…they are considered to be a really valuable 

part of the economy.  Not just the economy now but the economy going forward.   

We want to see more of them and we want to see them stay” (KI.17 - Brighton & 

Hove City Council, Chief Executive, Economic Partnership). 

 

Some commentators argue that to retain graduates a city needs high value jobs 

along with appropriate housing and social facilities (Goddard, 2003; Florida, 

2005a; 2005b).  Duke-Williams (2009: 1) insists that graduates are “strongly 

influenced by the local employment market and availability of graduate level jobs”.  

Some key informants, however, felt that the key factor underpinning why students 

leave Brighton & Hove after university is “the lack of high level, highly paid 

specialist employment opportunities” in the city (KI.5 - Brighton & Hove City 
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Council, Learning Partnership Manager, Children & Young People’s Trust).  

Despite this concern, many key informant interviewees perceive that growing 

populations of highly skilled young people in Brighton & Hove will seemingly boost 

its economic status.  The key informants communicated a desire to uphold their 

knowledge economy and wish to hang on to recently graduated university students 

so as to maintain numbers of talented workers in the city.  The respondents point 

to advanced, specialist employment opportunities as a key factor attracting 

graduates to remain in the city. 

 

The following accounts of recent graduates are compared to those of key 

informants and provide a fuller understanding of why graduates choose Brighton & 

Hove as a place to develop their human capital and the ways in which they 

manage part-time work alongside the pursuit of security and careers in their 

chosen field.  The interviews suggest that the decision to stay put or move on, 

whilst influenced by a desire to develop their human capital, is actually based on a 

much more complex economic arrangement, challenging the simplistic economic 

picture offered by scholars such as Florida (2005a, 2005b; 2008; 2010) and others 

looking at student and graduate mobility (e.g. Simmie et al., 2006).  Moreover, 

previous research tends to overlook the ‘transition’ from education to work.  Here, 

it is shown that many graduates ‘juggle’ numerous jobs and are building a portfolio 

of work.  Others are entering post-graduate education, using flexible part-time 

work to self-fund their courses, delaying the transition to full-time employment 

while attaining some semblance of security in an uncertain and difficult period of 

recession and austerity. 

 

Sam studied a BA full-time at the University of Brighton.  He finished his 

undergraduate studies in 2008 and on “the day of graduation (he) went on a road 

trip to Mongolia to do the Mongol Rally for a month and a half”.  On returning Sam 

was “skint” so took up work in Ladbrokes before going “home for 6 months”.  This 

decision to return home was made in order that he “sort finances out, not pay any 

rent for a bit and pay off (his) debt”.  However, this was relatively short-lived.  The 

temping job he secured in Shropshire “went well for about 3 months…earning 



123 
 

good money…and sorting everything out, then all the jobs dried up…there was 

nothing”.  The lack of work and need to sort out his finances brought Sam back to 

Brighton “to (his) old job in a bookies, which was awful, but it was full-time”.  

Despite the lack of enthusiasm for his job, Sam was really “glad (to be) back”.  

Having met his girlfriend of four years at university and securing friends in Brighton 

he considers “everything really” as positive reasons for staying, a world away from 

the main reason for coming to Brighton “to get away from home”.  Rather than 

“settling” for his job as a Close and Stock Manager for Ladbrokes, Sam is “starting 

a GIS course in September in Kingston…part-time for 2 years…commuting twice a 

week”.   

 

The acceptance of his current job to provide sufficient funds to write off an earlier 

debt and enable the money and freedom to take up a new post-graduate 

education path proved very beneficial to Sam’s future plans.  In addition to work, 

Sam has “recently started helping a guy with a development project in Uganda 

looking at installing bee hives motivated by a “want to help and (that it will) look 

good on (his) CV”.  Despite considering that jobs particularly to “motivate 

graduates” are lacking in Brighton & Hove, and that he is “not too sure…” having 

found nothing that “…(he has) been motivated for, and the job competition (being) 

much higher here”, Sam is choosing to develop his (GIS) career, juggling 

commuting, studying, and working part-time to self-fund his further education.  

Heath (2008) asserts that young people experience different routes to adulthood 

depending on factors such as gender, ethnicity, and social class.  The ability of 

Sam’s parents to fund his stay at home illustrates his class position to an extent, 

and also the freedom he has had to take time to travel and to make considered 

choices, that others might not have (i.e. save money whilst living at home, work 

part-time and fund a postgraduate degree). 

 

Photography student Richard studied full-time at the University of Brighton, 

finishing his degree in 2009.  Although keen to develop his human capital in the 

creative sector (discussed further in section 6.4) Richard has had to be equally 

flexible with his career choices, like Sam, driven by the need to pay off his debt 
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and pay his living costs.  When he finished university he states: “I had just about 2 

weeks to find somewhere to live and some way of paying it off.  So I got down to 

the jobs fair and had a look at lots of different stuff….I was quite interested in 

working for the fire service.  East Sussex County Council were there, Brighton & 

Hove Council were there…lots and lots of recruitment agencies for telephone 

sales, telephone collections, charity work, charity phone collections…the same 

kind of work that a lot of people do in Brighton and I was like nah nah nah I’m not 

doing that.  And I came across one person who was working for a company called 

NSL who run all the parking stuff, civil enforcement officers aka traffic warden”.  

This full-time job as a ‘parking enforcement officer’ offered Richard the security he 

needed to put down roots and remain in the city.   

 

Whilst working as a traffic warden Richard started to do some part-time work as a 

photographer.  Richard was when interviewed unemployed, happy to, “coast along 

with some sort of free-lance photography work”, although evidently concerned 

about the uncertainty of his profession as a free-lance photographer and hoping to 

secure another part-time job before long.  Richard places great importance on his 

independent living in Brighton & Hove, yet, in choosing to stay put after finishing 

university he did not have the time and freedom to make considered career 

choices (enabled by the ‘sheltered’ period at home in Sam’s case) and was faced 

with immediate living costs and mounting student debt.  Whilst Richard’s 

experience varies from Sam’s, his dialogue highlights the flexibility of the approach 

some graduates now take to developing human capital post-graduation, whether it 

is initiated to pay off existing debts, support independence, or to pursue career 

pathways.   

 

After graduating in 2009, Environmental Sciences student Dan attempted to find 

relevant employment in his field.  He states: “after graduating I was looking at jobs 

all over, with the Environment Agency and teaching.  I was looking all over the UK; 

there were a few jobs in Lincoln, the South West, London and the South East.  I 

have no real ties to Brighton.  I would have moved for a good job”.  However, Dan 

struggled to find work, he states: “the job situation for graduates is dire”.  I asked 
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Dan, why he decided to remain in Brighton, and he said that: “there was no 

decision to make, I had nowhere to go.  I just literally drifted into it.  As soon as 

teaching wasn’t available after I finished my degree I went straight back to 

Brighton University to do a Masters”.  For Dan, post-graduate higher education 

facilitated his stay in Brighton & Hove, delaying the ‘transition’ to full-time 

employment in a time when he perceived jobs to be few and far between.  To fund 

his post-graduate education he worked for his brother “doing merchandising and 

working in a few bars”.  He states that: “this was a time where I just needed cash 

to pay rent while I figured out what I wanted to do”.  Dan now works part-time in 

Oxfam two days a week to fund his Masters degree, juggling work and further 

study, as does Sam.  This use of flexible part-time work to facilitate career choices 

whilst remaining in Brighton & Hove has proved a successful strategy for Dan and 

Sam, contrary to Richard, opting for a period of time in ‘secure’ full-time 

employment in a position (traffic warden) entirely unrelated to his undergraduate 

degree (photography). 

 

Clare studied a BSc full-time as an undergraduate and finished her studies in 

2004.  Clare moved away to work in London after graduating as she also struggled 

to find relevant employment in Brighton & Hove.  Unlike the majority of other 

graduate interviewees, she then travelled for 6 months.  She states: “I had been 

working for a year to save up and spent 6 months spending it”.  Clare returned to 

Brighton soon after to further her education at the University of Brighton.  Clare, as 

did Dan, funded her further education studies with part-time work.  She states: “I 

always had a part-time job; it’s pretty much been the same job really, working in a 

pub in Hartington Road area.”  Clare is now employed temporarily for the 

University of Brighton as a full-time Research Officer after completing her Masters 

course.  The flexibility of work established during her student days and sustained 

after graduation is similar to that detailed by other graduates.  Moreover, as with 

Dan, the primary anchor to staying for Clare was continued higher education in a 

place she had developed contacts to pursue a career. 
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Currently writing up his PhD at the University of Brighton, Chris studied 

Environmental Sciences as an undergraduate, finishing his studies in 2007.  Chris 

worked on a Research Assistant contract for 12 months whilst studying for his 

Masters degree.  Unlike Clare and Dan, Chris has been able to pursue his career 

using career relevant part-time employment.  He states: “since then I’ve had 

occasional contracts for the university, going on fieldtrips and consultancy work, 

but mostly I live off the PhD studentship.”  Chris acknowledges his somewhat 

unique experience, stating: “I was quite lucky that the university offered me a job 

so I didn’t have to go out looking for one, but I get the impression that you’re going 

to end up in telesales if you hang around here, or work in a bar.  From an 

environmental perspective, which is what I studied, there doesn’t seem to be a 

great deal of career prospects in that area without commuting towards London or 

East Croydon”.  Unlike Dan and Clare who claimed to have partly “drifted” into a 

post-graduate course that then turned into a later opportunistic pathway, Chris 

focused on what he considers was a lucky break providing a sound basis for 

staying put and doing his PhD.   

 

Matt was another graduate who felt he had made a successful transition to post-

student life.  He spent three months teaching in China after graduation.  Matt 

“really enjoyed (the) experience”, and had a desire to build a career in this field in 

Brighton & Hove. Soon after returning Matt “got a job as a teaching assistant…at 

the same time…working in Lloyds TSB…working two jobs at once…until 

September 2008.”  Following that period, Matt did a PGCE.  He considers that 

“midway through uni I started to see Brighton as my home, and didn’t want to 

leave to move back to London, and I still don’t.”  Having succeeded in his post-

graduate voluntary position and completing his PGCE, Matt is now “a fully qualified 

teacher of Humanities” and he “loves (his) job”.  Matt is keen to stay “for the 

foreseeable future”.  He is “settled here now”.  Despite being a success story in 

finding a job after graduation and genuinely enjoying his lifestyle in Brighton & 

Hove both throughout and after university, Matt still perceives that Brighton has a 

“very narrow job market” that discourages others from remaining in the city.  Matt 

and Chris are both aware of how fortunate they are to have found work in their 

chosen field in the local area.   
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Others are less successful in developing a career in Brighton & Hove.  George 

remained in Brighton after finishing his studies in 2007, working in three different 

jobs to survive, however, he felt all the seasonal work he was doing “dried up in 

September/October 2007”.  George, as is common to many graduates, struggled 

with the transition from education to work, and so decided to further his education, 

starting a Masters degree in September 2009.  He still needed money to pay the 

bills and fund his course so he got another job as an analyst “surveying asbestos”.  

The complexities of building his human capital echo those of many recent 

graduates.  He states: “in April 2008 I moved to a different company that paid me 

more money to work fewer hours, a better job, and more responsibility.  I did that 

full-time for a year and a bit, started the Masters and ran out of money in March 

2010…so started working part-time for my old company”.  George independently 

funded his Masters degree and finished this in August 2010.  George is now 

“unsure” of his future plans.  It seems that he has always worked to survive and 

has no clear career path in mind.  He states: “I’m planning to work full-time again 

for that old company, and then I’m going to Mexico for a month for a friend’s 

wedding…and then travelling, maybe central America, wherever there’s good 

waves and outdoor sports”. 

 

Some graduates sought to develop human capital through self employment.  For 

example, Faye studied Editorial Photography full-time as an undergraduate, 

finishing in 2009.  As with other undergraduates she “had many part-time jobs 

throughout uni”.  She states: “I worked for the council, which was a really good 

move because it meant anytime I had any spare time or holidays I could pick up 

extra work…I had lots of random jobs, bar work and stuff, and that was fine most 

of the time until the third year…it was hard as I had to travel a lot and make the 

project happen so I didn’t have time to work, so financially it was a real struggle in 

the third year, and I think that’s the same for other creative courses, it’s a real 

struggle in that final year to sustain that balance of getting the income and being 

able to put the full amount needed into your studies”.  Currently, Faye is self-

employed.  When she finished her degree she “signed on for a few months” which 

she describes as “probably the most depressing thing ever”.  Despite the 

difficulties expressed by other graduates, and the evident difficulties of managing 
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multiple jobs, this is perhaps the most distinctly negative experience conveyed by 

an interviewee.  Richard and Faye both studied Photography at undergraduate 

level and both have struggled to find relevant employment post-graduation, and 

survive financially in Brighton & Hove. 

 

Lizzie studied International Tourism management full-time, finishing in 2008.  

Lizzie independently supported herself throughout university and post-graduation 

working in bars and cafes.  She states: “I’ve always worked part-time to support 

myself…I’ve worked in different pubs and bars and cafes…I haven’t really tried to 

get into a ‘proper’ job though, my main thing was to stay in Brighton and I wasn’t 

so much bothered with where I was working to be honest.  I did an internship at 

first and then I worked at American Express so that wasn’t really a dream graduate 

situation.  After Amex I started a volunteering program with my church, I am 

employed, I have a contract and earn a bit of money, but it’s not like a ‘real’ 

job...career wise I’d like to do something with tourism or management.  My 

degrees very broad…it’s got a lot to do with general management things and travel 

and tourism so because it’s very broad I’m not sure what career I’m going to go 

into...I’m writing applications at the moment but thinking about moving back to 

Germany and get into more of a career there.  And there’s another church project 

over there and they need people”.  Lizzie is distinct to many other graduates, using 

volunteering work as a platform to build her human capital.   

 

Beth studied Criminal Psychology full-time, finishing in 2007 and like Lizzie, has 

used volunteer work as a platform to develop her human capital.  Beth remained in 

Brighton & Hove after graduating, working in part-time jobs.  She states: “I had 

three jobs after I graduated…I worked in an advice centre part-time Monday-

Wednesday, as a support staff at the probation service in Brighton, and at a pub 

just to make sure I was earning enough”.  Beth struggled hugely during university, 

working “flat out” in summer months to fund her undergraduate course, and after 

graduating, without the financial support of family or the option of moving home.  

Gil (2011: 2) argues that “the young often have parents to fall back on”, and 

asserts that “the number of young people in the rich world who have given up 
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looking for work is at a record high”, yet, Beth represents the working graduate, 

self-supporting her studies without the financial parental support that others have 

relied on, performing multiple jobs and coping with multiple responsibilities.  

Through what she perceives as her determination she has managed to self-fund 

her chosen career path and is now a full-time fire-fighter.  She states: “that is my 

career.  I’ve always been into fitness and keeping healthy and I really like working 

with people…working in the advice centre was a really good stepping stone to 

working in the fire service because a lot of it is community work…so there are 

benefits like exercise and team work and things like that that appeal to me”.   

 

The experiences of recent graduates illustrate the complex factors that affect the 

evolution of their human capital.  There is a clear distinction between those who 

‘fall into’ work and those with specific desires to pursue, whether these are career 

routes, staying on after university in Brighton & Hove, or some mixture thereof.  

What is common to all is a commitment to supporting those choices using flexible 

part-time work, and often ‘juggling’ multiple jobs.  For many graduates, this flexible 

work approach begins during university (of the students surveyed for this research, 

40% were employed part-time during their undergraduate course), and this is an 

important element of the transition, in that certain kinds of pathways after 

university get cemented through part-time work and lifestyle as a student.   

 

Richard’s experience demonstrates how undergraduate behaviours and patterns 

of employment continue post-graduation, working throughout university in retail 

and catering, and ‘juggling’ jobs post-graduation, yet maintaining a ‘commitment’ 

to furthering his career as a photographer using free-lance part-time work in-

between jobs.  Metcalf (2001) identifies substantial differences in student term-

time employment between institutions, with students averaging fewer hours of 

work at ‘higher status’ universities.  What makes Brighton & Hove different from 

some other universities, such as St. Andrews for example (where fewer students 

are working to support themselves through their degrees) is the labour market 

makes it possible for young people to ‘juggle’ employment in this way.  Metcalf 

also notes that increasing student demand for part-time employment may lead to 
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“increasingly polarised universities: those that facilitate term-time working and 

those which do not” (2001: 1). 

 

The consequences for the labour market of graduates using Brighton & Hove to 

acquire human capital is viewed by some key informants as a major policy 

concern.  Rather than seeing this ‘in house workforce’ as valuable to the city many 

perceive the uptake of low paid/value jobs typically in service industries (especially 

the hospitality and catering sector) by graduates (often overqualified) as displacing 

other applicants struggling to find work.  For instance, one key informant 

interviewee stressed that “a lot of graduates are working in quite low value added 

jobs and are pushing people that are on benefits further from the labour market” 

(KI.2 – Brighton & Hove City Council, Economic Development Officer).  These key 

informants perceive graduates to present a potential public conflict as they are 

marginalizing non-graduate populations in the labour market.  Equally, another 

interviewee considered: “the thing to fear this year because of the recession is that 

the indigenous lower skilled population trying to get back into work will have a 

really tough time.  I mean the students and graduates will have a tough time, but 

the indigenous population will as well.  So what one has to look for is some form 

of, if it’s possible, harmonisation of the need of the student who becomes the 

graduate and the indigenous population in the labour market so that they’re not 

factions opposed to one another, that would be an unfortunate by-product” (KI.7 - 

Learning & Skills Council, Economic Development Manager). 

 

Richard’s comments are similar to those made by a number of graduates, and 

echo the fears of key informants who argue that increasing concentrations of 

graduates may ‘displace’ other non-graduate local residents seeking similar low 

paid, flexible work in Brighton & Hove.  Richard states: “I wasn’t doing anything 

else, I was unemployed, so I went along to an interview and they had these 3 

things – a personality test, an aptitude test and then a proper interview.  I was so 

stunned at how the aptitude test knocked out about half of the applicants…it was a 

very sorry sight to see, they were a lot of people who had been unemployed for 

over a year, and in some sense if you wanna be cynical about it you can kind of 
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see why…there was this one guy there who had 2 swear words written across his 

knuckles....So I had the interview and they said if you want the job you can start on 

the 15th and I was like wow – I’ve found a job in a week.  I was amazed.” 

 

An article in The Economist (2006), entitled ‘The battle for brainpower’, portrays 

“universities as ideal talent-catching machines” (p. 8), arguing that “companies of 

all stripes have become aware of the need to gather talent” and “governments are 

joining in the hunt for talent”.  It is argued that “talent has become the world’s most 

sought-after commodity” (p. 2).  Yet, reflecting the concerns of key informants, the 

article states that it is apparent that “inequalities are widening” between the 

“talented elite at the top, and the service workers at the bottom”.  For the key 

informants in Brighton & Hove this conflict manifests itself slightly differently 

through labour market ‘displacement’ as the economic consequence of increasing 

numbers of graduates remaining in this university city.   

 

The non-migration of graduates is often advocated by institutional actors and 

community stakeholders seeking to ‘add value’ to the economy and to stimulate 

innovation in key sectors and entrepreneurial enterprises.  Yet, much of this is 

based on partial and limited understandings of the migration and residential 

decision-making processes of undergraduates and the difficulties for recent 

graduates struggling to find employment and different ways to build their human 

capital.  The reality is that the transition from undergraduate to young professional 

is complicated and challenging, as Mike stresses: “I’ve found the transition 

between university and being a professional very, very hard”.   

 

Human capital opportunities matter to graduates and the nature of key sectors in 

Brighton that offer flexible work opportunities support their pursuit.  Graduates 

develop their human capital in Brighton & Hove in different ways, ‘juggling’ part-

time employment, further education, and in some cases using volunteer work.  

Previous research recognises the negative consequences of working part-time 

through university (Barke, 2000; Callender & Kemp, 2000; Hunt et al., 2002).  Yet, 
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it is less clear how ‘juggling’ part-time work post-university affects recent 

graduates.  This study shows that ‘juggling’ in this way can have negative 

consequences.  Graduates often undertake jobs that they are overqualified for and 

are unhappy in, continuing patterns of part-time employment established at 

university.  In addition, graduates working in these jobs may also have 

consequences for the non-graduate local labour force. 

 

6.3 London 

 

For some graduates in Brighton & Hove, their pursuit and development of human 

capital involves a link to London; working and living, or commuting.  Previous 

research has identified how the London and South East labour market influences 

both graduate migration decisions and human capital opportunities (discussed 

below).  Given Brighton & Hove’s location, allowing access to employment 

opportunities in London and the South East, undergraduates, recent graduates 

and key informants all offer up perceptions of the effect of London on employment 

and human capital opportunities and the consequences for Brighton & Hove.   

 

Fielding (1992) posits what is termed the ‘escalator hypothesis’, arguing that in 

cities there is a higher rate and faster than normal progression or transition from 

education into managerial posts, and a higher degree of churning between 

professional and managerial jobs.  Fielding (1992) uses the example of South East 

England as an ‘upward escalator’ with recognition that downward movements can 

be related to other regions, citing the work of Peck and Haughton (1987) who 

describe the ‘bumping down’ process in northern cities whereby school leavers 

lower their sights in the face of high levels of unemployment, and accepted jobs 

which do not use their abilities to the full.  Considering that the graduates in this 

study of Brighton & Hove in southern England actively seek out flexible, low paid 

work that they are often overqualified for, perhaps these views are oversimplified.   
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As discussed in chapter 2, Smith and Holt (2007) illustrate that significant 

concentrations of recent graduates and young professionals are emerging in other 

provincial urban locations, such as Manchester, Birmingham, Sheffield, and 

Newcastle, “where recent graduates have remained in their place of study and 

sought employment within growing (regional) financial, service, and media sectors” 

(p. 154).  Despite increasing concentrations of recent graduates remaining in other 

university towns and cities, London is still perceived as a major ‘magnet’ for many 

of those leaving university (Bristow et.al, 2011) and so it is important to consider 

how this affects Brighton graduates and their migration decisions. 

 

Key informants corroborate the ‘escalator’ discourse and emphasise the allure of 

London and deem it to be an important factor for young graduates when making 

decisions about where to live and work.  Many key informants believe that 

students would consider London an attractive place to develop their skills after 

finishing their university studies, stating: “if you’re looking to go into a professional 

field like Law for example, the opportunities are quite limited in Brighton, and if 

you’re very aspirational you’re going to face toward London for more opportunity” 

(KI.4 – Brighton & Hove City Council, Housing Benefits, Benefits Manger).  

Similarly, another interviewee argued that: “in terms of career development, it is a 

comparatively small city so at some point if you want a certain level of experience 

you do have to go to London or Manchester for example” (KI.15 - Brighton & Hove 

City Council, Policy, Head of Analysis & Research). 

   

Some undergraduate students confirm this view on the significance of London and 

cite London as providing additional opportunities to build their human capital.  21% 

of the 376 students surveyed stated that they intend to live in London after 

finishing their studies.  The ‘London appeal’ was discussed in the interviews with 

recent graduates.  On graduating, Clare worked in London, commuting at first from 

Brighton, and then moving there for a short spell.  She states: “I got a job straight 

after I finished university working for an environmental charity based in London, it 

was based in London Bridge then it moved to Old Street.  I commuted to London 

from Brighton for a couple of months and then I moved to London.  I was happy to 
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move to London.”  Indeed, Richard argued that: “the job situation for graduates in 

Brighton is dire.  I think London’s the way to go”.  Mike started a Masters degree in 

September 2009.  This step took Mike to London and the South Bank University 

as he “was keen to move towards London at that point and be more involved in 

something a bit more proper”.  Ben’s decision-making process was fairly simple, 

he stated: “I felt like, if I got a job in London I’ll move to London, if I get a job in 

Brighton I’ll move to Brighton”.  Ben states: “it’s an automatic thing for lots of arts 

students…they just know they have to move to London to get a job, and that’s sort 

of what they’d decided before they had even started job searching”.  Indeed, Lizzie 

simply states: “people have to commute to London for the real jobs”.   

 

Certainly, there is a clear view amongst some recent graduates that London 

retains significance in terms of job opportunities and career pathway 

improvements.  Some key informants also perceive the benefits of developing 

human capital in London as a key factor influencing the migration decisions of 

students finishing their studies.  For other students and graduates, however, the 

allure of London is not a key factor when making decisions about where to live and 

work after university.  Responses serve to outline some distinct variations amongst 

students and graduates regarding London as a place to develop their human 

capital.  When asked to state the one key reason for staying or leaving Brighton & 

Hove after university less than 1% of the students surveyed stated that ‘proximity 

to London’ was a key factor.  Indeed, in the interviews with recent graduates in 

Brighton & Hove it became clear that London was not as appealing as the 

literature would suggest.  The majority of the recent graduates interviewed work in 

Brighton & Hove and actively avoid London as a place to develop their human 

capital.  These opposing views are illustrated in the extracts below. 

 

Anna studied BA Geography full-time as an undergraduate and finished her 

studies in 2007.  Anna “got a job in London so she moved away” after finishing her 

undergraduate studies.  However, Anna adamantly states: “I didn’t want to work in 

London at all….and I came back a year later”.  She states:  “when I lived in 

London my boyfriend lived in Bristol and so we spent every weekend travelling 
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between the two places and he had to come back to Brighton to finish his degree, 

so it was kind of an economical decision as much as anything…I was paying a lot 

of money in London on rent and I would have had to pay to come down here to 

see him every weekend so I thought I might as well move back down here and do 

the commute.  I did that commute for 10 months.  I moved into a place in Hove on 

the seafront with my boyfriend.  We found that together, and we’re still there now”.  

When asked if Anna was happy she returned to Brighton after working and living in 

London, she stated: “yes - it was the best decision ever”.  For Anna, her “quality of 

life” is of upmost importance and this arrangement meant saving money, but most 

importantly spending more time with her boyfriend.  Nevertheless, working in 

London had also proved useful in terms of work opportunities, and she continues 

to commute.   

 

By contrast, Andy, a mature student, studied Computing at university, finishing in 

2009.  He states: “I’m not prepared to commute.  Some people are quite happy to 

commute 3 or 4 hours a day, but for me it’d have to be quite a huge package to 

make me do that.”  Andy is now employed full-time in Brighton & Hove, working in 

IT.  His parents live locally and he is happily “settled” in Brighton with his wife and 

two children.  Steve studied BA Photography full-time completing his course in 

2009.  Steve has “never thought about leaving or going home” and is “definitely 

happy with (his) decision to stay” in Brighton. He works with “photographers in 

Brighton…at the photography magazine” and sees “no point to move to London 

with so many things keeping (him) here.”  He notes that “many people think the 

natural progression for an artist or photographer is to move to London, but there’s 

no pool there, there’s just too many people.”  For these two graduates London is 

not seen as offering major opportunities.   

 

Pete, however, is now back in Brighton having developed his human capital in 

London.  When he finished his undergraduate Pharmaceutical and Chemical 

Sciences degree he “went to do a PhD in London for 3 years…then I went to work 

overseas on my own…I worked in America for a year and a half, Canada, Japan 

and Germany before returning back to Brighton”.  Pete states: “I came back 
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because I knew I wanted to become an academic…I had experience of working in 

really prestigious universities…Imperial, Michigan…the environment was so 

difficult there.  But what I noticed about working at Brighton, obviously there’s the 

work aspect, but there was a bit more of a social life associated with it too, and 

knowing my experiences of Brighton as a student, how good it was socially, I 

wanted to get the blend right”.  Pete is now a lecturer in Chemistry at the 

University of Brighton. 

 

Bristow et al. (2011) present London as one of their three key factors underpinning 

graduate mobility in the UK (see also Wright, 2011).  Yet, Cowling (2009) 

illustrates how human capital (defined as the proportion of the population with at 

least an undergraduate degree) is concentrated in the UK’s 100 largest cities 

(excluding London), demonstrating that the national picture is much more complex 

as city-regions and urban centres have evolved as local and sub-regional 

knowledge economies.  Moreover, increased public sector demand (Wright, 2011) 

‘stretches’ opportunities, generating a ‘spreading out effect’ of young graduates in 

cities beyond the UK capital.  Whilst London evidently matters to some of the 

graduates interviewed, its allure is not as dominant in terms of their decision-

making as previous literature would suggest, particularly in terms of development 

of human capital.  The escalator region hypotheses and even some critiques (e.g. 

Cowling, 2009) still portray the attraction of London and the South East in a rather 

narrow way, as being about a process of developing human capital by accessing 

well paid jobs.  In fact, the stories of graduates in this study suggest that young 

graduates develop human capital in a much more complex manner that involves 

varied labour market experiences and flexible casual work, interlinked with 

migration decisions which involve consideration of, not just access to, well paid 

jobs, but also the availability of creative and flexible work.  London has been a 

significant influence on the migration decisions and careers of some graduates, 

whilst others find different ways of developing human capital in Brighton & Hove.  

Some graduates hold very negative perceptions of the opportunities offered by 

London and view it negatively after making migration decisions. 

 



137 
 

6.4 Key (creative) sectors and other flexible, casual work  

 

London is seen as an option for developing human capital by some key informants 

and graduates, but so are key sectors in Brighton & Hove.  The creative sector is 

often perceived as reliant on human capital and an attractive sector for graduates 

when considering where to live after university (e.g. Florida, 2005a; 2005b).  Key 

informants and previous researchers identify the creative and new media 

industries as a key sector that is important locally in Brighton & Hove (Pollard et 

al., 2008; 2010) and is perceived to be attractive to graduates.  Whilst it is 

attractive, graduates interested in creative sector work develop their human capital 

not simply by accessing jobs in the creative sector, but through flexible, mostly low 

paid work whilst often doing low paid or unpaid creative activities.  This section 

looks at the complex approach recent graduates have adopted to developing 

human capital in the creative sector.   

 

Florida (2005a; 2005b) asserts that ‘high bohemians’ exhibit a higher level of 

economic performance, and these ‘creative classes’ foster an open, dynamic and 

professional urban environment.  This environment, in turn, attracts more creative 

people, as well as business and capital.  Indeed, Brighton & Hove Core Strategy 

(2008: 2) stated that “the creative industries are a growing and dynamic sector in 

the city, acting as the largest hub of such businesses in the south east and outside 

London.”  Indeed, many key informants drew attention to Brighton & Hove’s 

thriving creative industries sector and well established new media cluster, arguing 

that graduates can build their human capital in creative sectors and help stimulate 

the economy.  Typical comments include: “people talk a lot about clusters and 

Brighton could be defined as a key digital sector cluster in the South East, so 

there’s a concentration of jobs there which I’m sure will be attractive to graduates” 

(KI.8 - Business Link in Sussex, Head of Strategy).   

 

For many graduates, however, it is Brighton & Hove’s flexible and casual work 

opportunities that have enabled them to develop their human capital in creative 
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activities.  Traffic warden Richard states: “I’ve earned a lot of money and I’ve spent 

a lot of money, but I earned a really good salary and I’ve done a lot of free lance 

work in between so I’ve literally been working non-stop doing shift work.  So I’d get 

a couple of days off in the week and a lot of those days I could commit to doing 

what I really wanted to do…like I was doing workshops for the costume network, I 

was teaching kids photography, trying to set myself up doing wedding 

photography, which is kind of what I’ve done, I mean I can call myself a 

photographer but just not a very well paid photographer.  So at the end of June I 

had some time off, finally, after doing this non-stop, I was like I’m gonna quit, I’m 

sick of this.  And yeah, so now I’m here.  I’m unofficially unemployed…I can stay in 

this residency, I believe I will be entitled to council benefit, I’m not sure I will be 

entitled to job seekers allowance.  I’ve got to go down the benefits office on 

Wednesday, I should technically be going down there today, but there’s still time.  I 

have another pay packet coming in at the end of July…I have a projected earning 

over the next month of about £1,500 pounds so I’m not poor yet…but I will be if I 

don’t make something happen.  So the next kind of month and a half are sort of 

dedicated to making that happen and also maybe finding a part-time job so I know 

at least my rents covered and I can eat”. 

 

Some graduates work full-time in the creative sector as Florida (2005a) predicts, 

but many are more like Richard.  Illustration student Ben is now working full-time in 

the digital, media and technology sector as an Animator.  Having worked off his 

debt after university in a “warehouse” back in his hometown whilst living with his 

parents Ben returned to Brighton, taking an unpaid internship role whilst either 

“commuting from his parents house or sleeping on friends floors”.  At the end of 

the unpaid internship Ben was offered, and accepted a full-time role at the 

company.  Unlike Ben and more like Richard, when interviewed, Steve had a few 

part-time jobs, assisting photographers, charity fundraising, and working in a bar, 

selling his personal photography work through “word of mouth”.  He states “it’s not 

very lucrative thing, but I don’t mind that, if every two months someone buys a 

picture then I’m happy”. 
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A number of commentators have linked the role of human capital in economic 

development to the concept of ‘creative class’.  Florida’s (2002a) theory of 

creativity, supported by many key informants, suggests that creativity in the form 

of innovation and ideas powers economic growth (i.e. cultural inputs yield 

economic outputs).  As a senior member of Brighton & Hove City Council states: 

“...our creative graduates are very important to our economy” (KI.17 – Brighton & 

Hove City Council, Chief Executive, Economic Partnership).  Yet, the ‘creative 

class’ thesis has been the subject of considerable debate and criticism by recent 

scholars (e.g. Hoyman & Faricy, 2009; Peck, 2005). The concept has been 

criticised for its conceptual fuzziness, definitional problems and the direction of 

causality employed by Florida.  For example, some have suggested that creative 

activity actually grows in a thriving economy rather than stimulating growth itself 

(Stam et al., 2008).   

 

Other critics question the correlation between the presence of significant numbers 

of bohemians and gay people in a city and high-technology knowledge industries, 

and contend that educational levels, rather than the presence of bohemians and 

gay people correlate with economic development (Glaeser, 2005).  Comunian et 

al. (2010) highlight the mismatch between bohemian graduates and creative 

occupations and their low economic rewards.  The accounts of recent graduates 

show that young people in Brighton & Hove are working in low paid jobs or unpaid 

positions whilst trying to develop creative careers.  Comunian et al. (2010) 

question the role of bohemian graduates as agents of knowledge spillovers and 

highlight the need to differentiate between different type of human capital and job 

markets to better understand their influence on local growth.   

  

There is debate over the extent to which economies have genuinely moved 

towards post‐industrialism or the extent to which urban economies are accurately 

characterised as being based on the knowledge economy (Brown & Lauder, 

2006).  More particularly, attention has been drawn to the persuasiveness of the 

thesis to policy‐makers and elite urban actors, dominating policy debates despite 

doubts about the lack of strong empirical evidence.  Many academics are skeptical 



140 
 

that the very persuasiveness of the concept and apparently simple policy message 

crowds out the potentially growing inequalities and negative externalities that 

might stem from ‘creative city’ strategies (Peck, 2005).  Based on a study of the 

distribution of artists, a core group in the presumed creative class, in the US, 

Markusen (2006) argues that the location and distribution of artists is more 

complex than portrayed by Florida and their contribution to attracting high‐tech 

industry and highly skilled residents is ambiguous: the direction of causality may 

operate in the other direction.  Moreover, artists and ‘bohemians’ play multiple 

roles in any locale and may not have common cause with other creative class 

members, casting doubt on Florida’s positive assertion of creative urban attributes 

with self‐sustaining urban growth.   

 

The evidence from this research study extends the creative class critique, showing 

that whilst attractive to students and graduates, many are not employed in the 

creative sectors but have to develop their human capital in more complex ways, 

often using low paid, temporary, flexible work to live.  Moreover, entering the 

creative sector after university is not an easy transition, as Andy stated: “Brighton 

is regarded as a centre for digital media development, but there are not enough 

vacancies to support graduates”.  One key informant perceives that it is other 

factors that offer more job opportunities to recent graduates “because of the nature 

of our tourism economy there is a ready supply of jobs in restaurants, hotels, bars 

and clubs that I think enables people to stay” (KI.3 – Brighton & Hove City Council, 

Cultural Services, Acting Director Cultural Services).  Another similarly maintains 

that: “there is lots of seasonal work and jobs that are easily accessible” (KI.4 - 

Brighton & Hove City Council, Housing Benefits, Benefits Manager).  One 

interviewee identified that: “the more transient, temporary focused jobs that you 

can dip in and out” allow graduates to remain in the city and develop their human 

capital (KI.5 – Brighton & Hove City Council, Children & Young People’s Trust, 

Learning Partnership Manager).   

 

While some key informants stress the importance of the creative industries others 

recognise the significance of the availability of flexible work for graduates who stay 
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in the city.  Whilst some graduates use flexible work to fund their creative 

employment, others uptake flexible work opportunities in pubs, clubs and bars to 

facilitate a more general transition between studenthood and post-studenthood.  

This approach provides ready employment and freedom to consider future career 

development, and as is discussed in the next chapter, make important decisions 

about where to live based on social and cultural influences on post-student lives.   

 

6.5 The importance of parents in young people’s financial lives 

 

Heath (2008) and Duke-Williams (2009) explore the changing nature of young 

people’s housing transitions and draw attention to the steady increase in the 

proportion of young people remaining in the parental home.  This section 

discusses the importance of parents in young people’s financial lives and how this 

affects transitions to adulthood.   

 

Considering ‘the jobless young’ in a recent article, Gil (2011) asserts that young 

people often have parents to fall back on when things get tough, yet from 

interviewing recent graduates and discussing their connections with parents it is 

clear that many parents simply do not have the financial means to support their 

sons and daughters post-university.  In this study, graduates have quite 

contrasting experiences in this respect.  Some are supported by parents, some are 

able to rely on parents but choose not to, others demonstrate a sense of 

disappointment in returning home or relying upon parents, and some are simply 

unable to rely on parents.   

 

Sam and Ben’s lives after graduation involved a degree of ‘meandering’ as they 

both returned home after finishing university for a short period of 3-6 months for 

financial support.  They took ‘shelter’ (Rugg et al., 2004) not in the private rented 

sector, but in the security of the parental home before ‘doubling back’ (Fitzpatrick 

& Clapham, 1999) to Brighton & Hove.  Whilst “at home” with his parents Ben 
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“worked in a warehouse for a couple of months while…applying for jobs” to 

“...work off a bit of debt and “make enough money to live off when (he) came 

back”.  Ben states: “I didn’t do any travelling after I finished my undergraduate 

degree, I probably should have done, but I was so skint…I had to go home, 

unfortunately”.  Sam also states that moving home was “not what (he) wanted to 

do” but necessary at the time to “sort finances”.   

 

Although it was necessary for some graduates to return home after graduation to 

save money and re-group, many felt that it was important to continue living in 

Brighton & Hove, independent from their parents, typical comments included: “I 

was going to leave; it was a choice between going home and scrounging off 

parents or working and earning my own money and having my own space…I didn’t 

want to go back there, you know, back living with your mum and dad…I stayed, 

and I’m happy with that” (George).  George opted to remain in the city and provide 

for himself in flexible, shared, rented accommodation with “random people”.  

Richard also could have returned home but states that his main reason for staying 

was the “photography scene”.  He states: “if I went home I don’t think there would 

have been any work.  I lived in quite a small community.  My parents now live in an 

even smaller community than I originally lived in.  He felt like: “if I moved back 

there it’ll be really easy to get a place to live…it’s really cheap, but the work would 

be completely unrelated to what I want to be doing, I wouldn’t have any of the 

contacts I have now.  It wouldn’t flow the same way as life does down here”.   

 

Indeed, when Richard got his job as a traffic warden he states: “I told my parents, 

my friends, my family and they were all like wooo that’s really strange.  My mum 

was like – you’re going to be hated.  My parents were saying if you don’t get a job 

you’re going to have to move home…you’ve got nowhere to live.  And so I got a 

job, and it was literally like sticking two fingers up to my parents, I said I wouldn’t 

go back home, and I didn’t, and I was really quite proud of myself for doing that.”  

Although Richard had the financial backing of his parents and could have simply 

moved back home after finishing his studies he was adamant to remain in the city 

and support himself.   
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By contrast, Jen and Lizzie, unlike Richard, only had minimal financial support 

from their parents during and after finishing university, working in bars and cafes to 

support themselves.  Although Jen had an extremely “tough” time and “would have 

liked to have gone travelling and thought of going home to save money” after 

finishing her studies, she remained, stating “…leaving would have been easier in 

some ways, but I’m quite independent and it wasn’t really an option…I know lots of 

people who went home…I did it on my own”.  Like George, these graduates 

demonstrate a real sense of pride in fending for themselves and value their 

independent living in Brighton & Hove.  Similarly, Lizzie who finished her studies at 

the height of the recession in 2008 notes that after finishing university renting “was 

the cheapest option” but “then my job finished…and living costs were so high…it 

was a really hard time”.  Lizzie moved out of her rented house “with friends on the 

seafront”, choosing instead to lodge with a family to alleviate her financial strains, 

rather than returning home.  Lizzie’s parents live in Germany, after finishing 

university returning home was “…not one of my choices…I wanted to live here and 

work here and I have managed without them so far”. 

 

Mike’s experience was quite different from other graduates, living with his single 

Dad after university but actually in Brighton & Hove.  Quite without planning, 

Mike’s Dad got a job in Brighton and he “…got a flat share with him…April 2008 

time…it was good because it was a nice proper flat, I didn’t have to worry about 

the bills… was an equal tenant on the contract…got to live a stone’s throw away 

from Brighton station… had a car parking space…it was quite an ordinary 

place…but it was good”.  This modified lifestyle with secure and shared tenancy 

and his father away every weekend and Mike working the temporary contract until 

June/July in Hove provided a pleasant and workable solution to previous issues.  

Following the end of his shared tenancy with his Dad in April of 2009, Mike 

“…ended up living with an old course mate, who was looking to stay in Brighton, 

so we found a place together and this was a carefully considered choice”.  After a 

sense early on of missing out on the shared experience of Brighton as a place with 

friends who emulate his views on place and what it is to ‘live’ somewhere, Mike 

found “this was finally the place in Brighton that I wanted to live – somewhere nice, 

in a nice place” despite the job not being there.  After securing a job in London, 
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commuting for work meant that Mike struggled to afford his living costs and when 

interviewed he was in a state of flux: “…something’s going to have to give…I’m 

either going to have to change where I live, or change my job, something a bit 

drastic…and more than likely I’ll be leaving Brighton.”   

 

Christie et al. (2002) note the increased propensity of affluent parents to buy 

accommodation for the use of their children both before and after graduation, 

allowing them to save towards a property of their own, reinforcing the possibility of 

owner-occupation increasingly becoming the preserve of the children of existing 

homeowners (Andrew, 2006).  Paul was an example of this phenomenon.  He 

studied Civil Engineering full-time as an undergraduate and finished his studies in 

2008.  He then did a Masters degree, worked in Oxford for a short spell and then 

returned to Brighton to undertake a PhD.  Paul is currently studying for his PhD 

full-time and “doing some consultancy work for (his) uncles company…it’s a 

property management company, they do extension of houses and lofts and I do 

their interior design and structural work”.  Paul lives in a flat owned by his father in 

a prestigious area of Brighton & Hove, corroborating arguments by Christie et al. 

(2002).   

 

Amidst the transition from study to work, parents play a key role for some 

graduates, but for others they are far less influential than sometimes suggested.  

For many interviewees, the return to the parental home and the financial support it 

brings only ever appears to be a temporary measure, frequently as a last resort to 

facilitate saving whilst working.  It remains a well worn approach to alleviate the 

immediacy of debt worries for some graduates.  Yet, it is important to note that 

graduates who returned home after university stressed their frustration in 

regressing back to the family home and used employment as a means to maintain 

independence attained during university days.  Once necessary funds are accrued 

to outweigh debts, graduates returned to their university derived independent 

living.  Others who remained in Brighton emphasised their pride in ‘making it’ on 

their own.  However, debt is a continual burden, aggravated by the current climate, 

as discussed below.   
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6.6 The recession and debt 

 

Human capital and housing cost issues have clearly influenced graduate decisions 

to stay in Brighton, but are complicated by the recession.  According to a report by 

the Association of Graduate Recruiters (BBC News, 2009b) “…thousands of new 

and recent graduates are entering an incredibly competitive job market with record 

levels of student and commercial debt”.  Moreover, the recession's impact was 

clear in the 2009 winter edition of the Association of Graduate Recruiters bi-annual 

survey which coincided with the start of the graduate survey.  Overall vacancies 

were down 5.4% with starting salaries frozen at the 2008 average of £25,000 and 

down as much as 8% in the financial sector.  Employment rates among graduates 

have generally grown over the past 30 years, but there were difficult times in the 

early 1980s, '90s and in 2002/3, according to Graduate Prospects, the commercial 

arm of the UK's Higher Education Careers Services Unit.  A study from High Fliers 

Research however, found recruitment targets among 100 top UK firms had been 

cut by 17% for 2010 (BBC News, 2009a).  Yet, chief executive of Graduate 

Prospects and Hecsu Mike Hill says “graduates should not panic.  A great many of 

those who graduated in the difficult times of 2002/3 have prospered” (BBC News, 

2009a).  Gil (2011) asserts however, that although the numbers of students 

entering university has increased, as they build up debts, not all will be improving 

their job prospects.  

 

Just as there are conflicting views on how the recession will affect graduate 

employment markets, so there are also differing arguments on how the recession 

will influence the relationship between graduates and the housing market.  

Discussing employment and housing during the current 2009 recession Florida 

(2010) states: “across the country, college towns….all had relatively low rates of 

unemployment and relatively stable housing markets at the height of the crisis” (p. 

69).  Smith (2009) has considered the possible problematic effects of the 

economic recession on the student housing market in the UK, arguing that there 

will be major changes to the supply of student accommodation.  Smith’s (2009) 

views are largely based on the housing markets for students rather than post-

students, although as shown above the two are connected to some degree.  The 
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findings presented above and below suggest that the recessionary housing market 

experiences of graduates in Brighton & Hove involve a high degree of uncertainty 

and quite complex behaviours.  This does not neatly conform to the housing 

market stability for college towns suggested by Florida (2010). 

 

Just as there is uncertainty in the academic literature, key informants in Brighton & 

Hove were unclear of how graduates will fare during this uncertain time.  As 

suggested by one interviewee: “entry to the housing market as a purchaser could 

be hard, especially in the current climate” (KI.9 – Brighton & Hove City Council, 

Head of Partnerships & External Relations).  Another contends that: “we’re 

entering a phase of considerably enhanced difficulty for graduates to find jobs.  I 

think that more people will stay put because they’ve got less to go to and they like 

being here, and if they’re going to be unemployed they might as well be 

unemployed here rather than go back to their home town” (KI.18 - University of 

Brighton, Community University Partnership Programme, Director ). 

 

The economic recession and student debt is a city concern, yet it is unknown to 

key informants to what extent it influences the decisions of students after finishing 

university.  For the graduates themselves they have to negotiate the effects of the 

recession and for some as noted in the previous section this had involved parental 

support.  For example, Joe relied on his parents: “at this time with the recession 

there is a real shortage of employment opportunities and jobs, and when students 

finish they have no money and it’s always an easy option to go home because 

there’s no rent to pay.  You can stay there as long as you want to, and you can get 

a job back home….that’s what I did”.   

 

Anna, however, found Brighton a supportive environment stating: “…my job got 

quite stressful with the recession, well quite stressful is an understatement.  There 

were a lot of redundancies, I wasn’t going to get redundant as I’d put myself in 

quite a safe position by being a lead person on a number of different areas of work 

that we did in key services so I was quite safe, but all my friends were leaving, we 
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were then having to do more work and things like that.  And so right now, with the 

way the world of work is with that level of stress you have to have a good personal 

life and you have to have your friends around you and be somewhere you like to 

live, like Brighton, because otherwise it just becomes about work and that’s just 

not right”.  Even Sam who also had the financial support of parents having moved 

back home after university struggled when “all the jobs dried up”.  This brought 

him back to Brighton, returning to his known university job “in a bookies…which 

was awful, but it was full-time”.      

 

A number of graduates remain in the city following university despite 

acknowledging the economic difficulties of doing so.  It seems that the strains 

associated with the recession affected the manner in which graduates build their 

human capital, typified by the use of cheap, shared rental housing and help and 

support from parents.  Moreover, the number of people willing to compromise on 

the type of job and/or work a number of jobs simultaneously in order to remain in 

the city supports this view.   

  

6.7 Policy, support and advice 

 

The claimed relationship between human capital and regional economic growth 

(e.g. Faggian & McCann, 2009a; 2009b; Florida, 2005a; 2005b) is reflected in 

regional policies to increase the skill level of the population.  Similarly, driven by 

Florida’s ethos, in America ‘creativity strategies have quickly become the policies 

of choice’ and often involve policies to attract graduates (Peck, 2005).  Bond et al. 

(2008) identify that there is significant scope for policy intervention to increase 

graduate retention and point to the merits of both long-term initiatives, such as 

increasing career opportunities for graduates, and immediate interventions, which 

include: “ensuring that information about available employment is communicated 

as widely as possible…fostering the establishment of local connections during 

university years” (p. 98-100).  However, whilst other economic development 

policies may have affected the level of jobs attractive to graduates in Brighton & 

Hove, key informants and graduates perceive that public policy is not a significant 
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influence on graduate’s ability to build human capital.  Indeed, many key 

informants and graduates feel there is little career and hence human capital 

relevant advice and support for students about to finish university. 

 

Brighton & Hove City Council’s Local Development Framework (2008: 11) stated 

that: “The two growing universities within the city host around 32,000 students and 

with high graduate/post-graduate retention, they make a major contribution to the 

economic, social and cultural life of the city”.  Moreover, the City Employment and 

Skills Plan (CESP) (2007) advocated that: “…the apparent lack of high level jobs 

in the city suggests that there will need to be a focus on skill development at all 

levels and the universities have a strong role to play both in producing high caliber 

graduates and in helping businesses to innovate and develop new products and 

services” (p. 50). 

 

Key informants acknowledge that there is little documentation that discusses 

graduate retention in any length or depth, or policies that provide support and 

advice.  For instance, one key informant notes that: “we (Brighton & Hove City 

Council) have no documents that target graduates specifically.  We have no 

documents about housing and graduates” (KI.1 - Brighton & Hove City Council, 

Economic Development Officer).  Some interviewees imply that the universities 

should take the brunt of the responsibility for supporting recent graduates.  Indeed, 

one interviewee insisted that: “surely the universities must have a duty of care in a 

way, particularly if they’re going to hike up their admissions fees.  You want to 

know that you’re going to get both value for money on your course but value for 

money after your course.  It’s like buying a sofa - you want to make sure you buy it 

from a reputable place but then you want a 10 year guarantee as well, and if 

you’ve got a monetary transaction that you’re going to have to pay for the rest of 

your life you want to be damn sure that you’re getting the back up support that you 

require” (KI.5 - Brighton & Hove City Council, Learning Partnership Manager, 

Children & Young People’s Trust). 
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The key informants felt that more ought to be done to support graduates and 

appeal to recent graduates.  One interviewee emphasised the need to create 

graduate job opportunities: “it’s a matter of attracting more high value added 

businesses that can employ graduates” (KI.1 - Brighton & Hove City Council, 

Economic Development Officer).  A number of interviewees, however, advocated a 

more coordinated approach with a better dialogue between HEIs, employers and 

graduates both throughout university and after graduation.  For example, one key 

informant interviewee suggested: “perhaps there needs to be a strengthening of 

the careers advice and support, not crammed into the end of the period of learning 

but throughout their education.  You need to keep them (graduates) plugged into 

the way the local economy is changing, moving, growing and shrinking” (KI.16 – 

Job Centre Plus, Partnership Manager). 

 

Another interviewee perceived that: “graduates need to be given some kind of 

reality check.  There might be a thriving community of creative and new media 

industries, but most of them are relatively small and if you looked at the sheer 

number of employees there might be lots of businesses but most of them are sole 

traders, owners, makers, and actually you know, yeah you can go into that, and 

maybe there needs something to be in there around self employment, some reality 

checks about the price of housing, about the availability of higher paid jobs, and 

then some solutions to those, such as self employment” (KI.5 - Brighton & Hove 

City Council, Learning Partnership Manager, Children & Young People’s Trust). 

 

This lack of support and advice for graduates is echoed by students in the survey 

and particularly by the recent graduate interviewees.  In the undergraduate survey 

97% of students stated that they had received ‘no advice about where to live after 

university’.  Jen commented: “we need a bit more support on knowing what’s out 

there…and support on knowing the competitiveness of the city, because it’s such 

a small place I found it very competitive finding a job in anything really”.  
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Many of the graduates stress that their knowledge of the labour market was 

influenced by their experiences of work whilst students more than any advice 

service.  Mike felt that university has equipped him with the skills and knowledge 

that work has then honed and added confidence to, which should allow him to 

make the transition from university to professional.  Formulation of a plan based 

on the skills established at university has eluded him and not been forthcoming 

from careers advisors or any other parties associated with the university: “the 

career I’ve chosen is very specific in terms of jobs, but at the same time there’s an 

awful lot that you learn from it and there’s an awful lot you can transfer.  I just need 

to know what I want to transfer to, which is what I’m confused by…I need 

someone to tell me what I can do basically, to come up with some kind of 

plan….some people went into really good jobs very quickly and established 

themselves very quickly and went straight into that adult way of life very quickly, 

but that transition for me has been really difficult”.   

 

Faye was different to many respondents in that despite negative experiences she 

had been able to find some useful advice.  She states: “the job centre are not at all 

equipped to deal with anyone who wants to do something creative and wants to be 

self employed.  I just looked out for free help, so things like Business Link, I did a 

lot through Bee Purple, which is the university business for entrepreneurs, they 

were really good, and I contacted the tax office and things like that.  So I had a 

good few months just trying to get all the help that I could so I could become self 

employed and work out what I needed to do to make that happen.  I couldn’t get 

any help in terms of housing benefit or things like that because my partner owns 

his place.  So it’s been a bit of a struggle really since I’ve left”.   

 

When discussing what could be done to help enable graduates such as herself to 

remain in the city, Faye states: “I think it’s a couple of things.  I think during 

university there needs to be…finance is a huge thing while you’re at uni, even a 

few years ago when tuition fees weren’t so high I think people got a lot more out of 

education.  I think if you didn’t need to be working 20-30 hours a week as well as 

being at university, which would help.  In terms of staying in Brighton, I think things 
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like opportunities…for me, studio space would be great…I think more emphasis on 

keeping a community for people to work within once they’ve finished.  For 

example, I’m sharing equipment which I’ve bought with a friend, but I think if there 

was a space people could go to or a group where people could continue to talk 

about work and make work and have some sort of outlet”.  Despite Faye’s 

experiences nearly all the graduates felt careers advice was limited. 

 

The accounts of recent graduates highlight a period of uncertainty and need for 

support during the transition from student to post-student.  Matt argues that “…it’s 

very difficult to get a 20 plus grand job when you’ve just come out of uni and you’re 

not really sure what you want to do…”.  Moreover, Paul states that there’s a 

definite “confusion period between graduation and your next step or decision”.  

Richard echoes these sentiments, considering that “graduates come out of 

university and are kind of thrown in with everyone who’s unemployed…so you’ve 

got people who have been made redundant through the recession, you’ve got 

people who are just genuinely unemployed and are looking for work, you’ve got 

people who are unskilled and people who are skilled…I’ve got all this experience 

but I can’t find a decent job…and I had to accept that quite quickly.  I suppose it’s 

this grating feeling about being involved in a system that you really have tried all 

your life to avoid and then you get thrown in it and it’s been nice to see those 

graduate internship programs because there’s not enough support for people who 

want to go and do an internship when you still need to pay the rent.  These 

initiatives need more backing.” 

 

Richard feels that advice needs to be available not just on employment 

opportunities but many other aspects of life after university noting that “some 

graduates need to be almost thrown through a hoop and be like – here’s your 

housing benefit, here’s your job seekers allowance or here’s a little bit of funding to 

help you do an internship and for a year…you’d be able to do that and be like I 

haven’t got any money but I’m doing something that I like whereas just kind of 

sitting there and fishing around for a job isn’t a good situation.”  He believes that 

“more needs to come from the careers centre, self initiated programs.  There are 
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infinite possibilities, I mean graduate internships that I’ve seen maybe one or two 

of them I could do, but again they’re kind of corporate things or like working in 

media and marketing and I’ve got no experience in media and marketing I just 

know what might look good so if I apply for something like that the guys that get it 

are the ones that do marketing…so there’s not enough arts internships for 

example, and I’m just speaking selfishly.”  In his assessment of post-student 

career development, Richard firmly believes in raising awareness of existing 

opportunities to facilitate the graduate transition to employment.  For many, who 

have not received the guidance or support to facilitate this transition, the result is 

often working in low paid, unskilled jobs.   

 

Jen corroborates arguments made by Richard, stating: “I think a bit more support 

on knowing what’s out there and also support on knowing the competitiveness of 

the city, because it’s such a small place I found it very competitive finding a job in 

anything really, but in the arts definitely very competitive – it would be nice to know 

what’s out there – like there’s only a few projects that I’ve heard about recently, 

like Deviate which is an art based project for young people…never even knew that 

it existed and it was really hard to find out.  Yeah…more information about what 

the city is providing and how you can participate in that”. 

 

While key informants highlight the merits of graduate retention, there is a sense of 

ambivalence towards policy to encourage graduates to remain in the city.  

Although evidently keen to increase concentrations of young professional people 

in Brighton & Hove, key informants note the lack of direct policies towards honing 

graduate options and facilitating post-student transitions.  The lack of policy and 

careers advice is felt by students and graduates alike.   
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6.8 Conclusions 

 

 
These accounts deepen understandings of the ways in which graduates develop 

human capital, ‘piece together’ a career pathway as a post-student and apply 

knowledge from their student lifestyle in this process.  The characteristics of this 

period after graduation is partly dependent on parental help (Sage et al., 2012), 

which for many graduates is simply not an option, a factor often overlooked in 

post-student migration studies looking at graduate mobility and the role of the 

parents.  This study also shows that those graduates who return or ‘boomerang’ 

home (Mitchell, 2006; Turcotte, 2006) perceive this as an adverse, albeit 

necessary transition, hindering personal independence and career development.  

Moreover, interviews highlight how the work, housing and knowledge’s acquired 

through being students then encourage certain ways of behaving after graduation 

in both the labour and housing market.   

 

The chapter moves beyond the simplicity of some previous discussions of 

graduate towns and creative economies.  Here it is shown that many graduates 

struggle to develop their human capital post-university, undertaking low paid yet 

flexible work to fund post-graduate education and creative aspirations.  The 

majority of graduate interviewees remained and worked in the city following 

university, suggesting that the recession does not mean that Brighton & Hove is 

less attractive as a place to develop human capital, but graduates have to build 

their human capital in more complex ways, often using flexible low paid work and 

sometimes with help and support from parents.  Indeed, the accounts of recent 

graduates illustrate the different ways young people rely on their parents.  Some 

have a strong reliance, some have a short-term reliance, and others are not able 

to rely on their parents for financial support.  

 

Although deemed as a key factor in young people’s decision-making processes in 

previous literature and by some key informants, the allure of London is diluted in 

conversations with graduates by broader employment and housing issues, which 
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they perceive as universal and not solved by migrating to London.  This is contrary 

to the perceptions of key informants and the perhaps dated ‘escalator’ discourse.  

The research exposes the increased role of parents in young people’s financial 

lives, which is often tolerated as a means to an end by recent graduates to pay off 

debt or save, but is frequently viewed as a negative and dispiriting experience.  

 

For some interviewees forms of human capital and knowledge were not felt to be 

easily transferable between spaces.  For example, they do not work as well in 

London because graduates from Brighton & Hove do not have the housing 

knowledge that London graduates would have to help them navigate this period.  

Moreover, the experiences and knowledge’s acquired as a young adult in Brighton 

& Hove also seem to play a role in encouraging them to stay in the city.  The ability 

to ‘pull out’ of these patterns seems in part conditional on parental financial 

support. 

 

The vast majority (97%) of students stated that they had ‘no’ advice from an 

organisation (university or other) about where to live after university.  The lack of 

such support is echoed in the interviews with recent graduates when discussing 

housing and careers advice.  The lack of support in such an uncertain time may 

also underpin why so many graduates remain in the city in low paid work, a 

‘junction’ in their transition to adulthood allowing them to come to terms with post-

studenthood and the important decisions about where to live and work.  Contrary 

to the apathy portrayed by many key informants, young people’s transitions are 

difficult and largely uncertain, exacerbated by a ‘lack of signposts’ to guide them 

through their journey from student to young professional. 
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7 Social & cultural understandings of graduate (non)migration  

 

7.1 Introduction 

 

As argued in chapter 2, existing studies looking at the migration of post-students 

tend to focus on the contribution of graduates to local and regional economic 

growth and human capital.  Chapter 3 highlights the importance of social and 

cultural issues in people’s migration decision-making and considers that the 

migration literature concerning young people and graduates does not pay enough 

attention to the influence place can have on (non)migration decisions.  This 

chapter explores the influence of the place characteristics of Brighton & Hove and 

also illustrates the importance of situating migration within a wider youth transition 

process shaped by cultural and social influences.  It is necessary to move beyond 

traditional economic arguments of non-migration (discussed in chapter 6) and 

consider the social, cultural, and emotional dimensions of young people’s 

decision-making processes.   

 

Taking forward Florida’s (2005a) thesis on ‘cultural clusters’, Darchen and 

Tremblay (2010) illustrate how certain social and cultural factors can attract 

creative, cultural workers and how these can contribute to the vitality of certain 

cities (see also Pilati & Tremblay, 2007).  Broadly, factors considered to be 

attractive include cultural diversity, a friendly welcoming environment, open 

minded views, safety, quality of life, lifestyle, pace of work on the social or more 

subjective side, cost of housing, density/urban form, green spaces, natural 

features, public transportation, cleanliness, weather and location (Darchen & 

Tremblay, 2010).  The research in this thesis shows, however, that decisions to 

stay put or go after university are influenced by social and cultural facilities (leisure 

and recreation, galleries and shopping centres) but for the respondents 

interviewed more important influences appear to be connections and kinship, and 

most importantly, a sense of belonging.  This chapter discusses the importance of 

belonging and what it means to the participants.   
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Herein, the chapter examines the key social and cultural factors important to 

(post)students when making migration and residential decisions and is divided into 

six subsequent sections.  Chapter 6 has considered the role of the parental home 

in young people’s financial lives.  Whilst housing is both an economic and social 

issue, it is considered in this chapter, section 7.2, because as is shown it plays an 

important role for (post)students in influencing their social well being and their 

identity.  Finding the right type of housing is not just an economic choice, but a 

way of constructing identity and a sense of belonging and community.  Section 7.3 

explores the emotional ties to place, including a discussion of key leisure and 

recreation aspects attractive to (post)students, Brighton & Hove’s position proximal 

to London, the meaning of ‘home’, and its ‘lifestyle’ appeal.  Section 7.4 considers 

the importance of social networks and relations with family and friends and section 

7.5 discusses the importance placed on community and contribution, highlighting 

that young adults are emotionally involved in their surroundings.  Finally, section 

7.6 provides a summary of the key findings of the chapter.  The chapter shows 

that non-migration is a hugely complex process in which life course events and the 

degree of emotional attachments formed and acquired through university shape 

the migration decisions of recent graduates after finishing their studies. 

 

7.2 Housing pathways 

 

Housing, like the labour market, is a central economic issue, which has been 

discussed in the previous literature as a key factor in young people’s migration 

decision-making, and hence influences the nature of human capital and the 

economic performance of the local economy (e.g. Pollard et al., 2008; Pollard et 

al., 2010; Rhodes, 2006; Smith & Holt, 2007).  Pollard et al. (2008) highlight that 

85.2% of graduates perceived ‘availability of affordable housing’ to be a key 

attractor when considering where to live after university.  According to Rhodes 

(2006: 2), the private rented sector remains a “diverse tenure, catering for several 

key demand groups.  However, several characteristics suggest that its most 

important role within the modern housing system is to provide flexible 

accommodation for young and mobile people”.  Other studies, however, highlight a 
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social and cultural dimension to the role of some private rented housing occupied 

by recent graduates.  Smith and Holt (2007) stress the likelihood of recent 

graduates to continually deploy their cultural capital “in lieu of economic capital, by 

carving out distinctive residential niches, and reproducing the cultural practices of 

‘studenthood’ to maintain social and cultural identities” (p. 156).   These normative 

cultural ideas and expectations it is claimed are likely to impact upon the types of 

dwellings and services sought by recent graduates and young professionals 

(Smith & Holt, 2007). 

 

The role of the housing market in influencing the characteristics of recent 

graduates in a local economy is a complex issue that goes beyond affordability 

and accessibility.  To understand the complexities of housing issues for young 

people Ford et al. (2002) recognise housing ‘pathways’ based on the degree of 

planning and control exercised by a young person, the extent and nature of any 

constraints, and the degree of available family support.  Based around these three 

dimensions Ford et al. (2002) identify five typical pathways: a chaotic pathway, an 

unplanned pathway, a constrained pathway, a planned (non-student) pathway and 

a student pathway (see also Heath, 2008 and Rugg et al., 2004).  The pathways 

suggested by Ford et al. (2002) are partly reflected in the findings presented 

below, but the chaotic and unplanned pathways are less apparent as even 

students who have complex and seemingly unplanned pathways partly 

constrained by income do exhibit some degree of planning and agency.  The 

speed and degree to which the transition occurs is also partly dependent on 

parental help, and the support of friends.  The following accounts discuss these 

pathways and the related transitions to adulthood. 

 

The key inter-related transitions to adulthood have been typologised by Coles 

(1995) in terms of employment, housing and domestic.  Similarly, Galland (1991) 

describes transitions to adulthood as having three key dimensions of professional, 

residential and relationship.  As Molgat (2007) points out, when these three 

transitions followed in relatively close sequence and over a short space of time, 

becoming an adult did not seem to be overly problematic.  However, the 
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contemporary period has arguably seen the diversification of these transitions, 

with routes in and out of the family home, periods of living alone and/or with non-

family members, as well as non-linearity in education and employment pathways, 

giving rise to the term ‘yo-yo’ transitions (Biggart & Walter, 2008; Calvert, 2010; 

EGRIS, 2001; Pais 2003).  In this study, the graduates showed complex 

experiences of the transition to adulthood. 

 

Indeed, 74% of final year undergraduate students surveyed had already 

considered where to live after university, partly corroborating Ford et al’s. (2002) 

argument that student pathways are “marked by a high degree of planning” (p. 9).  

However, when asked ‘where do you intend to live after finishing your studies’ 

53% did not respond.  This suggests that many students, although they had 

vaguely considered where to live, were unclear about their migration destination.  

Of the 37% of students who stated that they ‘intend to live in Brighton & Hove’ 

after finishing their studies, the majority indicated that this would be a short-term 

stay of ‘less than a year’ – according to some key informants this may be enabled 

in part by the vast seasonal employment opportunities in Brighton’s service and 

tourist industries and the abundance of flexible, shared housing in the rented 

sector.     

 

Heath (2008) argues that there are important social influences on the transition to 

adulthood, and that young people experience different pathways depending on 

factors such as gender, ethnicity and social class.  The accounts of the residential 

experiences of recent graduates through university years and following graduation 

provide understandings of how debt affects graduate housing decisions and how 

housing experiences differ between different social groups.  The interviews 

highlight that middle class graduate interviewees are more able to move home and 

take the time and freedom to make considered choices about where to live and 

work.  Some have their housing costs met by their parents, removing the burden of 

rent and living costs.  Moreover, the accounts of young people presented below 

illustrate how residential patterns and behaviours established as undergraduates 

also continue post-graduation.  Thus there is an important social and cultural 
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dimension to the housing pathways of the graduates that interacts in different 

ways with the economic aspect of the housing market.  

 

For example, Chris, as did many other graduates “had the summer off after 

graduation”.  He states: “I then started my Masters.  I did the Masters for a year 

then started my PhD three weeks after I finished my Masters. Chris was clear 

about his career path, yet his housing pathway was uncertain and not planned for.  

He states: “When I did my Masters I stayed in the city obviously, but moved to a 

different location to where I was whilst I was studying at university – in 

Moulsecoomb – there were 4 of us there.  That was found randomly, I just needed 

somewhere to live so just looked on Gum Tree.  Then I moved into a 3 bedroom 

flat with some friends at the end of my Masters year.  The landlady was a friend of 

mine and it was her 3 bedroom flat so I moved in there”. 

 

Many of the graduates were concerned with occupying cheap, flexible 

accommodation, which is often multi occupancy in the rented sector.  Rugg et al. 

(2004) posit that after graduation many students “invariably revisit their 

experiences of rented shared housing, often with student friends in similar 

locations as undergraduates, although over time the quality of property improves 

and household size tends to get smaller” (p. 26).  Of the students surveyed 81% 

rented in the private sector in the third year of university.    Of the 19% of third year 

students surveyed not living in the rented sector, 9% live with parents, 8% 

own/own with a mortgage, and 2% live in council accommodation.  Partly because 

of the nature of halls of residence accommodation, 67% of students lived with 5+ 

household members in their first year of university but this figure fell to 42% in year 

two and 35% in year three, suggesting that students value living with multiple 

household members less as university progresses and they develop their 

friendship bonds, and on graduation even more so, with some choosing to live with 

a close friend or partner.  Kenyon and Heath (2001) view house sharing as a 

lifestyle choice among young professionals, and consider this a growing trend 

which is also reflected in media portrayals such as the US television series 

Friends. 
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For example, throughout university Dan rented in shared multiple occupancy 

accommodation and the living arrangements were fairly flexible, as he stated 

“there were extra people sharing here and there”.  Dan initially decided to live 

there because he was “dating a girl from university”, but “unfortunately that only 

lasted for the first summer”.  He goes on to say: “other people have had boyfriends 

and girlfriends living there since, but generally it’s just the 3 of us now”.  After 

graduating, Dan remained in this flat and has now been living in the same flat in 

Hove for 6 years, but now he lives with only one close friend.  As discussed above, 

Ford et al. (2002) argue that young people’s housing pathways involve careful 

planning.  Yet, Dan’s housing decisions were based on “pure chance”.  He states: 

“I was working with people in a pub and someone said they had a room so I 

moved in”.  This to some degree contradicts the literature that suggests young 

people make considered decisions.  Indeed, when talking about whether he would 

like to move or has formulated a plan to move any time soon, he states: “every 

year I plan to leave the flat, but I never get around to it.  It’s just such a good 

location...next to a pub.  After graduating I really thought I was going to move out 

and then every year since I’ve thought I would, but I’ve just never done it”.  

Moreover, when he talks about staying put he says that “there was no decision to 

make, I had nowhere to go”.   

 

Clare’s residential decisions were similar to Dan’s with her undergraduate living 

arrangements founded around her relationship.  She states: “I lived in Varley halls 

in my first year and I actually really loved that because it was like half being in a 

city and half being in the countryside, so that was really important to me and I 

really liked that.  And the people I lived with there are people I’m still friends with 

now.  My now boyfriend lived 2 doors down from me and I’m still with him now”.  

Clare worked and travelled periodically after finishing university and returned to 

Brighton to start a PhD.  She states: “I camped out in my boyfriend’s house and 

invaded their boy’s pad for a month, and then I actually ended up moving back to 

the same house I lived in during my third year.  I’ve lived in that house 4 times 

now.  I stayed there for a couple of months but at that time I was trying to be 

focused on my studies and they were....not really focused on anything, and so I 

didn’t really love it there so I ended up moving to another house in a different area 
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of Brighton – in Kemp Town with some friends of friends, that was a six bedroom 

shared house and that was really, really good.   So I moved house twice in 6 

months, 3 months in the original house and 3 months in the new house with the 

new people.  And then after that my boyfriend and I got a flat on the seafront.  We 

had a year there, it was really nice and I really loved it but it was a little bit 

expensive.  He was working in a pub so he was working a lot of nights so he would 

find himself on his own when he had time off and I was on my own when I had 

time off and yet we didn’t really spend too much time together.”   

 

After a period of unplanned moves, Clare and her boyfriend then made a much 

more considered decision, she states: “we decided that we’d save a bit of money 

and move in with other people that would be around who had similar unusual 

working patterns as well, so we moved back to the same area with two friends of 

ours, and that was for another year.  So that was about 2 and a half years into my 

PhD.  Then we decided that I’d possibly want to go travelling when I’d finished my 

PhD, so we moved into his pub for the last 6 months of my PhD.  After that, I was 

just writing up my PhD…then we moved to France for 6 months, January – June 

2009, then I came back, handed my PhD in, lived in London for a couple of 

months…then moved back down to Brighton again in the same house for 3 or 4 

months…and now we’ve just bought a flat”.  Clare’s migration decisions after 

finishing her studies, unlike other interviewees, were made with her partner.  Clare 

moved many times after graduating from university, often sharing with other 

graduates who had similar daily routines.  Her migration and residential decisions 

were made to facilitate work opportunities and to save money for traveling.  

Indeed, her continuation of a student lifestyle may reflect the fact that she did a 

PhD. 

 

When interviewing Ben, he talked about how he got back into the housing market 

after returning to Brighton.  Like Clare, this period is marked by a degree of 

uncertainty and ‘yo-yoing’ between the parental home and other housing.  At the 

end of his course Ben moved back home to his parents for about three to four 

months.  This was a considered step to allow him to be flexible and available for 
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job opportunities without “…losing money in Brighton” when his “…flat mates 

weren’t staying on either”.  The draw to returning to Brighton, despite his 

awareness that the ‘London option’ would pay more, was quite significant, it took 

about 8 weeks of internship before he secured his job and “…rented a room in a 

house”.  That return to Brighton “was good…because (he) had a lot of friends here 

anyway, but it was mainly a job related decision”.  It is interesting that his former 

ties to the place (Brighton), and to social and personal relationships that he made 

during his university years gave him a platform to build on when the job prospects 

brought him back.   

 

Anna’s housing transition also involved ‘yo-yoing’ between Brighton and her 

parents but compared to Ben she considered her experiences had been fairly 

positive throughout university and post-graduation.  She states: “In my first year I 

was in Falmer halls which was a bit out of the way, I would have preferred to be in 

the town halls, but it was nice enough.  In the second and third year I lived in 

Hanover in a shared house and that was awesome – a really studenty area.  I 

shared there with my boyfriend who I had met in halls”. Anna moved away to 

London after finishing her undergraduate studies.  She “lived with (her) parents in 

their house for about 2 weeks back in Oxford, and then moved to London to work 

there”.  Anna “got a temporary rental place with a couple of strangers that (she) 

found through Gum Tree and lived there for about 4 months, then moved to 

another place (she) again found through Gum Tree”.  She “left Brighton because 

of the work”, yet returned to Brighton to live permanently with her boyfriend.   

 

This pattern of leaving then returning was typical of a number of interviewees.  

Graduates often move away for a period before settling in Brighton, either to travel 

or live with parents.  After returning from his road trip to Mongolia, Sam lived in 

Hollingbury for a short time before going home for 6 months.  After working and 

saving money on rent (living at home), Sam returned to Brighton.  After sharing his 

girlfriends flat, a move into a new flat in the prosperous Brunswick Terrace area of 

Brighton with friends from work illustrates the platform that even initially relatively 

negative experiences (e.g. poor residential quality and “awful” job) can have in 
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establishing a lifestyle and ‘moving on’.  This short-term migration away from and 

back to Brighton means that for some interviewees it was not a neat transition into 

the private rented sector after graduation.  On completion of university Mike left 

“immediately” going “…home to Norwich to (his) parent’s house”.  Despite getting 

a job back home, and having no intentions to return to Brighton, Mike then 

returned as “…circumstance dictated and (he) ended up getting a job in the 

January…in Hove Town Hall…”.  Mike was “…living in a last minute flat share at 

the time (in January), which was in Hove, the other side of Hove – which was a 

mistake because it might as well have been in another country”…and “restricted 

by this and it being a lot of money”.   

 

Many graduates, therefore, travel or move home for a short period before 

(re)entering the housing and labour market in Brighton & Hove.  Yet, Steve and 

Paul made the transition without moving away.  In terms of residential experience, 

Steve had a similar start to many of the graduates interviewed with his first year 

confined to halls some distance from his campus site causing some real tension 

for him: “in my first year for some reason they put me in halls in Falmer and I was 

studying in Grand Parade and it never made any sense to me why and I got into a 

really heated battle with the uni about it.”  In his second and third years Steve 

“…moved to Queens Park Road – a house share with 3 other people – 2 from my 

course and one doing illustration...”.  After graduating Steve continued in this vain, 

he lived in a flat share with his “...now ex-girlfriend in Kemp Town…that ended in 

January…” followed by “…another flat share in Seven Dials with 2 other people…” 

He describes this last move as  “… perfect…with random people…found on gum 

tree.”   

 

Paul “lived in Hove with (his) uncle” during his time at university as an 

undergraduate.  He then moved around the city, often, “exploring” as his describes 

it.  He states: “I started uni when I was 17 here, because I jumped a year when I 

was back home.  I finished A-Level when I was 15.  Brighton told me I had to wait 

till I was 17 to start my foundation.  I was 17 and a half when I started my 

undergraduate degree.  I moved out when I was 19/20, at the end of my second 
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year of my undergraduate degree.  I moved to Lewes Road on my own, I can’t 

share a house, it’s too messy.  I lived in a house in the Level for 9 months, then in 

the summer I lived in a shared house with my good friends for 3 months, then I 

moved to the Marina which was another one bed in a floating house which was 

really nice, I loved it.  Then I moved to town, on Western Road – this was all within 

2 years.  I tend to move house quite often.  Then after that my Dad’s tenants 

moved out from a house in Richmond Terrace on Lewes Road so I moved there 

and that’s where I’m currently living, in my Dad’s property…so I don’t pay rent.  I’m 

sure I’ll get bored at some stage and decide to move again, I like exploring, I like 

the modern interior, I try to move to those kinds of places, when I get bored I move 

on”.   

 

Paul’s family has facilitated the lifestyle and living environment(s) he deems 

sufficient throughout university and post-graduation.  Perhaps most significant to 

his acquisition of human capital, Paul has fast-tracked through university, being a 

year ahead of his peers at undergraduate and post-graduate level.  Moreover, 

unlike all other interviewees, Paul has not experienced any of the struggles 

associated with finding and living in often shared rented accommodation, dealing 

with letting agents or landlords, living in halls of residence, or having to juggle 

numerous jobs to survive or self-fund further education.   

 

George also could benefit from parental support to some degree, but indicated this 

was a factor to be balanced against others in his migration decision-making.  He 

lived in various accommodations throughout university and states: “first year I lived 

in Moulsecoomb halls, second year I moved in with some mates down near Lewes 

Road, third year I lived with a different group of friends down in Hanover which 

was really really nice.  Hanover was the best place I lived because it was a 

friendly, chilled out residential area, half way between everywhere.  George “was 

going to leave” Brighton & Hove after finishing his undergraduate studies.  He 

states “it was a choice between going home and scrounging off my parents or 

working and earning my own money and having my own space”.  George opted to 

remain in the city and provide for himself in flexible, shared, rented 
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accommodation.  He states: “I’m happy that I stayed.  I live now on Coombe Road, 

5 minutes from here.  That’s with random people, renting”. 

 

Rachel, unlike other graduate interviewees, was already in an established 

relationship when she started university and this affected her migration and 

housing pathway.  She lived in shared accommodation throughout university: “I 

lived in Brunswick Terrace and then Islington Road – so Hanover and down on 

Hove seafront.  1st year was with my partner and second was with other students 

that I’d met here.  3rd year with friends as well.  1st one was privately rented and 

second through an agent.  All were good.  I still live in Hanover but a different 

part”.  Rachel had a 2 year period away, returning as she “got a job here....and for 

a lifestyle change”.  As with many other graduates, such as Clare, Rachel still lives 

in the same area she lived in during her time at university: “…I rented, completed 

my degree, and moved to Newcastle for 2 years, my tenancy was coming to an 

end, I bought a house with my girlfriend in Newcastle, sold it and then came back 

down here with her and bought a house two streets away from my student house 

where three of my friends from university have also bought houses”.  Knowing the 

city and having established friendship groups, many of whom still remained in the 

area, Rachel found this move (returning to Brighton) relatively “easy”.  In addition, 

it may be that the support of a long-term partner, a situation reminiscent of her first 

move to Brighton, aided the transition.   

 

Faye, like Rachel, showed a quite marked process of planning her housing and 

migration activity compared to some interviewees.  She rented in shared 

accommodation for the majority of her university studies, moving in with her 

boyfriend in the final 6 months.  She states: “I rented somewhere private, so I 

shared for the first two years and the last 6 months I moved in with my partner.  I 

house shared with random people.  I was 26 when I started uni so I was happy to 

do a house share and wasn’t too fussed about living with other students really.  I 

had a wonderful house for the first 2 years, there were 5 of us, it was massive and 

we got it fairly cheaply, I was very lucky.  I found it through Gumtree.  I did look on 

the university site but I just didn’t find that hugely helpful”.  Faye had “continuous 
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problems with the letting agent” and she states: “they were awful throughout.  Our 

landlord was amazing but the letting agent we used wasn’t.  I don’t think going 

through a private letting agency is the right way to go really.  They were taking 

quite a lot of money off us every how many ever months for maintenance and all 

that but never really do anything”.  Faye is happy with her decision to remain in 

Brighton.  She states: “I really like Brighton.  I’m originally from the North East, I’ve 

lived in London but I was bored of that really fast paced lifestyle, so Brighton is 

nice, for work I have to be near London, so Brighton is a good compromise for me.  

If I didn’t live here I’d probably want to live in Paris.  There’s nowhere else in the 

UK that I’d feel happy moving to”.  Faye made a clear choice to remain in Brighton 

after finishing university, confirming Ford et al’s. (2002) argument that some young 

people’s pathways are marked by a high degree of planning. 

 

Whilst the degree of planning of migration and housing choices varies amongst the 

respondents, many maintain a connection to their student lives in terms of the type 

of housing or area they live in.  For example, when Rachel moved back to Brighton 

from London she chose the Hanover area she lived in as an undergraduate.  

Similarly, Richard studying as an undergraduate lived in Elm Grove in shared 

rented accommodation and still lives there today.  He states: “I started at Phoenix 

Halls in my first year.  Second year I was in St Pauls Street off Lewes Road with 3 

guys – none of them were course mates – one of them I met through climbing, and 

the other 2 I kind of met through that guy, so I started off living with them and then 

in the third year I sort of migrated with the same guy across Lewes Road onto 

Franklin Road on the other side – so Elm Grove on that hill, I lived there with one 

of my course mates, that guy and another friend of all of us.  Now I live right at the 

top of Elm Grove, I seemed to have gone further up the hill as I’ve got older.  

That’s with the same guy I lived with for 3 years and another guy I know through 

him, we’re all sort of a part of the same group so to speak”.  Richard’s account 

follows Smith and Holt’s (2007) view that graduates develop a ‘post-student’ 

lifestyle closely linked to student life. 
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Although most key informants do not regard housing as a key factor influencing 

migration decisions, graduates do have to negotiate complex housing transitions.  

Key informants had contrasting opinions concerning housing issues for recent 

graduates.  For example, one interviewee stated: “housing costs are so high, and 

that makes it very difficult for people to stay and so they reach a certain point and 

then they move on to somewhere which they can afford” (KI.6 - Learning & Skills 

Council, Partnership Director).  Similarly, another interviewee claimed that 

“housing is the big drawback” (KI.17 – Brighton & Hove City Council, Chief 

Executive, Economic Partnership).  Yet, another interviewee insisted that 

“affordability of housing is probably not a key issue.  If students have reached the 

end of university they’ve survived in Brighton in terms of some form of 

accommodation.  It’s low on the list but it’s obviously important” (KI.16 - Job 

Centre Plus, Partnership Manager).  Some key informants stressed they felt that 

housing did not discourage students from remaining in the city as “there’s a high 

volume of shared housing, so even though people say housing is very expensive, 

actually shared housing in the private rented sector makes it tenable for people” 

(KI.9 – Brighton & Hove City Council, Head of Partnerships & External Relations).   

 

Identified pathways highlight the connections between housing and labour markets 

in graduate migration behaviour.  The speed and degree of the ‘transition’ from 

studenthood to ‘adulthood’ is underpinned quite strongly by the parental support 

they receive.  Often graduates share in houses of multiple occupation and move 

many times during these informative years, juggling multiple jobs to pay the rent.  

Key informants did not perceive housing to be a key factor affecting the migration 

decisions of graduates.  Yet, the reality is that housing decisions for students and 

life for a recent graduate is difficult, and they have to manage complex transitions.  

This section has shown that whilst key informants have mixed opinions about 

whether housing is or is not a key factor underpinning the migration decisions of 

graduated students, it is something the graduates themselves have worked out 

how to negotiate.  Frequently, this involves use of residential knowledge accrued 

during their university years, both in terms of where and with whom they live.  This 

negotiation is both an economic and also a social and cultural process, and as 

some of the interviewees have already indicated, housing choices are linked to 
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their desired lifestyles and the attraction of particular parts of Brighton & Hove, 

which are issues explored more fully in the next section.  

   

7.3 Lifestyle and emotional attachments to place 

 

Traditionally, “class has been seen as a divisive force in all societies”, yet, Florida 

(2008: 79) asserts that “there is another angle to our diverging economic 

fortunes…the role of location”.  Two groups, mobile and rooted, are defined within 

Florida’s (2008) characterisation of this additional geographic dimension of 

socioeconomic class.  The former, whilst not necessarily born mobile or rich, 

possess the means, resources and inclination to seek out and move to locations 

where they can leverage their talents.  Underlying this, the mobile understand that 

the pursuit of economic opportunity often requires them to move (Florida, 2008).  

Rooted people comprise a far greater proportion of the population.  It is argued 

that whilst some are rooted to places with thriving economies and optimistic 

futures this is more by good fortune than design.  Others, less fortunate are 

essentially ‘trapped’ in areas of limited resources and declining financial 

opportunities in addition to the many who are born poor and lack the means to 

move (Florida, 2008).  This chapter argues that these ideas are somewhat 

oversimplified.  Participants stress the value of staying put, moving beyond 

traditional economic arguments of non-migration, highlighting that the decision to 

stay put does not necessarily indicate a lack of agency.   

 

Many graduates discuss the positive way the place (Brighton & Hove) makes them 

‘feel’.  When considering where to study at university, Environmental Sciences 

graduate Dan states that he had “…a better feel for Brighton than other places” he 

had visited and being “…the city itself…” as his main reason for staying after he 

finished his studies.  Dan “enjoys” the city in terms of its “individuality” and the 

interest and excitement he gains from the novelty of “…finding new places to hang 

out…you think you know a place…and then you get lost”.  He states “…it’s a cool 

place and is really chilled”.  Similarly, when discussing her reasons for staying in 
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Brighton after graduation Faye states that “I am better suited living in Brighton…it’s 

really chilled, there’s a nice vibe, and there’s lots of kind of, at the risk of sounding 

very clichéd, young creatives, so I kind of enjoy having access to that really.  I 

have a lot of friends doing photography, fashion, music, design, so it’s a really 

good place for that kind of thing to thrive really…there’s nowhere in the UK that I’d 

feel happy moving to”.  Faye is happy with her decision to remain in Brighton.  She 

states: “I really like Brighton.  I’m originally from the North East, I’ve lived in 

London, but I was bored of that really fast paced lifestyle…Brighton is really 

calming.” 

  

Jen perceives that “the city is quite small so you can get around pretty much 

everywhere with transport or just walking or cycling…and I love that…there’s 

always something to do with the restaurants and the beach so you never really get 

bored.  And it’s got a good night life and it’s got stuff to do in the day and again it’s 

arty so I can go to an open house and see a piece of work and be content with 

that.”  Jen’s favourite experience in Brighton was “socialising really…there’s 

always something…there’s always been a gig or a band to go and see.  The music 

scene, the arts scene, and again they do the Fringe festival…those kinds of things 

are brilliant because you can do those things for free or not have much money to 

see them.  You can go into Brighton centre and there’s someone playing music or 

doing something strange, and as weird as it is, it’s just nice.  And I think that’s 

what I love about it…the Lanes, I think you feel sometimes like you’re in a different 

country…you’ve got that kind of European style and I feel like if I want to go out 

and do something I can go out and just find a bar or pub and pretty much be 

entertained by whatever is going on”. 

 

Brighton is perceived as a landscape of leisure for some (post)students, like Jen, 

but for other graduates the landscape is less important.  The appeal for many is 

less about it being ‘edgy’ and more about it being a place to ‘chill’, a place to settle 

and a place to belong, something for instance that the sea and the Downs evoke 

for many graduates.  Pete “chose Brighton because compared to other universities 

that had similar courses it just seemed a bit more vibrant…(he) liked the 
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environment, yeah the environment was good”.  When discussing why Pete chose 

to remain in the city he states: “…I like its personality…there seems to be freedom 

of expression in the city, there’s a lot of art, a lot of culture and people just do what 

they want to do really.  There’s this kind of freedom act in Brighton that I haven’t 

seen anywhere else that I’ve lived.  So I love that aspect of it…I don’t really see 

that there’s much going wrong for Brighton…it allows you to be what you want to 

be…and you’ve got the sea, the city and the Downs…in perfect length”.   

 

The non-migration decisions of many graduates are based on lifestyle and leisure 

aspects related to their childhood, rather than a desire to develop and maintain a 

student lifestyle.  For Clare, Brighton offered opportunities missing in her 

childhood, she states: “…I picked Brighton…because it’s a fun place.  I didn’t even 

think about the course to be honest, it was ridiculous…I had this idea in my head 

about what Brighton was like and I came to the open day and I was like…I love it.  

I come from quite a small town that just had, like, a Body Shop, and Brighton had 

the Lanes and I was like…this is it, I’m going”.  Similarly, Anna decided to study at 

Brighton because she “wanted to live by the sea again, preferably on the south 

coast because (she) was born on the south coast and it came down to being either 

Plymouth or Brighton…and there’s something about Brighton…it’s just got this 

energy…as soon as me and my mum arrived we didn’t actually bother going round 

the campus we just ended up going around the town and having a wicked day”. 

 

Florida (2008) argues that certain personality types are inclined to seek out 

specific places that serve to satisfy their tastes resulting in their clustering.  An 

investigation using datasets on innovation, human capital, and economic growth 

combined with data on personality types and psychological strengths illustrated 

significant relationships (Florida, 2008) finding that personality variables can 

explain a significant proportion of variance in factors such as innovation, human 

capital, income, and housing values.  Florida (2008) highlights ‘openness to 

experience’ as the most important and consistently significant of the five 

personality factors in regional economic development.  The other four are 

neuroticism, extraversion, conscientiousness and agreeableness.  Similar studies 



171 
 

of the relationship between creativity, economic development and personality 

types have been undertaken by Rentfrow and Gosling (2008) and Peterson and 

Park’s (2007).  The latter’s work finds that strengths that connect people to one 

another such as modesty, gratitude, spirituality, teamwork, kindness and fairness 

show negative relationships with creative cities.   

 

Florida (2008) claims that regional creativity and innovation are related to diversity 

and openness.  The gay and bohemian indices calculated by Florida (2005a; 

2005b) effectively serve as proxies for regions with large concentrations of open to 

experience people (Florida, 2008).  Florida posits that: “it is not gay and bohemian 

concentrations in and of themselves that drive regional concentrations of creativity 

and innovation but rather the broader underlying regional environment of 

openness to experience that those two measures actually reflect” (2008: 211-212). 

 

Florida (2008) asserts that clustering of ‘open to experience personalities’ is a 

driving factor in regional innovation and economic growth.  He considers that 

openness is key in the ability to attract and capitalize on diversity: “places that are 

innovative and that can sustain themselves over the long run…London, New York, 

or the San Francisco Bay Area are those that can constantly develop and 

capitalize on breadth.  Their resilience stems from more than the level of 

education, skill, or technology…it is part and parcel of their personality 

profile…their ability to attract and to mobilize open to experience people” (Florida, 

2008: 212).  These ideas are often considered to be rather stereotypical and as 

failing to adequately explain urban change (Peck, 2005), yet they highlight the 

need to consider social and cultural factors beyond leisure and recreation and look 

at the emotional dimensions of the (non)migration decision-making process.   

 

This study illustrates, however, that graduate migration choices are driven in part 

by emotion and a desire to feel ‘a part of something’ beyond career development 

or establishing themselves in the housing market and many come across as quite 

conservative.  For example, Ben chose to remain in Brighton as he had “got to 
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know the area well” and felt he had spent time “…not investing in it, but kind of”.  

When discussing Paul’s decision to leave the city after graduation and his 

reasoning for returning, he states “after I finished my degree my plan was to work 

and I went to Oxford to work and I lived in Buckinghamshire in a little village.  I 

worked in Oxford for three months and I hated it because I realised that I loved the 

sea.  I really care about the environment that I live in, it’s very important to me, I 

could never sacrifice that, it’s very important…extremely important”.  Paul does not 

associate the sea with recreation.  Similar to other graduates, he has an emotional 

attachment to Brighton’s seaside landscape and lifestyle.   

 

This research illustrates how key informants and (post)students perceive Brighton 

& Hove’s lifestyle offer, and reveals some interesting differences in how these two 

groups conceptualise the city’s lifestyle appeal.  For many key informant 

interviewees, lifestyle is deemed to be a prime factor enticing students to remain in 

the city after finishing their university studies.  One interviewee simply presumes 

that students will: “stay for the lifestyle and compromise and get a low paid job” 

(KI.1 - Brighton & Hove City Council, Economic Development Officer).  Other key 

informants similarly consider that: “it’s about quality of life, versus costs” (KI.3 – 

Brighton & Hove City Council, Cultural Services, Acting Director Cultural Services).  

Corroborating Florida’s (2005a; 2005b) thesis, the Housing Benefits Manager for 

Brighton & Hove City Council states: “Brighton has a reputation for attracting a 

high proportion of gay people, a lot of people have very liberal views on life and 

liberal lifestyles, and it’s a very tolerant place.  I think anyone who has those kind 

of ideas and ideals will be attracted here initially and possibly would even develop 

those ideas when they’re here” (KI.4 – Brighton & Hove City Council, Housing 

Benefits, Benefits Manager).   

 

A contrary perception from another key informant is that: “Brighton is only a good 

place for some people, there’s lots of other people who hate it and there’s lots of 

graduates I know who have subsequently moved out.  There’s a lot of them 

(graduates) living up near Steyning, Telescombe Cliffs and Saltdean because they 

like it quiet and once they get to their 30’s and 40’s and want kids they want a big 
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back garden you know” (KI.9 – Brighton & Hove City Council, Head of 

Partnerships & External Relations). Moreover, reflecting the London escalator 

hypothesis (Fielding, 1992) one interviewee considers London’s “competing 

lifestyle enticement” (KI.8 - Business Link in Sussex, Head of Strategy) as a 

significant factor in understanding why post-students leave Brighton on graduation. 

 

Furthermore, 91% of students surveyed in this investigation, who were anticipating 

their place of residence when they completed their studies, stated that lifestyle is 

‘important’ to ‘very important’ (with an approximate 50:50 split between the two 

answers) when considering their place of residence after university.  For those 

who had already graduated, the importance of maintaining or establishing their 

preferred lifestyle in Brighton & Hove was also echoed.  Dan chose Brighton & 

Hove as “…a city that (he) could feel comfortable living in”.  The comfort attributed 

by individuals both perceived in their early choices of university town/city, and later 

established through experience of Brighton & Hove as a student/graduate, 

promotes a sense of ease with which individuals may then find they can construct 

their lifestyles.  Recent graduate Rachel epitomizes this in stating: “It’s pretty easy 

to get along down here, it’s quite comfortable.  It’s pretty easy to find your own 

lifestyle.”  Similarly, Beth emphasises comfort and ease when stating: “I chose 

Brighton because I wanted to live beside the sea…you know, you can go to the 

pub and wear your jeans and it’s really laid back”. 

 

A key informant claims that post-students cling on to their student lifestyle, 

asserting that: “Brighton has got an extraordinarily varied offer of nightlife, and 

when students graduate from university they don’t stop being students.  They don’t 

suddenly overnight stop liking that, they want to continue with it and that’s a good 

incentive for them to stay” (KI.17 - Brighton & Hove City Council, Chief Executive, 

Economic Partnership).  Chris confirms this when he states that “sometimes it 

feels like I haven’t really moved on from being a student.  I’m still living that same 

lifestyle…I still socialise with the same friends, and I now work at the university 

where I studied”. 
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One key informant interviewee insists that it is not a rational thought-out process 

when it comes to deciding where to live and work after finishing university, it is not 

an emotional decision, it is purely: “lethargy” (KI.11 – Wired Sussex, Managing 

Director).  Others identify Brighton & Hove as a very difficult place to leave, as one 

key informant interviewee asserts: “it’s Peter Pan land; it’s Never Never Land” 

(KI.9 – Brighton & Hove City Council, Head of Partnerships & External Relations). 

 

Graduate interviewee Clare, however, suggests the lifestyle appeal involves more 

than just continuing a student lifestyle and states that “the reason I’ve left Brighton 

and always come back is because I like the Brighton lifestyle, and when I compare 

it to other cities that I could live in, none really match up to it in terms of having a 

good nightlife....and actually it’s not even the nightlife, having the Downs on your 

doorstep…and I really appreciate the fact that I can walk around here and I can 

feel safe walking around, whereas if I think of my friends who live in Bristol or 

London, they don’t have that at all…I feel totally comfortable here.  There’s 

nowhere that intimidates me at all”. 

 

Key informants perceive that graduates ‘hang around’ after finishing university, 

‘clinging’ onto their clubber lifestyle.  Whilst some graduates identified recreational 

activities linked to clubbing and music as important reasons for staying in Brighton, 

the perception that non-migrants are continuing a student lifestyle is oversimplified 

and this is not the main attraction for graduates staying put.  As the rest of this 

chapter indicates, the social and emotional reasons for remaining in Brighton are 

more about feeling ‘at home’ and place-making, and graduates use strategies to 

enhance this feeling of being at home.   

 

 

 

 



175 
 

7.4 Networks and connections 

 

Significantly, previous research indicates that not all of those rooted to a place are 

constrained by economic circumstance (e.g. Hammar & Tamas, 2007).  Many 

people with the means to move choose to stay put, perhaps intuitively aware of the 

value of close social relationships.  Indeed, Powdthavee (2008) found that seeing 

friends or relatives in person almost every day is worth more than six figures in 

additional income.  Research indicates that being near to family and friends and 

seeing them regularly can increase well-being and happiness, and hence surpass 

the knowledge that a move elsewhere could lead to ‘doing better’.   

 

Yet, the sense of belonging and degrees of attachment young people have to their 

local community remains an under-researched aspect of youth migration.  People 

often develop attachments to the place they live, and have a tendency to feel 

comfort and security in their familiar locations (e.g. Manzo, 2003; Schumacher & 

Taylor, 1983).  People with a strong sense of attachment to a particular location 

are likely to feel homesick when away (Fisher, 1989).  These attachments are 

based strongly on ties to other people, but they also extend to an emotional 

attachment to a physical landscape (McAndrew, 1998).  However, not everyone 

feels this same level of pull, as when faced with the possibility of losing 

employment some people are willing to transfer to another location, but others will 

refuse to move due to emotional attachments (Turban et al., 1992).   

 

Bond (2012) found that graduate migration behaviour is shaped by three groups of 

factors, the opportunities that are perceived to exist in various geographical 

places, most notably in relation to employment and careers, the connections 

people have to such places through significant others, activities and general 

feelings of affinity, and the expectations graduates have for their future lives.  

Frieze et al. (2006: 171) argue that “place attachment is not simply a function of 

the environment, and is better conceptualized as having a non-migrant 

personality”.  The ‘affiliation motive’ (Frieze et al., 2006) is defined as concern for 
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social acceptance, or a desire to establish and/or maintain interpersonal relations 

(see also Emmons, 1997).  The core of the affiliative experience is the importance 

of the connections with other people, and the building of a reliable social network.  

A strong affiliation motive should make one active in pursuing the goal of making 

many friends and maintaining these relationships (McClelland, 1985).  Individuals 

high in affiliation motivation are also emotionally concerned over separation from 

those friends (Mehrabian & Ksionzky, 1974).   

 

Similarly, Faggian et al. (2007a) argue that the migration decisions of graduates 

are dependent on the foreseen emotional and psychological costs of long-distance 

mobility.  Hammar and Tamas (1997) believe that high school graduates when 

trying to find a job in their home town are likely to have location-specific assets 

simply by knowing many of their fellow citizens and by being accustomed to the 

peculiarities of their home town.  The authors argue that these graduates are 

unable to transfer their assets, which in turn is likely to reduce their willingness to 

take up residence in a different macro-level unit (Hammar & Tamas, 1997).   

 

These characteristics associated with affiliation motivation would suggest that 

desires to migrate might be indicative of low affiliation motivation (Frieze et al., 

2006).  Frieze et al. (2006) expected that college students who were more 

interested in raising a family would be less interested in exploring the job market 

across the country and eventually moving to a location that offered better career 

opportunities.  It was hypothesized that college students who scored higher on 

family centrality have a tendency to want to stay in the location where they were 

students, while those who scored lower on family values tend to want to leave.  In 

addition, those college students who want a job that allows for spending more time 

with family were expected to be less willing to leave than those who did not value 

such a job.   

 

Florida (2010) investigated the factors that attracted young ‘Gen Y’ members to 

particular locations, born between 1979 and 1990, analysing the results of a 
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Gallup survey of some 28,000 Americans.  It was found that “career success for 

young people depends on locating themselves in a thick labor market that offers 

diverse and abundant job opportunities”, yet, jobs were not the highest-ranked 

factor: “across the board, the survey respondents said that the ability to meet 

people and make friends was of paramount importance” (p. 148).  Florida (2010) 

calls this a “thick mating market” where graduates can for example “meet new 

people” and “go out on dates” (p. 148).  The following accounts discuss the 

importance of these types of social networks and also connections with friends 

and family, which Frieze et al. (2006) suggests will influence migration after 

graduation.   

 

The draw of home is one incredibly powerful (Florida, 2008) factor in peoples 

migration choices.  In this study, recent graduates show interesting relationships 

with home.  Initially, for many there is a significant desire to move away from the 

parental home.  Matt states that Brighton was “…far enough away from London to 

escape my parents, but at the same time easy enough to get home if I wanted to”.  

Chris’s decision to study at Brighton University initially was based around coming 

to Brighton, “because I had family here and I’d seen the university before when I 

was younger…so it was more of like, I can go there and I know I won’t be too far 

away from everybody I already know.  So it was more of a personal decision”.  

Chris has “always been happy and had no plans to leave Brighton”.  He states: 

“I’m doing something I enjoy mostly.  I quite like what I’m doing now and Brighton 

is a good place to live…I fill my time doing all the things I like doing.  I don’t have 

to commute too much, but it’s still pretty close to my family…they’re in London 

mostly”.  These distanced but attainable relationships with home perhaps signify 

the fact that graduate migration decisions reflect their youth status and connection 

to ‘home’ to some degree. 

 

By contrast, when discussing Clare’s pre-university residential decisions she 

emphasises distance from home, stating: “…I didn’t want to go anywhere near 

home, I wanted to move away, I lived in Somerset and I wanted to go somewhere 

that had more of a life going on.  I applied to Exeter…but actually that was way too 
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near to home.  So, I wanted to pick somewhere completely out of parent reach, so 

I picked Brighton.”  Clare returned to Brighton after travelling so that she could do 

a PhD, considering that “the contacts that I’d made during my undergraduate 

degree with my supervisor meant that I wanted to come back here and pursue 

those interests that I had…more than that, a lot of my friends still live here and 

never left so I kind of saw it as somewhere where I already have all those social 

networks that I had already built up”.  Despite considering further travel, Clare 

recognises that “coming back to Brighton is always a definite 

possibility…sometimes when we’ve moved away in the past I’ve really missed my 

friends and having access to the things you have in Brighton, even the things like, 

I know that there’s 3 or 4 pubs I could go to and I’d probably know 

someone…that’s such a nice feeling and I think I’d really miss that”. 

 

Clare is a typical example of the intermediary situations that befall graduates when 

seeking jobs and new challenges to enhance their human capital.  This period 

frequently necessitates hard decisions to enable the balancing of the lifestyle that 

they have become accustomed in accordance with generating enough capital to 

fund it.  This frequently results in a series of stages for those not fortunate enough 

to gain full-time employment in a field they are happy with, including travel abroad 

and ‘pit-stops’ with parents to re-group.  Having followed work placements, 

including a period in London and travel aspirations to France, like others, Clare 

keeps returning or ‘boomeranging’ (Mitchell, 2006; Turcotte, 2006) back to 

Brighton & Hove.  

 

Similarly, Ben’s former ties to Brighton and the social and personal relationships 

that he made during his university years proved a reliable resource when returning 

to Brighton: “when I came back I lived with one of my best mates from uni and one 

of his friends, he’s a local, he’s a Brightonion, we moved to a place right at the top 

of Elm Grove, which was a bit tiring.  Then he wanted to go travelling so he moved 

back with his parents to save money, and I moved into a new house that I’m still in 

now…I’ve been there for about a year and a half, two years now which is in the 

North Laines.  And that’s with a friend I lived with when I was in the second year of 
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uni and one of his friends”.  Yet, unlike Ben, Mike asserts that the friends and 

family ‘resource’ that others utilise so well in order to (re)establish themselves was 

lacking for him and made returning to Brighton difficult: “For me coming back on 

my own was a struggle, it is I think unless you’re established or set up”.  Similarly, 

Richard states that if he had moved back home he “wouldn’t have any of the 

contacts (he) has now…It wouldn’t flow the same way as life does down here”. 

 

Indeed, Pete’s return to Brighton was based on social networks acquired whilst at 

university.  When Pete finished his studies he “went to do a PhD afterwards in 

London for 3 years then I went to work overseas on my own…so I worked in 

America for a year and a half, Canada, Japan and Germany before returning back 

to Brighton.  It was work and a little bit of travel associated with it just to explore 

things and get a feel for what I wanted to do in life.  I was working on new 

technology…mainly sensors and sensor devices for health care and looking 

predominately at gastrointestinal diseases…pretty much all research. I think the 

main thing I came back was because I knew I wanted to become an academic…I 

had experience of working in really prestigious universities, Imperial, Michigan, but 

the environment was so difficult there.  What I noticed about working at Brighton, 

obviously there’s the work aspect but there was more of a social life associated 

with it.  Knowing my experiences of Brighton as a student…how good it was 

socially…I wanted to get the blend right and that’s why I was attracted back to 

Brighton”.  

 

In addition to the work-life balance considerations that are evidently weighted 

towards Brighton as an option versus London for most recent graduates 

interviewed, a similar feeling for London as opposed to Brighton is detailed by Paul 

when considering post-graduate studies.  After graduating from the University of 

Brighton Paul “then did an MSc at Imperial College London, but (he) didn’t like 

London and hated the university so…came back to Brighton”.  He states: “I didn’t 

like London city because it was too busy, I grew up in a village, I was really used 

to knowing everyone and Brighton was a big move for me, and then London was 

crazy, no one cares…”.  Dorling et al. (2008) postulate that young adults, who 
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have increasingly moved to more affluent cities for work, especially to London, are 

moving into increasingly socially fragmented cities, areas they feel they belong to 

less and less.   

 

When asked what ‘belonging’ meant to them, the students surveyed  indicated that 

feeling safe and comfortable is most significant to a sense of belonging (19%) 

followed a close second by having a sense of home (18%), with acceptance and 

community comprising the third and fourth most significant features of perceived 

sense of belonging (15% and 14% respectively).  For key informants a sense of 

belonging is deemed to influence students to remain in the city.  For instance, one 

interviewee remarks: “there’s something about a multiplicity of social orders about 

Brighton & Hove.  It’s very diverse, it’s only a small place actually, it’s a city of 

250,000 people, and it acts like a village.  It’s sort of a whole series of garden 

fences that you can peer over and I think that actually that’s helpful when people 

are making their way, they feel a togetherness which allows them to be sociable, 

whereas at the same time they can address the important issues of getting 

employment and what they’re going to do post-university” (KI.7 - Learning & Skills 

Council, Economic Development Manager).   

 

For graduates, many discuss belonging in terms of the extent to which they feel 

connected to the place and their social networks.  Contrary to the opinions of 

some key informants who consider, however, that cultivating a sense of belonging 

is lacking in policy aimed at selling the city: “the thing I think we (BHCC) still aren’t 

very good at, and I mean collectively across the city, is getting young people to 

feel that they belong here” (KI.12 - Brighton & Hove City Council, Policy, Head of 

Policy).  Yet, 61% of students surveyed stated that they feel like they ‘belong’ in 

Brighton & Hove, as do the majority of graduate interviewees.    

 

As opposed to the graduates who emphasise the openness of Brighton and its 

welcoming environment, Lizzie states “because everyone is very individualistic it 

can be quite hard to be a part of it…people will often say ‘ah great to meet you or 
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see you again soon or we’ll go for a coffee’ and you’ll never see them again, and 

because nobody judges, and you think they’re doing their thing and you’re doing 

your thing, it’s hard to get into any group of friends just because it’s very easy 

come easy go.  Although that individuality attracted me to being here it’s also quite 

hard in some respects”.   When discussing if she feels as if she belongs she states 

“yes…over the years because I’ve worked in so many different places and lived in 

so many different houses…if I go into the city I can go…I used to work there or I 

know someone in the shop, or I used to live there or my house was there…I just 

feel like I’ve touched so many different corners of the city”.  

 

Clare “…didn’t necessarily make loads of friends on (her) course, but the people 

(she) met through living and working in Brighton meant that (she) really enjoyed 

being (t)here…” highlighting how the freedom attributed to individuals going to 

university serves to provide opportunities within and outside of the university itself, 

and that networking in all facets of an individual’s newly ‘independent’ life enables 

development of their social capital.  This is evidenced in individuals who, through 

faith or a want for new opportunities have undertaken voluntary and community-

based work whilst in Brighton, discussed below. 

 

The graduates and students in this study value close social relationships, and 

Brighton is perceived as an attractive place to remain as it is considered to be a 

close-knit community, as one key informant states, its ‘like a village’, a place 

where you can feel secure in its perimeters and a sense of ‘togetherness’.  It is 

also highlighted in this section how relationships made at university are developed 

in Brighton after graduation.  For some, the student lifestyle is still attractive, but 

for many staying in Brighton is less about maintaining these attachments to 

student life, and more a reflection of needing to be safe, where the city is seen as 

a place in which to work up relationships and contribute to social networks both at 

home and at work.   
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7.5 Community and contribution  

 

The existing literature has paid less attention to community engagement as a 

factor affecting graduate (non)migration, yet, this was identified as a key issue by 

the interviewees in this study, and further confirms that those staying put seek a 

lifestyle beyond that of a student, and shows the commitment and agency involved 

by those remaining in Brighton & Hove in building their own lifestyle.  As 

discussed, young adults are ‘emotional’ migration decision-makers (e.g. Bailey, 

2009; Faggian et al., 2007a, Manzo, 2003).  Migration decisions for many 

interviewees are less about economic outcomes and more about social and 

cultural considerations (see also de Groot et al., 2007).  This section looks at the 

importance of community and contribution, which was highlighted as significant by 

many of the recent graduates.   

 

The accounts of recent graduates in this study suggest that young people are 

increasingly more demanding and have higher expectations of their work 

environment, seeking not only a career, but a working ‘community’ with interesting 

like-minded people and opportunities to socialise and build friendships.  They 

value listening, sharing and contributing, both in their home life and working 

environment, striving for jobs which provide a sense of community and kinship.  

Moreover, their awareness of their local environment (shops, shop keepers, street 

names etc.) and being known in these environments underpins the extent to which 

they feel established as a ‘local’ resident in Brighton & Hove.  The non-migration 

decisions of graduates are heavily influenced by the breadth of these relations in 

their community.  

 

Matt considers that his move to Hove after finishing university essentially marked 

an end to his student lifestyle, replaced by his new “grown-up” life.  He states that 

“…I’m not living the student lifestyle anymore because I live in Hove”.  Matt 

considers most significantly that his “health, mentally and physically” has improved 

since moving to Hove, loving his surroundings and the space associated with this 
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“community” living: “I love the architecture in that flat, the communal garden, the 

sense of community, the space…we have a roof garden…you have peace and 

quiet there…I like my wind down time”.  Firefighter Beth states: “I’ve always been 

into fitness and keeping healthy and I really like working with people…working in 

the advice centre was a really good stepping stone to working in the fire service 

because a lot of it is community work…so there are benefits like exercise and 

team work and things like that appeal to me”.  Lizzie considers that “…it’s very 

much about the local community, you feel very much at home”. 

 

Recent graduates however, also show a divergence in their sense of feeling ‘local’ 

to Brighton & Hove.  Inability and/or reluctance to state their position as local to the 

city appears to be associated with perceived lack of personal and/or professional 

stability.  Dan epitomizes the sentiment in relation to professional security stating 

that he is “…not really…” local “…if I had a permanent job within Brighton I’d say 

I’m local”.  He goes on to say that he considers himself more local than “…most 

people (he) meet(s) or…know(s)”, perhaps a reflection of the lack of community 

and identity that he perceives in the people he meets in the city enhancing his 

diminished feeling of being local. 

 

Mike illustrates another example of an individual who does not consider himself 

local to Brighton & Hove.  In his case this is related directly to the fact that he 

works outside of the city and accordingly spends little time in Brighton and mostly, 

he considers: “…because (he is) not with other young people.  I would rather be in 

a job that I’m not so bothered with and have other young people around me”.  

Working in an environment dominated by older people and “…very detached from 

Brighton” in relation to the amount of time he spends in the city promotes his lack 

of feeling local.  He states: “there’s been times recently where I’ve gone into town 

and it’s been the first time in three months and there’s shops that I don’t 

recognise”.  This sense of detachment extends to his sense of belonging 

epitomised by a lack of community and people that he can rely on.  Residentially 

however, Mike does find some form of this community: “…in the flat, it’s a proper 

community, it’s a big housing block and they have a residents association and 
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there’s meetings to attend and I like that sort of environment where people are 

concerned and want to take part in what goes on around them.  Ideally I want to 

live in a place where I can go into a shop and I know the person working behind 

the counter and I can go to a pub where I know people – that’s what I’ve missed 

for a couple of years”. 

 

Mike considers involvement in your area, voluntary or not, as essential to being 

part of a community, but has failed to find this sense of belonging in Brighton & 

Hove, largely as a result of the many hours he spends away at work, commuting, 

and perhaps a result of the lack of connectivity he experienced early on with his 

first foray into living in the city where the ‘ideal’ combination of friends and place to 

live and community never quite worked out: “I’ve got opinions and ideas and I want 

to express them and voice them.  I’m very much of the opinion that if you want to 

change something you have to do something about it, so take part and get 

involved”. 

 

In the student survey, 74% of students did not participate in community or 

voluntary organisations.  This is also reflected in graduate views, Mike argues, 

there is “no need to seek out that kind (e.g. volunteering) of connection to the 

place...I already feel connected to the community, unlike in London where you 

need that verification.”  This is a view backed by Clare who “…did get involved 

with the Waste and Energy Research Group when (she) was a student 

(but)…Interestingly…only ever got involved with community things when (she 

didn’t) live in Brighton.”  Clare states “I think that may be because, when I lived in 

London I felt really…not part of the community at all so I volunteered at a local 

environmental centre and was seeking that kind of connection, whereas here I feel 

that I don’t really need it as much”.  Her comments echo those of Mike: “…I think 

that maybe because when I lived in London I felt really not part of the community 

at all so I volunteered at a local environmental centre and was seeking that kind of 

connection, whereas here I feel that I don’t really need it as much…” 
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More typical perhaps of the way interviewees felt local and part of the community 

is through a sense of familiarity driven by duration of time living in the city.  Both 

Lizzie and Beth identify as being local based on the duration of their lives in 

Brighton & Hove.  Lizzie has “…been (here) for 7 years and (hasn’t) lived 

anywhere else since (coming) to the UK” and does “…everything here…” making 

her “…feel local”.  Beth has “…been here 6 years…” and “…now (she has) a job 

and friends here (she) just feel(s) settled as a worker rather than a student” and 

entirely local.  Chris states: “I’ve lived here for 5 years now, so yes I feel local.  I’m 

also settled here now.  Everything to do with my life is related to this area pretty 

much, so I feel like this is home in that aspect.”  Richard also considers the length 

of time living in the city as reason enough to call himself local: “I’ve lived here for 

like a few years now so yeah I’d say that I come from Brighton”.  In addition 

Rachel defines herself as ‘local’ responding: “I suppose I am…this is the place I’ve 

lived for longest, other than my childhood”.   

 

Anna builds on this, stating: “…yeah I think so, just because I’ve lived here for a 

while now.  I’m not living here as a student anymore, you know, if you’re living 

here as a student I don’t think you’re really a local.  But having come back and 

working here, paying taxes, that sort of thing, we know the local shop owners, 

local restaurants…they recognise us when we go in.  So yes, we’ve built 

relationships.  I call Brighton home now”.  Her individual sense of what it is to be 

local combines those of others e.g. Dan, Ben, Clare, and Chris, established 

through duration of time living in the city and cemented by her successful transition 

from university student lifestyle to working in Brighton & Hove.  Combined with a 

sense of connection with her local environment, Anna not only defines herself as 

local but when asked if she feels as if she belongs, she simply states “yes”. 

 

When discussing if Faye feels ‘local’, she states: “yes.  I’ve been here for 4 years 

now.  I’m a bit of a wonderer.  I always say home is here, and home is the north 

east.  It’s between the two”.  She illustrates a greater complexity of feelings 

relating to the ‘local’ retaining a sense of ‘loyalty’ to her childhood home.  Joe feels 

this same transposition illustrating a relict tie to his ‘local’ status back in his home 
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county supplanted by the duration of his independent living in Brighton. He states: 

“…yeah I guess now I would, but not really.  Historically I’m from Kent, but I have 

been here 7 years now, so I guess I could say I’m local.” 

 

Despite an obvious love of life and living in Brighton & Hove, Steve does not feel 

local based on the fact that he is “…not from here.  I was born in Winchester and 

raised in Suffolk.  I’m local in Suffolk.” However, his further comments on being 

local appear to be formed around similar ideals as those realised by the previous 

individuals whereby ‘being local’ is an idea that becomes increasingly cemented 

over time when combined with major life transitions. In effect he defines a time line 

and shift to that ‘grown-up’ state where: “If (he) lived here, bought a house, had a 

kid, then (he would) call (him)self local, because (he’d) be more grounded then, 

because now (he) could just leave.” Steve does not consider his “…living here for 

4 years…” as sufficient to “…calling (him)self local…” as  he lacks those sorts of 

commitments, at present. 

 

Pete shows another facet of perception in his notion of ‘being local’. When 

discussing if Pete feels ‘local’ he states: “Absolutely…because I don’t see myself 

going anywhere else.  That’s the first issue.  I kind of feel because I lived and 

graduated here…you kind of feel local to your first university.  I feel like I owe 

something back to the place so I want to be local and do things locally”.  Not only 

does he identify entirely with being local to the city, he also feels strongly that it is 

a form of giving something back to graduate and live and support your local town 

or city and in living and working in Brighton & Hove he feels content that this 

establishes his position. 

 

Myers (2000) highlights the specific factor of involvement with community 

organisations or local groups in influencing young people’s migration decisions 

and in particular identifies in the USA the impact of religious involvement on 

migration.  A factor also highlighted by Frieze et al. (2006) who note that attending 

religious services is a form of community involvement in the US, especially for 
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college students, predicting that the frequency of attending religious services 

would be associated with desire to stay or leave.  Religious belief may be 

considered much higher in the US (Frieze et al., 2006), and only a few students 

mentioned religion in this study, but for those who did, it was very important.  

During Faye’s time at university she established herself in the religious community, 

“being involved with the local church in Brighton, and committed there”…she “met 

lots of friends, so you kind of build up these friendships and you don’t want to 

leave them behind”.   

 

When asked if Jen feels as if she belongs she states “…yeah, it feels like home.  

Whereas before back in Nottingham I constantly wanted to be somewhere else or 

move or be in a different place.  But here I’m content to be here, for at least for a 

few more years and see how that goes.  I think it’s the community and just the vibe 

you get in Brighton city.  I got into the church pretty much straight away when I 

started uni…that was the main reason for staying here”.  Jen also works for a 

voluntary organisation.  She states: “I love working with young people so a lot of 

youth work, teaching dance and arts projects and things like that.  I’m trying to 

increase that as well because I want to interlink with schools.  I worked with South 

East dance and I’m actually thinking of going back and doing work there.  That’s 

important for me to do that – feeling as if you’re part of the community and 

supporting the community – and again it makes you feel established and a part of 

things”.  

 

Graduates who stay in Brighton it appears move from the transience of student life 

to something more rooted.  This transition is less about continuing a student 

lifestyle, as the literature and key informants would suggest, and more about 

settling down and building a sense of place.  Community engagement is important 

to some of the students and graduates in this study; they wish to belong, at home 

and at work.  Staying put is a reciprocal relationship of appreciating and using the 

landscape and giving something back, usually through volunteering.   
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7.6 Conclusions  

 

This chapter goes beyond the literature on (im)mobility that equates mobility with 

progress and staying put with a lack of agency or ambition.  Economic factors are 

not the only corner stone to mobility and non-migration.  That is to say that many 

people elect to stay rooted despite an economic ability to move elsewhere.  This 

chapter shows that the transition from student to graduate is not easy and can 

involve ‘meandering’ and ‘yo-yoing’ through the housing market and generally 

muddling through.  A number of graduates have remained living in the same 

residential area that they lived in during university, suggesting some attachment to 

the student ‘way of life’, generating a blurring of student and post-student 

lifestyles.  They are not behaving according to the traditional migration literature, 

and these practices may be linked to wider ‘coping strategies' (Butler, 1995) to 

identify and establish social relations with ‘people like us’, attain social and cultural 

distinction and identity, or to simply achieve a sense of calm during such a 

confusing time made worse by the recession and debt.   

 

Bynner (2005) contends that the emerging adulthood model suggested by Arnett 

(2004) mistakes the ‘coping mechanisms’ that young people adopt as they 

struggle against obstacles and ambiguities, for the freely chosen decision to 

‘delay’ their entry to adulthood (Cote & Bynner, 2008).  Yet, the interviews with 

graduates suggest that many do not have this option to ‘delay’ their transition, 

rather they develop complex pathways through the housing market that move 

them towards the ‘adult’ lifestyles to which they aspire.  Their transition is either 

planned or unplanned and may or may not involve parental support.  These 

pathways are part of transitioning to adulthood, but are more complex than the 

literature suggests and should also not be deemed to be a strategy delaying the 

transition to adulthood as many of these graduates are independent people. 

 

Taking forward ideas about openness to opportunity in understanding migration 

(e.g. Florida, 2008), this chapter argues that it is important to look at social and 
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cultural factors beyond leisure and recreation and consider the emotional 

dimensions of the migration decision-making process.  The accounts of recent 

graduates in this study suggest that young people are demanding and have higher 

expectations of their home and working environment.  They value listening, 

sharing and contributing, striving for jobs and homes that provide a sense of 

community and kinship.  Moreover, knowledge of their local environment (e.g. 

shop keepers, street names etc.) underpins the extent to which they feel 

established as a ‘local’ resident in Brighton & Hove.   

 

The graduates in this study are driven partly by emotion and a desire to feel a part 

of something beyond career development or establishing themselves in the 

housing market, and come across as quite conservative.  Contrary to the opinions 

of some key informants who consider that cultivating a sense of belonging is 

lacking in policy aimed at ‘selling the city’, 61% of students surveyed stated that 

they felt like they ‘belonged’ in Brighton & Hove, as do the majority of graduate 

interviewees.  Moreover, the freedom attributed to individuals going to university 

serves to provide opportunities within and outside of the university itself.  This is 

evidenced in individuals who develop their social capital through faith or voluntary 

activities.  However, the survey revealed that the majority of students in this study, 

74%, do not engage in voluntary or community-based work in Brighton. 

 

Graduates actively move from the transience of student life to something more 

rooted.  The findings show that non-migration whilst it is influenced by social and 

cultural facilities appears to be more about developing strategies to belong.  The 

accounts of recent graduates highlight that contrary to opinions of key informants, 

that graduates cling onto their more adolescent student lifestyle, the desired 

lifestyle in Brighton & Hove is fairly conservative, and more a reflection of needing 

to feel at home and connected.  The non-migration decisions of some graduates 

are also based strongly on ties to other people, but they also extend to an 

emotional attachment to a physical landscape.  The appeal is less about Brighton  

being edgy and more about it being a place to relax, a place to settle and a place 
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to belong, something for instance that the sea and the Downs evoke for many 

graduates.   

 

Florida (2008) argues that the draw of home is one ‘incredibly powerful’ factor in 

young people’s migration choices.  In this study, recent graduates show interesting 

relationships with home.  For some graduates, the adolescent nature of their 

migration decisions is evidenced in the distanced but attainable relationships they 

preserve with their parental home.  Many graduates also return or ‘boomerang’ 

back to Brighton & Hove frequently before settling and their decision to return to 

Brighton is often based on social networks acquired whilst at university.    
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8 Discussion and conclusion  

 

As argued in chapter 2, much of the current literature on graduate mobility maps 

geographies of graduate labour (Elias & Purcell, 2004; Furlong & Cartmel, 2005; 

Hoare & Corver, 2010; Smetherham, 2005), concentrating on their role as 

migrants in transforming urban landscapes, housing markets and knowledge 

economies (Pollard et al., 2008; Pollard et al., 2010; Välimaa & Hoffman, 2008).  

Graduates have been identified as important for urban policy around regeneration, 

creative cities and entrepreneurialism in the academic literature and by policy 

makers (e.g. Benneworth & Hospers, 2007; Florida, 2005a; Scott, 2006).   

 

As Faggian and McCann (2009a: 210) posit: “the ability of a region to maintain its 

competitiveness depends crucially on its capability to retain its own graduates” and 

that a region’s ability to generate, retain and attract graduate workers is critically 

linked to the employment opportunities available (e.g. Binks & Clayton, 2006; 

Faggian et al., 2007a).  These studies situate understandings of post-student 

(non)migration within an economic perspective that emphasises employment 

opportunities and career pathways, drawing on largely quantitative studies of 

human capital and local development (e.g. Bristow, 2011). However, contrasting 

experiences of post-student non-mobility in Leeds (9% graduate retention) and 

Brighton (35% graduate retention), (Brown, 2009; O’Brien, 2009) suggests that a 

more complex array of factors are at work that are not reducible to graduates’ 

employment-based decision-making.   

 

A central question animating this thesis is why graduated students remain in 

Brighton & Hove, a city much smaller economically and in population terms than 

Leeds, suggesting that a more nuanced analysis of graduate geographical mobility 

is required.  To accomplish this, the research is situated within two interrelated 

literatures on ‘transition’: (i) youth transitions, as these are shaped by cultural and 

social influences, life course events and the acquisition of social capital (Bailey, 

2009; de Groot, 2007; Helve & Bynner, 2007), and (ii) understandings of place-



192 
 

making in and through such transitions, particularly in the context of housing 

pathways.  Each of these opens up an appreciation of how graduates manage and 

negotiate life post-university.  Research on youth and social capital (e.g. Helve & 

Bynner, 2007) raises questions about what kinds of social resources young people 

acquire as they move towards autonomy and independence, and this thesis also 

emphasises the importance of these resources and networks in the transitioning 

process from education to work.  

  

Furthermore, to understand the complex effects of housing on the migration of 

young people it is argued that the discussion should go beyond considering the 

economic issues of housing markets and affordability and consider more critically 

how young people experience housing as part of their pathways to adulthood 

(Heath, 2008), and how social factors (such as gender, class, parents) facilitate or 

constrain their movements in the housing market.  Indeed, the studentification 

literature suggests that an analysis of housing pathways will need to include an 

understanding of the influence of shared living experiences, the role of the PRS 

(private rented sector), and student neighbourhoods (Smith & Holt, 2007).       

 

The main aims of this thesis, therefore, were to understand why graduated 

students stay put, beyond obvious connections with employment opportunities, 

and to extend conceptual understandings of non-migration by looking at youth 

transitions and housing pathways to open up an appreciation of how young people 

manage and negotiate life after university.  The knowledge’s of institutional actors 

and community stakeholders provided an insight into how (post)students were 

perceived and valued locally, and revealed the roles and responsibilities in the 

community for managing and/or retaining the graduate community in Brighton & 

Hove.   These perceptions were considered alongside those of students and 

graduates.  With a focus on understanding the migration process, quantitative and 

qualitative methods were used to capture perceptions, patterns and practices at a 

community scale in Brighton & Hove, a city with a large student population and 

high levels of graduate retention (Pollard et al., 2008; 2010).   



193 
 

A case study approach was adopted for this study and advanced through the 

adoption of qualitative and quantitative research tools, that were used to explore 

the context of graduate non-migration in Brighton & Hove, and to gather data on 

the (non)migration intentions and practices of students and recent graduates 

respectively.  Area and origin-destination data from BHLIS (Brighton & Hove’s 

Local Information Service), and 2001 Census data demonstrates the local 

importance of students and young professionals in Brighton & Hove, showing high 

levels of mobility in these groups and clear concentrations in their migratory and 

residential geographies.  The qualitative elements of the research included semi-

structured interviews with key informants and graduates, and open-ended survey 

questions.  As argued in chapter 4, the use of this range of methods allowed the 

extent of mobility patterns to be analysed, whilst also attending to the complexities 

of decision-making processes revealed in the narratives of students and post-

students themselves.  Interviews with local institutional actors and community 

stakeholders in the economic and employment field, housing, cultural services, 

learning and skills, key employers in business and creative industries, policy, and 

careers and alumni services revealed the perceptions, visions and practices of 

actors who have a role regarding students and recent graduates in the city.   

 

Central to the aim of the project was to explore the ‘interplay’ of factors 

underpinning why students stay put or move on after university.  Surveys with 

undergraduate students were carried out to establish to what extent factors 

highlighted by key informants and in the literature, around housing, employment 

and social facilities, play when making decisions about student plans for staying or 

leaving Brighton & Hove.  In order to develop a better understanding of the 

practices and decision-making process over time, further interviews were carried 

out with recent University of Brighton graduates.  These interviews, as well as 

discussing economic and employment issues also focused on the life course and 

migration decisions over time, and explored questions of place, belonging and 

social and familial connections.  A number of key findings have been derived from 

the analyses and these are discussed in five sub-sections below. 
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1) Non-migration is influenced by the development of employment related 

human capital opportunities in complex ways 

 

As discussed in chapters 2 and 6, human capital underpins the knowledge, skills 

and training that improve an individual’s capabilities (see Champion & Coombe, 

2007).  Graduates develop their human capital in Brighton & Hove in a number of 

different ways, often juggling part-time employment, further education, and in 

some cases using volunteer work.  It has shown that opportunities to develop 

human capital matter to graduates and the nature of key sectors in Brighton that 

offer flexible, if low paid work opportunities support their pursuit of human capital 

through employment, volunteering and education. 

 

a) Using part-time, flexible work 

 
Previous research recognises the negative consequences of working part-time 

through university; feelings of constant overloading, feeling very tired, not having 

enough time for university work, and achieving lower grades (Barke, 2000; 

Callender & Kemp, 2000; Hunt et al., 2002).  This study shows that working part-

time after university has positive and negative consequences.  Key informants 

argue that graduates displace other non-graduates seeking similar part-time 

employment in the labour market.  Many graduates continue to use part-time work 

after finishing their studies, and undertake jobs that they are overqualified for, and 

are often unhappy in.  Yet, contrary to the opinion of key informants that the 

migration choices of graduates are borne from a ‘lethargy’ to decision-making and 

a lack of ambition to move, graduates and students alike illustrate that part-time, 

casual work enables graduates to develop their human capital and live 

independently.  As such, this uptake of part-time employment should not be 

considered so much an arbitrary practice displacing non-graduates from the labour 

market, rather a decisive, conscious strategy that is part of the decision to stay put 

in Brighton & Hove.  
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b) The limited appeal of London 

 
Previous research has identified how the London and South East labour market 

influences both graduate migration decisions and human capital opportunities 

(Duke-Williams, 2009).  London is still perceived (e.g. Wright, 2011) as a major 

‘magnet’ for many of those leaving university despite increasing concentrations of 

recent graduates remaining in other university towns and cities (e.g. Manchester, 

Birmingham, Sheffield, and Newcastle) (Smith & Holt 2007).  Moreover, it has 

been argued that increased public sector demand (Wright, 2011) ‘stretches’ 

opportunities, generating a ‘spreading out effect’ of young graduates in cities 

beyond the UK capital.  Yet, Bristow et al. (2011) present London as one of their 

key factors underpinning graduate mobility in the UK.  The pursuit and 

development of human capital for some graduates in Brighton & Hove results in 

them developing or retaining an earlier link to London (e.g. working and living, or 

commuting).  For some graduates in this study, London is significant in terms of 

job opportunities and career development and key informants acknowledge the 

benefits of developing human and social capital in London.   

 

However, this study illustrates conflicting views amongst many students, 

graduates and key informants regarding London as a place to develop their human 

capital.  Less than 1% of the students surveyed stated that ‘proximity to London’ 

was a key factor in their migration plans, illustrating that London was not as 

appealing as the literature or the key formants would suggest.  Moreover, the 

interviews with graduates indicate that the allure of London is diluted by broader 

employment and housing issues, which they perceive as universal and not solved 

by migrating to London.  Many graduates interviewed actively avoid London as a 

place to develop their human capital.  This is contrary to the perceptions of key 

informants and the ‘escalator’ discourse (Fielding, 1992), which whilst still relevant, 

is dated by its strong emphasis on London which neglects other provincial cities 

and their social and cultural attractions.   
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c) The reality of working in the creative sector 

 
Other graduates find different ways of developing human capital in Brighton & 

Hove.  The creative sector is often perceived as reliant on human capital and an 

attractive sector for graduates when considering where to live after university (e.g. 

Florida, 2005a; 2005b).  Florida’s (2002a) theory of creativity, supported by many 

key informants, suggests that creativity in the form of innovation and ideas powers 

economic growth (i.e. cultural inputs yield economic outputs).  The key informants 

identify the creative and new media industries as an attractive sector that is 

important locally in Brighton & Hove, as do Pollard et al. (2008).  This creative 

environment, in turn, is perceived to attract more creative people, as well as 

business and capital (Florida, 2005a; 2005b).  This is oversimplified, as the 

transition from university into the creative sector is not easy for graduates coming 

out of university, despite the perceived opportunities emphasised by key 

informants.  The graduates in this study aspiring to work in the creative sector in 

Brighton & Hove also use flexible, mostly low paid work alongside low paid 

creative employment as a way of developing their career.   

 

Contrary to the opinions of key informants and the literature that emphasises the 

appeal of the creative sector to students and graduates, many of the graduates 

interviewed were not employed in the creative sector and develop their human 

capital in other ways.  Comunian et al. (2010) highlight the mismatch between 

bohemian graduates and creative occupations and their low economic rewards.  

The graduates in this study working in the creative sector struggle to develop their 

human capital after university and undertake low paid, flexible work to fund their 

creative employment, which can also be linked to their ‘meandering’ (Fitzpatrick & 

Clapham, 1999) and ‘yo-yoing’ (Calvert, 2010) through the housing market. 
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2) Housing pathways highlight how the connections between housing and 

labour markets in graduate migration behaviour may be influenced by 

parental support and ties to student neighbourhoods  

 

Housing, like the labour market, is a central economic issue, however, the role of 

the housing market in influencing the characteristics of recent graduates in a local 

economy is also a complex social issue that goes beyond affordability and 

accessibility (Heath, 2008).  Previous literature highlights the importance of 

housing choices and issues for young people coming out of university (e.g. 

Holdsworth, 2012; Rugg et al., 2004).  Although most key informants do not regard 

housing as a key factor influencing migration decisions, graduates do, as it is 

linked to them having to negotiate complex transitions after university.  Graduates 

in this study often move away for a period before settling, either to travel or live 

with parents before (re)entering the housing and labour market in Brighton & 

Hove.  Interestingly, a number of graduates remained or returned to living in the 

same student neighbourhood, and their reasons for doing so demonstrated the 

importance of building attachments and place-making.   

 

Whilst key informants have mixed opinions about housing, it is something that the 

graduates themselves have worked out how to negotiate.  Building on Ford et al’s. 

(2002) conceptual pathways (chaotic, unplanned, constrained, planned (non-

student), and student) to understand the complexities of housing issues for young 

people, this study has identified how graduate pathways in Brighton & Hove 

highlight the connections between housing and labour markets in graduate 

migration behaviour.  The speed and degree to which the transition to adulthood 

occurs is highly dependent on social factors such as parental help, the housing 

knowledge and networks acquired whilst at university, and the extent to which 

graduates feel connected and ‘at home’. 

 

The literature considers the changing nature of young people’s housing pathways 

and draws attention to the marked increase of young people in the private rented 
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sector, the growing association between shared housing and graduates and/or 

young professionals, and the steady increase in the proportion of young people 

remaining in the parental home (Rhodes, 2006; Sage et al., 2012).  This study 

highlights the importance of parents financially and the parental home to students 

and graduates in their residential decision-making.  The graduates in this study 

rely on their parents in economically and socially different ways.  Some have a 

strong reliance, moving home after graduation and not contributing towards bills 

and other household costs, some have a short-term reliance, moving home for a 

short period to save whilst working full-time near the parental home, yet once 

necessary funds are accrued to outweigh debts, graduates return to their 

university derived independent living.  Yet, others are not able to rely on their 

parents, a factor often overlooked in post-student migration studies looking at 

graduate mobility and the role of the parental home.  Many graduates in this study 

were determined to remain in Brighton & Hove largely for social reasons to show 

they were independent and did not need to rely on parental help.  For other 

graduates, the necessary return to the parental home was met with great 

disappointment, as they were unable to establish themselves independently in 

Brighton & Hove.  

 

Rugg et al. (2004) and Heath (2008) argue that middle class students benefit from 

privileged housing pathways to independent living, often involving time in the 

private rented sector and parental support.  It is argued that these privileges 

enhance the housing and labour opportunities of middle class graduates 

compared with other young people who have not studied away from the parental 

home.  This study confirms that middle class graduates are more able to move 

home and take time, and this gives them a certain freedom to make considered 

choices about where to live and work.   

 

It has been argued that rising levels of student debt are “likely to diminish some of 

the financial advantages previously linked to graduate status” (see also Christie & 

Munro, 2003), resulting in “delayed transitions” (Heath, 2008: 5).  The majority of 

graduate interviewees remained and worked in the city following university, 
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suggesting that the recession does not mean that Brighton & Hove is less 

attractive as a place to develop human capital, but graduates have to build their 

human capital in more complex ways, as discussed, often using cheap, shared 

rental housing, part-time work, and sometimes with help and support from parents.     

 

3) Feeling at home: graduates value social and cultural facilities (e.g. galleries 

and shopping centres) but appear to care more about social networks and 

belonging in Brighton & Hove 

 

Whilst economic factors are important when making decisions about where to live 

and work, students and graduates are also concerned with the continuation of the 

social and cultural aspects of their lifestyles (de Groot et al., 2007; Halpern, 2005).  

Florida (2005a; 2005b) suggests that creative classes, such as graduates and 

young professionals care about amenities and tolerance, and are drawn to cities 

with thriving bohemia’s and large gay populations.  This study shows that 

decisions to stay or go after university whilst influenced by social and cultural 

facilities (leisure and recreation, galleries and shopping centres) appear to be 

more influenced by a sense of feeling at home, and graduates use strategies to 

enhance feelings of being at home. 

 

a) Connectedness and sense of place 

 
Many graduates discuss the positive way the place (Brighton & Hove) makes them 

‘feel’.  Brighton is experienced as a landscape of leisure for some students and 

graduates, but for others this landscape is less important.  Interestingly, the non-

migration decisions of many graduates are based on lifestyle and leisure aspects 

reminiscent of their childhood i.e. living close to the Downs is very important for 

some of those who grew up in the countryside.  For many graduates, social 

facilities and recreational aspects are less important; they appreciate the sea and 

the countryside, but are more concerned with feeling connected.  Key informants 

consider that Brighton’s ‘lifestyle offer’ will appeal to graduates coming out of 
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university.  Graduates echo the importance of maintaining or establishing their 

preferred lifestyle in Brighton & Hove.   

 

b) Building social networks through work and leisure  

 
Faggian et al. (2007a) argue that the migration decisions of graduates are 

dependent on the foreseen emotional and psychological costs of long-distance 

mobility.  The sense of belonging and degrees of attachment young people have 

to their local community remains an under-researched aspect of youth migration 

that is addressed in this thesis.  For graduates in Brighton & Hove, many discuss 

belonging in terms of the extent to which they feel connected to the place and their 

social networks.  In part this relates to Florida’s (2010: 148) “thick mating market” 

where graduates can meet and date new people.  Community is very important to 

the students and graduates in this study.  The accounts of recent graduates 

suggest that young people are demanding and have higher expectations of their 

work environment, seeking not only a career, but a working ‘community’ with 

interesting like-minded people and opportunities to socialise and build friendships.  

The non-migration decisions of graduates are heavily influenced by the breadth of 

these relations in their community.    

 

Moreover, the desired lifestyle in Brighton & Hove is fairly conservative, it is less 

about being ‘edgy’, as the key informants and literature would suggest, and more 

about finding ways to feel ‘at home’.  This study shows that graduates aspire to 

ascertain lifestyles in Brighton & Hove that move them away from being a student, 

and building attachments to Brighton is very important.   
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4) Non-mobility and youth transitions, moving the debate forward 

 

It is argued that graduate non-mobility is influenced by human capital opportunities 

in various ways and often involves ‘yo-yoing’ through the labour and housing 

market.  It is shown that graduates juggle low paid flexible work alongside other 

pursuits; further education, creative work, and volunteering.  Although London is 

thought to be a significant draw, students do not perceive it as a key factor when 

considering where to live, and many graduates do not use London as a place to 

develop their human or social capital.  Whilst Brighton & Hove attracts and retains 

creative graduates, their transition into creative work is complicated by financial 

burdens.   

 

Moving beyond traditional understandings of housing in terms of affordability and 

accessibility, the housing pathways of the graduates highlight the connections 

between housing and labour markets in graduate migration behaviour in Brighton 

& Hove.  Housing pathways and their effect on the transition to adulthood are 

largely dependent on parental help, the housing knowledge and networks acquired 

whilst studying at university, and the extent to which graduates feel at home.  

Graduates value social and cultural facilities, but appear to care more about being 

engaged and belonging, building their social capital through work and leisure. 

 

Many graduates in this study chose to stay put despite an economic ability to 

move elsewhere, contesting other research that equates ‘fixity’ with a lack of 

agency or ambition (e.g. Harker, 2009).  Indeed, whilst Florida (2008) asserts that 

“…post (graduate) years have come to resemble adolescence…” with “…young 

adults encouraged to try new jobs, date different people, and live in different 

places without having to commit…”, the graduates in this study are conservative 

and committed, aspiring to put down roots, secure jobs, and engage in their 

community, and many struggle to do so without external support.  Bynner (2005) 

has argued that Arnett’s (2004) emerging adulthood model mistakes the ‘coping 

mechanisms’ (see also Butler, 1995) that young people adopt for the freely chosen 
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decision to ‘delay’ their entry to adulthood (Cote & Bynner, 2008).  Yet, graduates 

in this study want to work and are moving towards adulthood at a pace, identifying 

personally with their surroundings, working multiple jobs, settling down with 

partners, and striving to ascertain lifestyles that move them away from being a 

student.  These labour market experiences and housing pathways are part of 

transitioning to adulthood and should not be deemed to be a strategy delaying the 

transition to adulthood as a number of these graduates are clearly independent 

people.   

 

5) Limitations and areas for further research 

 

The questionnaire survey was used in this study to explore the migration plans 

and residential considerations of undergraduate students for where to live after 

finishing university.  The survey considered how undergraduates approached the 

migration decision and when decisions are made.  Although the real insights of the 

research proved to be the qualitative data coming from the interviewees with 

recent graduates, the questionnaire survey was important for informing the other 

analyses, and revealed that many students haven’t formulated their decisions 

clearly, and there are obvious policy implications here for insuring a town is 

attractive to graduates leaving university.  On reflection, another strategy would 

have been to start with qualitative interviews and develop a questionnaire from 

that, to see whether my findings could have been extended beyond the 

interviewee sample.  Also, undertaking a longitudinal study, perhaps over 5 years, 

interviewing graduates every year, would improve the quality and validity of this 

kind of research, enabling a fuller appreciation of how decisions are made and 

how they evolve over time.  This type of study would develop a deeper 

understanding of the processes involved in moving from education to work, and 

the life course events negotiated during this transitional phase.  A longitudinal 

study such as this would generate a greater depth and breadth of data, and 

findings could therefore be considered more reliable.   
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This study has revealed new insights, but there are a number of areas where 

further research is needed.  Brighton & Hove has certain distinctive characteristics 

in terms of having a young and mobile population, and it would be useful to 

examine if the experiences of students and graduates in Brighton & Hove are also 

found in other towns and cities. Considering the emphasis placed by key actors 

and community stakeholders on the notion that graduates are displacing non-

graduates in certain parts of the labour market, it would be useful to consider the 

social and economic implications of high levels of graduate retention for local non-

graduates.  The migration of non-graduates could be compared to graduates in 

towns like Brighton & Hove to see if this is a wider phenomena or merely 

something perceived by key informants in this study.  Moreover, the escalator 

thesis appears outdated and in need of updating.  Some students and graduates 

believe that London is a place of human and social capital opportunities, yet, for 

many it is not an important factor.  Unlike Brighton & Hove, London is not 

perceived as a place where graduates can readily build social networks and feel at 

home, rather an anonymous city where they struggle to find a sense of belonging.   

 

Contrary to the opinions of some key informants, young people’s pathways are 

difficult and largely uncertain, exacerbated by a ‘lack of signposts’ to guide them 

through their journey from student to working graduate.  Brighton & Hove City 

Council’s Local Development Framework (2008) considers that students and 

graduates make a major contribution to the economic, social and cultural life of the 

city.  Key informants appreciate how graduates contribute to the economic and 

social fabric of Brighton & Hove, yet are aware of a lack of policies to encourage 

them to remain in the city.   

 

The lack of policy and careers advice is felt by students and graduates alike.  Their 

accounts highlight a period of uncertainty and need for support during the 

transition from student to graduate.  Many graduates stressed that their knowledge 

of the labour market was influenced by their experiences of work more than any 

advice service.  At such an uncertain time, this lack of advice may also party 

contribute to the feeling of uncertainty amongst some graduates concerning how 
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to develop their career in Brighton & Hove.  A deeper understanding of the 

influence of the interactions and communications between key institutional actors 

and community stakeholders and (post)students warrants further investigation.   

 

The speed and degree of graduate transitions are highly dependent on parental 

help.  Middle class graduate interviewees are more able to move home, allowing 

them the time to save money and make considered choices about where to live 

and work.  This social equity issue could be considered in other university towns 

and cities.   
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10 Appendix  

 
Appendix 10.1:  Interview schedule for key informants 

 

1. Perceptions 

Aspirations/motivations 

• What do you think motivates some students to stay in Brighton & Hove after 
finishing their university studies? 

Factors enabling/constraining non-migration 

• What do you think enables some students to stay in Brighton & Hove after 
finishing their University studies? 

• What do you think constrains some students from staying in Brighton & Hove 
after finishing their University studies? 

• Why do you think some students remain in Brighton & Hove after finishing their 
University studies, while others move on (private/public institutional influence 
and/or social, cultural and economic factors)?  
 

• Do you think a particular type of student remains in the city after finishing their 
university studies? 

 
Intentions 

• Do you think students actually plan to stay in Brighton & Hove after finishing 
their studies or do you think they drift into it? 

 
 

2. Visions  
 

• How do you think remaining students will have an effect (if any) on the city? 
 
• Do you have any strategies/documents to enable or encourage graduated 

students to remain in the city?  
 
 

3. Practices  
 

• What do you think could be done to make Brighton & Hove a more attractive 
place for students to remain after finishing their university studies? 
 

• What do you think would appeal to students who were undecided about where 
to live after finishing their university studies? 

 
• Does your organisation provide advice/support to students about where to live 

after finishing university? 
 

• Do you think students are aware of the advice/support (if any) your 
organisation provides? 
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Appendix 10.2:  Student survey 

 

 

Student Survey: 

Residence after University? 

Amy Tucker 

School of Environment and Technology 

University of Brighton 

 

As part of my PhD research, I am conducting a questionnaire survey that explores why 

some students remain in Brighton & Hove after finishing their university studies, while 

others move on.   

The survey is voluntary, and will take approximately 15-20 minutes to complete.  The data 

will be collected and treated anonymously and securely: the hard copy of each survey will 

be stored in a locked filling cabinet; and following input to Excel will be stored on a secure 

PC with password protection.  The hard copy will be destroyed following completion of 

analysis and no identifiable personal data will be collected (i.e. name, address etc.). 

Participants will be given the opportunity to receive feedback on the results of the survey 

by contacting Amy Tucker via email (aht@brighton.ac.uk) by 31st January 2011.  A 

summary of initial findings will be placed on the University of Brighton website. 

By agreeing to commence with the survey, each participant is agreeing to the storage and 

treatment of data set out above.  

Return to: Amy Tucker, School of Environment and Technology, University of Brighton, 

Room 224 Cockcroft Building, Lewes Road, Brighton, BN2 4GJ, aht@brighton.ac.uk.  

 

 

 

 

mailto:aht@brighton.ac.uk
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Section A:  Studying and Living in Brighton & Hove 

1.  Are you studying full-time or part-time? 
 

Full-time []  Part-time []  Other [] (please specify)……………...………...  

2. What course are you studying?............................................................................ 
 
 

3.  What is your current year of study? 
 

Year 1 []      Year 2 []      Year 3 []       Year 4 []      Year 5[]      Year 6[]       

Other [] (please specify)………………………………………………………………………….... 

4.  When are you expected to graduate? 
 

2010 []           2011 []          2012 []          2013 []          2014 []          2015 []          2016 [] 

5. Why did you choose to study at the University of Brighton? 
 

 

6. How would you describe your academic University experience? 
 

Very Good []        Good []         No Opinion []          Bad []          Very Bad []          

Don’t Know [] 

7. Why is this? 
 

 

 

 

 

8. How would you describe your residential experience of Brighton & Hove? 
 

Very Good []        Good []        No Opinion []        Bad []        Very Bad []         Don’t Know [] 
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9. Why is this? 
 

 

 

 

 

10. Please describe the best things about living in Brighton & Hove as a student. 
 

 

11. Please describe the worst things about living in Brighton & Hove as a student. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

12. Do you feel that you belong in Brighton & Hove? 
 

Yes []  No []  Don’t Know [] 

 

13.  What does ‘belonging’ mean to you?   
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14. Would you (self)define yourself as a ‘local’? 
 

Yes []  No []  Don’t Know []  

 

15.  What does being ‘local’ mean to you? 
 

 

 

16. Have you participated in any community and/or voluntary organisations in 
Brighton & Hove during your University studies? 

 
Yes [] (go to Q. 17.)  No [] (go to Q. 18.)  Don’t Know [] (go to Q. 18.) 

 

17. What organisations/community groups have you joined? 
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Section B:  Post-University 

18. Have you considered where you will live (i.e. town or city) when you complete 
your studies at the University? 
 

Yes []  No [] (go to Q. 21)  Don’t Know [] (go to Q. 21)  

19.  Why have(n’t) you considered this? 
 

 

20. Have you had any advice from any organisation(s) about where you may live 
after your studies? 

 
Yes []  No [] (go to Q. 23) Don’t Know [] (go to Q. 23) 
 
  
21.  What organisation(s) have provided advice 
 

 

 

22. What was this advice? 
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23. Where do you intend to live (i.e. town or city) after finishing your University 
studies? 
 

Brighton & Hove []     

Other [] (please specify; give as many locations as relevant) (go to 

Q.25)...................................................................................................................................... 

Don’t Know [] (go to Q. 25) 

 

24.  How long do you intend to stay in Brighton & Hove? 
 

0-1 year [] +1 year [] Long-term []  Don’t Know []  

 

25. What will be your main reasons for staying/not staying in Brighton & Hove after 
finishing your University studies? 

 

 

 

26. How do you think staying/not staying in Brighton & Hove would positively 
impact on your lifestyle? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



249 
 

27. How do you think staying/not staying in Brighton & Hove would negatively 
impact on your lifestyle? 

 

 

 
28. Describe the importance of the following economic factors, when you will be 

considering your place of residence after University: Please circle. 

 
 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Economic Factors 

Very 

important 
Important 

No 

opinion 

or N/A 

Not 

important 

Of no 

importance 

Don’t 

Know 

Career opportunities 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Salary 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Motivation to obtain 

employment/entrepreneurship 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

Cost of living 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Housing affordability 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Housing accessibility 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Proximity to London 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Other (please 

specify)……..................... 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
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29. Describe the importance of the following social factors, when you will be 
considering your place of residence after University: Please circle 

 
 
 

30. Describe the importance of the following cultural factors, when you will be 
considering your place of residence after University: Please circle.  

 

 

 

Social Factors 

Very 

important 
Important 

No 

opinion 

or N/A 

Not 

important 

Of no 

importance 

Don’t 

Know 

Living near friends 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Living near family 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Living with partner/spouse 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Good place to bring up children 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Sense of Community 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Other (please 

specify)……..................... 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

Cultural Factors  

Very 

important 
Important 

No 

opinion 

or N/A 

Not 

important 

Of no 

importance 

Don’t 

Know 

Leisure aspects (South 

Downs, sea etc.)  
1 2 3 4 5 6 

Recreation (pubs, clubs 

etc.) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

Achievement and personal 

satisfaction  
1 2 3 4 5 6 

Lifestyle 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Other (please 

specify)……..................... 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
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Section C:  Living as a Graduate in Brighton & Hove 

31. What do you think could be done to make Brighton & Hove a more attractive 
place to remain after finishing University? 

 

 

 

Section D:  Your Property and Residence  

32. Please describe your residential history during your University studies in 
Brighton & Hove?  Please specify below. 

 
 Neighbourhood 

of residence 

Property [e.g. 

detached house, semi-

detached house, 

terraced house, flat, 

other (please specify)] 

No. of 

household 

members (e.g. 

1-2, 3-4, 5+) 

Tenure [e.g. 

owner/outright, 

owner/mortgage, rented, 

other (please specify)] 

Year 1      

Year 2     

Year 3     

Year 4     

Year 5     

Year 6     

 

 

33.   Where did you live before you started University? 
 

............................................................................................................................................... 
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Section E:  Personal Information 

34. Please describe your status: 
 

Single []        Cohabiting without children []        Cohabiting with children []        Married 

without children [] 

Married with children []    Separated or divorced without children []    Separated or 

divorced with children [] Widow(er) []        Other [] (please specify)………………………...…  

 

35. What is your age (years)?   
 

18-25 [] 26-35 [] 36-45 [] 46-55 [] 55+ []  

 

36. What is your gender?     
 

Male []  Female [] 

 

37. What is your ethnic group?   
 

White []      Mixed []      Indian []      Pakistani []      Bangladeshi []      Chinese []      Other 

Asian [] Black Caribbean []      Black African []      Other Black []      Other [] (please 

specify)…………………………………………………………………………………………….… 

 

38. Are you currently employed in the labour market? 
 

Full-time [] Part-time [] Not employed in the labour market [] (go to Q. 40.) Other [] 

(please specify)……………………………………………………………………………..…….…  

 

39.  Where is your place of employment? 

Brighton & Hove []                        Other [] (please specify)………………………………….…  

 

40. What is your occupation?..................................................................................... 
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Thank you for your time, all responses will be treated in strictest confidence and 

anonymised. 

 

41. Do you have any additional comments? (Please note below). 
 

………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………….................

...............................................................................................................................................

...............................................................................................................................................

...............................................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................................... 

 

42. This is an ongoing research project.  Please indicate below if you would be 
willing to participate in subsequent surveys and/or focus groups in the 
upcoming year.   
 

Yes []  No []  Don’t Know [] 

 

43.  Contact email address:........................................................................................ 
 

 
 

 

 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Further correspondence:  Amy Tucker, Research Student, School of Environment and 

Technology, University of Brighton, Cockcroft Building Lewes Road, Brighton, BN2 4GJ.   

Tel: (01273) 642284, or email: aht@brighton.ac.uk
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Appendix 10.3:  Interview schedule (pilot) for recent graduates 

A:  Studying in Brighton & Hove 

 What course did you study at University? 
 

 Were you full-time or part-time? 
 

 Why did you choose to study at the University of Brighton? 
 

 How would you describe your academic University experience? 
 

 How would you describe your residential experience of Brighton & Hove?  Good/bad? 
 

 Where did you live whilst you were studying in your 1
st

, 2
nd

 and 3
rd

 year at University?  
Parents?  Own home?  Why?  

 

 What type of property did you live in whilst you were studying in your 1
st
, 2

nd
 and 3

rd
 year at 

University - flat, house etc.?  Did you rent or purchase with a mortgage?  Why did you 
choose to do this?  How did you arrange this – agency, friends? 

 

 Did you have a plan to stay or leave your residence whilst you were studying?  Why? 
 

 Did you have a plan to stay or leave the city?  Why? 
 

 Are you happy with your decision to stay?  Why? 
 

 What have been the best and worst things about staying in Brighton & Hove? 
 

 When did you finish University? 
 

 Did you remain a resident in Brighton & Hove directly after finishing your studies? Or did you 
have some time away after finishing your studies – travelling etc.?  Why? 

 

 Would you (self)define yourself as: 

– A non-migrant (i.e. someone who has stayed in the city AND): 

1. Returned to parents after finishing studies – if so, where?  Why? 

2. Remained at parents – where?  Why? 

3. Stayed at same residence as I was in whilst studying at University - where?  Why? 

4. Stayed, but at different residential location to where I was whilst studying at University - 

where?  Why? 

OR 

– A returner (i.e. after I finished my studies I left the city for a period of time AND): 

1. Returned to my parental home – if so, where?  Why? 

2. Returned to same residence as I was in whilst studying at University - where?  Why? 

3. Returned to different residence to where I was whilst studying at University - where?  Why 

Go to section B if ‘non-migrant’, section C if ‘returner’ 
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B:  Non-migrants – those who have remained in Brighton & Hove since finishing their University 
studies 
 

 What were your main reasons for staying?  Economic (e.g. career, salary), social/personal 
(e.g. living near friends, family, partner), cultural factors (e.g. leisure, lifestyle) 

 

 Where have you lived since finishing your University studies? (Residential history)  Why?  
What type of property - flat, house etc.?  Did you rent or purchase with a mortgage?  Why 
did you choose to do this?  How did you find/arrange this – agency, friends? 

 

 What have you done since graduating up to now, in terms of work etc.? (Employment 
record)  Why? 

 
C:  Returners – those who have returned to Brighton & Hove after a period of time away after 
finishing their University studies 

 

 If you spent a period away from Brighton & Hove after finishing your studied 
 
– Where did you go? When? (Travel)  Why did you go?  Economic (e.g. career, salary), 

social/personal (e.g. living near friends, family, partner), cultural factors (e.g. leisure, 
lifestyle)?  

 

 Where did you live? Why?  (Residential history)  Why?  What type of property - flat, house 
etc.?  Did you rent or purchase with a mortgage?  Why did you choose to do this?  How did 
you find/arrange this – agency, friends? 

 
– Did you work/where/for who/for how long?  Why? (Employment record) 
 
– For how long did you stay away?  Why? 
 
– Who did you go with? 
 
– When did you return? 
 
– Why did you return?  Economic (e.g. career, salary), social/personal (e.g. living near friends, 

family, partner), cultural factors (e.g. leisure, lifestyle)? 
D:  Present Day 
– What is your current labour market status – are you in work, unemployed, in education? 

Full-time or part-time?  Occupation?  Location of occupation?  (Labour market status) 
 
– What is your current family status – single, married etc.? 
 
– Age?  Gender?  Ethnicity? 
 
– Would you (self)define yourself as ‘local’?  Why? 
 
– Do you feel as if you ‘belong’?  Why? 
 
– Do you participate in any community and/or voluntary organisations in Brighton & Hove?  

What? 
 
– What are your future plans?  Where do you intend to live (if you have a future intention)?  

For how long?  Why? 
 
– What do you think could be done to make Brighton & Hove a more attractive place to 

remain after finishing University? 
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Appendix 10.4:  Interview schedule post-reflection 

A:  Studying in Brighton & Hove 

 Tell me about why you chose to study and live in Brighton? 

 

 What course did you study? 

 

 Were you full-time or part-time? 

 

 When did you finish University? 

 

 How would you describe your (academic) University experience?   

 

 Did you enjoy your course? 

 

 What did you think of where you lived whilst you were at University?  Good/bad? 

 

 Where did you live whilst you were studying in your 1
st

, 2
nd

 and 3
rd

 year at University?  With 

parents?  Own home?  Why did you choose to do this?   

 

 Did someone support you financially through university?  E.g. parents, guardian 

 

 What kind of place did you live in whilst you were studying in your 1
st
, 2

nd
 and 3

rd
 year at 

University - flat, house etc.?   

 

 Did you rent or buy?  How did you choose to do this?   

 

 How did you arrange this – agency, friends? 

 

 What were your housing plans when you were studying whilst you were studying?   

 

 Did you have any plan or intention to stay or leave the city?  Why? 

 

 Are you happy with your decision to stay/return and come back?  Why? 

 

 What have been the best and worst things about staying/returning to Brighton? 

 

 What did you do when you finished University?  i.e. where did you live, work 

 

 Did you stay in Brighton straight after finishing your studies?  Or did you have some time away 

– travelling etc.?  How did you make that choice? 

 

 Would you (self)define yourself as: 

– A non-migrant (i.e. someone who has stayed in the city AND): 

1) Returned to parents after finishing studies – if so, where?  Why? 

2) Remained at parents – where?  Why? 

3) Stayed at same residence as I was in whilst studying at University - where?  Why? 

4) Stayed, but at different residential location to where I was whilst studying at University - 

where?  Why? 
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OR 

– A returner (i.e. after I finished my studies I left the city for a period of time AND): 

1) Returned to my parental home – if so, where?  Why? 

2) Returned to same residence as I was in whilst studying at University - where?  Why? 

3) Returned to different residence to where I was whilst studying at University - where?  Why? 

 

Go to section B if ‘non-migrant’, section C if ‘returner’ 

B:  Non-migrants – those who have remained in Brighton & Hove since finishing their University 

studies 

 

 What were your main reasons for staying?  Economic (e.g. career, salary), social/personal 

(e.g. living near friends, family, partner), cultural factors (e.g. leisure, lifestyle) 

 

 Where have you lived since finishing your University studies? (Residential history)  How did 

you make that choice?   

 

 What kind of place(s) did you live in - flat, house etc.?   

 

 Did you rent buy?  Why did you choose to do this?  

 

 How did you find/arrange this – agency, friends? 

 

 Where have you worked since graduating? (Employment record)  Would you call this your 

career / ‘proper job’? 

 

C:  Returners – those who have returned to Brighton & Hove after a period of time away after 

finishing their University studies 

 

 If you spent a period away from Brighton & Hove after finishing your studies: 

 

– Where did you go? How did you make that choice? 

 

– When? (Travel)  Why did you go?  Economic (e.g. career, salary), social/personal (e.g. 

living near friends, family, partner), cultural factors (e.g. leisure, lifestyle)?  

– Where did you live? How did you make that choice?  (Residential history). 

 

– What kind of place did you live in - flat, house etc.? 

 

– Did you rent or buy?  Why did you choose to do this?   
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– How did you find/arrange this – agency, friends? 

 

– Did you work/where/for who/for how long?  Why? (Employment record) 

 

– For how long did you stay away?  Why? 

 

– Who did you go with/come back with? 

 

– When did you come back? 

 

– Why did you come back?  Economic (e.g. career, salary), social/personal (e.g. living near 

friends, family, partner), cultural factors (e.g. leisure, lifestyle)? 

D:  Present Day 

 Are you currently working, unemployed, in education? Full-time or part-time?  

Occupation?  Location of occupation?  (Labour market status) 

 

 What is your current family status – single, married etc.? 

 Age?  Gender?  Ethnicity? 

 

 Would you (self)define yourself as ‘local’?  Why? 

 

 Do you feel as if you ‘belong’?  Why? 

 

 Do you participate in any community and/or voluntary organisations in Brighton & Hove?  

What? 

 

 What are your future plans?  Where do you intend to live (if you have a future intention)?  

For how long?  Why? 

 

 What do you think could be done to make Brighton & Hove a more attractive place to live in 

after finishing University? 

 

– Tell me your favourite experience of studying or living in Brighton 
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Appendix 10.5:  Consent form 

 

Staying in Brighton & Hove after University 

Researcher:  Amy Tucker      

I agree to be involved in this research that investigates the motives for not moving 

following graduation and my experiences of living in Brighton & Hove post-university. I 

give my permission for Amy Tucker to use excerpts from the questionnaire survey and/or 

interview.   

 

Amy Tucker has explained to my satisfaction the aim of the study.  I understand the 

principles and processes of the study and I have been informed of its nature and purpose.  

  

I am fully aware that I will be asked to complete a questionnaire and/or partake in an 

interview with Amy Tucker.  

 

I understand that my personal details (including my contact details) will remain 

confidential.  Data will be stored in a secure area and destroyed after the study is 

completed (December 2011).  I understand that relevant (anonymous) sections of any of 

data collected during the study may be looked at by Amy Tucker and the supervisor of this 

project for teaching and research purposes. 

 

I understand that my participation is voluntary and that I am free to withdraw at any time 

without giving any reason. 

 

I understand that the data collected will be used as part of a research project.  I 

understand that the data will be used in writing up and disseminating Amy Tucker’s 

research (including in a thesis which will be held in the School of Environment and 

Technology, University of Brighton).  I understand that only anonymous excerpts from the 

research will be used in this write up.  

 

I have read the participant information sheet and agree to take part in the study propose.  

 

Name of Participant:……………………….Date:…………..........Signature:……………….. 

 

Address:………………………………………………………………………………............... 

Researcher:  Amy Tucker         Date:…………...........Signature:………………. 
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Appendix 10.6:  Participant information form 

 

 Staying in Brighton & Hove after University 

 
You are being invited to take part in a research study.  Before you decide it is important for you to 

understand why the research is being done and what it will involve.  Please take time to read the 

following information carefully. Talk to others about the study if you wish. Please ask Amy Tucker if 

there is anything that is not clear or if you would like more information.  Take time to decide 

whether or not you wish to take part. 

 

What is the purpose of the study? 

As part of my doctoral research, I am exploring the appeals and attractions of Brighton & Hove as a 

place to remain after graduation.  Studies of migration and population change have tended to 

under-state the significance of non-migrant graduates, and the factors underpinning their decision 

to remain in their place of study after graduation.  With this in mind, the project explores the 

processes underpinning graduate (non)migration and examines the impact of recent graduates on 

the social, economic, cultural and physical fabric of Brighton & Hove, in the south-east of England.   

 

Why have I been chosen? 

A number of interviewees were chosen randomly to inform the research project and collated using 

a snowball process that involves contacting people who are known to each other. 

 

Do I have to take part? 

No.  It is up to you to decide whether or not to take part.  If you do, you will be given this 

information sheet to keep and be asked to sign a consent form. You are still free to withdraw at any 

time and without giving a reason.  It is your decision to withdraw at any time, or not to take part.   

 

What will happen to me if I take part? 

The interview is voluntary, and will take approximately 20-30 minutes to complete a series of 

questions.  It will be recorded and all responses will be treated in strictest confidence and 

anonymised.   

 

Will my taking part in this study be kept confidential? 
 
The data will be collected and treated anonymously and securely: the hard copy of each survey will 
be stored in a locked filling cabinet; and following input to Excel will be stored on a secure PC with 
password protection.  The hard copy will be destroyed following completion of analysis and no 
identifiable personal data will be collected (i.e. name, address etc.).  By agreeing to commence 
with the survey, each participant is agreeing to the storage and treatment of data set out above.   
 

What will happen to the results of the research study? 

You will not be identified in any report/publication unless they have consented to release such 
information.  Participants will be given the opportunity to receive feedback on the results of the 
survey by contacting: 

Amy Tucker via email (aht@brighton.ac.uk) by 31
st
 January 2011. 

If you have any problems please contact my supervisor Professor Andrew Church via email 
a.church@brighton.ac.uk.

ID: 

mailto:aht@brighton.ac.uk
mailto:a.church@brighton.ac.uk


Appendix 10.7:  Economic (sub)themes drawn from interviews with key actors 

Economic  
Factors 

Why do post-students stay? Why do post-students leave? 

Other factors ‘Household income and parental wealth would influence 
whether they stay’ (I.2). 

‘House prices, not having a job, pressure to get a job from 
parents or peers’ (I.3).   

 ‘Students stay here despite the fact it’s one of the most 
expensive places to live in the UK’ (I .17).   

‘There are a lot of foreign students that study at Sussex and 
Brighton and a lot of the time they’re sponsored so they 
probably have to go back to government or employers in their 
own country, or they’ll move up to London’ (I.8).   

 ‘I think there are many barriers preventing graduates from 
staying.  It’s an extremely expensive place to live.  Housing 
is very unaffordable.  Jobs are certainly not as plentiful as 
they would be in London say, and they’re lower paid.  I 
think actually there are more barriers than incentives and 
yet people still want to be here’ (I.18).   

‘With international students there may be issues around not 
being able to stay after university for immigration reasons, or 
financial reasons (I.14). 

 ‘As we know we’re entering a phase of considerably 

enhanced difficulty for graduates to find jobs.  I think that 

will make more people stay put because they’ve got less to 

go to and they like being here, and if they’re going to be 

unemployed they might as well be unemployed here rather 

than go back to their home town’ (I.18). 

 

Sector specific 
employment 
opportunities 

‘There are good opportunities here, and they (graduates) 
do find the one or two companies that are going to give 
them that, whether it’s Amex or L&G, or even the council, 
or it’s health the police or the universities’ (I.3).   

‘The makeup of our economy is very service sector based, very 
public sector based, very tourist based.  So a number of the 
specialist disciplines at our two universities do not always 
correlate to local graduate employment opportunities’ (I.3). 

 ‘There is lots of seasonal work and jobs that are easily 
accessible’ (I.4). 

‘If they are career minded it’s not an easy place to get on the 
career ladder’ (I.17). 

 ‘Because of the nature of our tourism economy there is a 
ready supply of jobs in restaurants, hotels, bars and clubs 
that I think enables people to stay’ (I.3).   
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 ‘The big employers are going to be the council, American 
Express and probably the health service and the social 
services.  If you’re career is orientated towards those 
areas, if you have a housing degree or a social care 
degree, you probably will stay’ (I.4). 

‘If you’re looking to go into a professional field like Law for 
example, I think the opportunities are quite limited, and if you’re 
very aspirational you’re going to face toward London for more 
opportunity’ (I.4). 

 ‘The more transient, the more temporary focused jobs that 
you can dip in and out of would fit in with a more temporary 
stay, which actually would then probably become a longer 
stay’ (I.5).   

‘The lack of high level, highly paid specialist employment 
opportunities’ (I.5).   

 ‘What’s really interesting here at LSC is the number of 
graduates that we have in admin grade jobs.  So they’re 
clearly not working to their intellectual potential.  They do 
the job well because clearly it’s within them, but they do it 
because they want to live in Brighton, not because they 
want to do the job’ (I.6).   

‘I would imagine given the job market that we’d probably lose 
our scientists.  We’d probably retain a lot more artists, social 
policy people and social scientists due to a kind of burgeoning 
creative sector’ (I.9). 

 ‘People talk a lot about clusters and Brighton could be 
defined as a key digital sector cluster in the South East, so 
there’s a concentration there which I’m sure will be 
attractive to students’ (I.8). 

‘Other cities have big international headquarters.  We’ve 
(Brighton & Hove) have got American Express, but you know 
even American Express is tiddly really, but it’s not tiddly for us’ 
(I.9). 

  ‘Principally employment.  If you take primary school teaching as 
just one example, there is a dearth of vacancies for that in the 
area, so for a first time teaching post you may need to look at 
London or other areas’ (I.10).   

Entrepreneurialism ‘Some will stay because they are by nature very 
entrepreneurial, they will want to start their own business 
and as a city we are very entrepreneurial in the support 
that we give’ (I.3).     

‘Because they are more career orientated, and they are looking 
for job opportunities related to their studies and degrees.  There 
are not many high value jobs in Brighton.  They would move to 
London for higher salaries. If they want to develop themselves 
there are more opportunities in London than in Brighton. (I.1) 

 ‘Some very able people may turn their attention to social 
enterprises and there’s no reason why social enterprises 
should be the province of low wage care occupations, 
there’s no reason at all why you can’t have a thriving third 
sector which is entrepreneurial as well as entrepreneurial 
people in the private sector’ (I.7). 
 

‘In terms of career development, it is a comparatively small city 
so at some point if you want a certain level of experience you do 
have to go to London or Manchester for example’ (I.15). 
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Housing ‘People may stay because of peer pressure i.e. two or 
three people in the house may want to stay and therefore 
there’s some peer pressure’ (I.3). 

‘High rent levels and the cost of living in Brighton & Hove’ (I.3). 

 ‘Housing isn’t a great driver in why people would stay’ (I.3). ‘Housing costs are so high, and that makes it very difficult for 
people to stay and so they reach a certain point and then they 
move on to someone which they can afford’ (I.6). 
 

 ‘There’s quite a good supply of quite cheap rental 
accommodation’ (I.6). 

‘If you get to a point when you want to live on your own or with a 
partner or have a family it’s bloody expensive to do that here’ 
(I.15). 

 ‘There’s a high volume of shared housing, so even though 
people say housing is very expensive, actually shared 
housing in the private rented sector makes it tenable for 
people’ (I.9).   

‘Entry to the housing market as a purchaser could be hard, 
especially in the current climate’ (I.9). 

 ‘Affordability of housing is probably not a key issue.  If 
they’ve (students) have reached the end of university 
they’ve survived in Brighton in terms of some form of 
accommodation.  It’s low on the list but it’s obviously 
important’ (I.16).   

‘Housing is the big drawback’ (I.17). 
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Appendix 10.8:  Social (sub)themes drawn from interviews with key actors 

Social 
Factors 

Why do post-students stay? Why do post-students leave? 

Lifestyle ‘It’s mainly the lifestyle, and the really nice bars’ (I.1). ‘London’s not that far away and has a competing lifestyle enticement’ 
(I.8). 

 ‘They will stay for the lifestyle and compromise and get a low 
paid job’ (I.1). 

‘My personal view is that Brighton is only a good place for some people, 
there’s lots of other people who hate it and there’s lots of graduates I 
know who have subsequently moved out.  There’s a lot of them 
(graduates) living up near Stenning, Telscombe Cliffs and Saltdean 
because they like it quiet and once they get to their 30’s and 40’s and 
want kids they want a big back garden you know’ (I.9).   

 ‘It’s about quality of life, versus costs’ (I.3).  

 ‘Brighton has a reputation for attracting a high proportion of gay 
people, a lot of people have very liberal views on life and liberal 
lifestyles, and it’s a very tolerant place.  I think anyone who has 
those kind of ideas and ideals will be attracted here in initially 
and possibly would even develop those ideas when they’re here’ 
(I.4). 

 

 ‘It’s Peter Pan land; it’s Never Never Land’ (I.9).  

 ‘Lethargy’ (I.11).  

 ‘Brighton has got an extraordinarily varied offer of nightlife, and 
when students graduate from university they don’t stop being 
students.  They don’t suddenly overnight stop liking that, they 
want to continue with it and that’s a good incentive for them to 
stay.  A secondary factor is probably the artistic and cultural 
offer which is extraordinarily good for a city of our size.  It’s 
secondary as it probably only appeals to an older age group 
rather than a younger graduate age group’ (I.17). 

 

Networking ‘They’ve made friends and that will influence them to stay’ (I.1).  
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 ‘There’s a networking thing going on, not just among 
themselves, but also because we have so many students and 
because we have such a high proportion of students out of halls 
there is an active and frequently changing market for short-term 
lets, you know 12 month lets, which operates in a very different 
way than it does in London.  
There’s more of a sense that you don’t have to be in a group of 
friends in order to find a room in a shared house, whereas in 
London it’s quite hard to do that.  Having done that myself a few 
years ago, it’s a bit of a bear pit, but here it seems to be a lot 
more organised’ (I.12). 

 

 ‘You know if you’ve made friends at university and you’re in 
Brighton and your friends are in Brighton that’s a fantastic 
launch pad.’ (I.7). 

 

Belonging ‘There’s something about a multiplicity of social orders about 
Brighton & Hove.  It’s very diverse, it’s only a small place 
actually, it’s a city of 250,000 people, and it acts like a village.  
It’s sort of a whole series of garden fences that you can peer 
over and I think that actually that’s helpful when people are 
making their way, they feel a togetherness which allows them to 
be sociable, whereas at the same time they can address the 
important issues of getting employment and what they’re going 
to do post-university’ (I.7). 

 

 
 

‘Whether they initially lived in the area would influence whether 
they stay, it’s about loyalty to the region’ (I.14). 
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Appendix 10.9:  Cultural (sub)themes drawn from interviews with key actors 

 

Cultural 
Factors 

Why do post-students stay? Why do post-students leave? 

‘the cultural 
offer’ 

‘It’s not about jobs; it’s about what Brighton has to offer as a city’ (I.1).  

 ‘Our mantra (BHCC) is that a strong cultural offer is interlinked and 
interdependent with our economic position’ (I.3).   

 

 ‘It’s diverse, with arts and its creative culture, in a different way to London’ (I.1).  

 ‘I’m confident that the artistic and cultural offer to young people is massively 
important.  There’s always stuff going on’ (I.9). 

 

 ‘It definitely punches above its weight in terms of the amount of things to do here 
and the range of different things you can do or participate in here for a city of its 
size’ (I.11). 

 

Place ‘I think students during the course of their studies fall in love with the place and 
want to stay on’ (I.2). 

 

 ‘It’s about the place that attracts people to stay here, the place being the cultural 
offer, the seafront, the time of the year, people having fun basically’ (I.3).   

 

 ‘It’s the vibrancy, the young progressive atmosphere that the city consciously 
cultivates’ (I.6). 

 

 ‘There’s that kind of slightly indefinable thing about Brighton being a bit different 
from other places.  It’s physically and geographically on the edge of the UK but 
also sometimes it’s philosophically on the edge of the UK’ (I.11). 

 

 ‘You’ve got the sea and the Downs - it’s a fairly unusually beautiful area’ (I.18).  

Location ‘It’s well located; it’s not just the fact that it’s a city by the sea.  It’s got good links 
to other areas too, London and the South East’ (I.2).   

 

‘the 
Summer 
factor’ 

‘Summer is an absolute factor in why people stay here, particularly in the first 3-
6 months and that leads them to believe that the cultural offer we’ve got here is 
pretty good.  They then begin to see Brighton in a different way, not as a student 
but as a resident’ (I.3).   
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Appendix 10.10:  Codes and themes drawn from interviews with recent graduates 

Descriptive codes Analytical codes Emerging themes 

Friendship Understanding belonging in 
terms of social networks 

Belonging/attachment 

No volunteering as “no need to 
seek out that kind of connection to 
the place, already feel connected 
to the community, unlike in 
London” where you need that 
verification 

  

“Comfort”, not “intimidated”, 
“content” 

Sense of home  

“Knowing” the area, “touched all 
corners of the city”, can “give 
directions” 

  

Being able to “walk the city”   

Still living the student lifestyle, 
“distractions”  

Attachment to student 
lifestyle and the young 
progressive atmosphere that 
the city consciously cultivates 

 

“Not attached to student lifestyle 
anymore because I live in Hove” 

  

Now I have a “proper job” I can 
call myself a “Brightonian” 

 Identity 

Location – out of “parent reach”, 
“different” from hometown.  Place 
- “creative”, “outrageous” 

Isolation, freedom of 
expression, meanings 
attached to place 

Place 

“Actively avoid” the commute to 
London. Beach/sea versus cost 

Work-life 
balance/compromise, 
psychological “costs” of 
mobility 

 

Varley/Falmer Halls – value 
placed on “living in the 
countryside” 

Rural connections Urban-rural interface  

“People come and go”, less sense 
of localism, fixed roots, “home” 

Fluidity of place Transition  

“Drifting”, “coasting” “wandering” Not fixed or rooted   

“Moved 5/6 times over the last 
couple of years” 

  

“I’ve found the transition between 
university and being a 
professional very very hard” 

Career advice/guidance  

“Drifted” into staying put No conscious, rational 
decision-making process 

 

Job opportunities are “dire”, 
“competition” is great, it’s either 
“telesales or bar work”.  Brighton 
is “isolated”, lack of an “industrial 
“identity”, “narrow job market”.  
“Moved back to parents to save 
money” 

Awareness, pessimism. 
Parental influence/financial 
support 

Economic recession and 
increasing parental influence 
in young people’s lives 

“Reputation” of the university – 
“open door policy”, “facilities”, 
“library”, “course material”, “open-
day”, “prospectus” 

University’s policy indicative 
of cities ethos 
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Appendix 10.11: Tenure of full-time students in Brighton & Hove ward areas (using 

data from Casweb, 2001h)  

 

Brighton & 

Hove Ward 

codes

Brighton & Hove Ward Names

18 19 20-24 25+ TENURE 18-24 TOTAL

00MLND Brunswick and Adelaide 5 3 15 20 A. Owns outright 23 43

6 3 33 33 B. Owns outright with Mortgage or loan 42 75

0 0 0 6 C. Shared ownership 0 6

0 0 0 3 D. Rented from council 0 3

3 0 3 7 E. Other social rented 6 13

6 29 301 140 F. Private rented 336 476

3 0 9 3 G. Living rent free 12 15

26 55 39 14 H. Living in a communal establishment 120 134

00MLNE Central Hove 5 3 8 23 A. Owns outright 16 39

7 10 12 28 B. Owns outright with Mortgage or loan 29 57

0 0 3 0 C. Shared ownership 3 3

0 0 3 0 D. Rented from council 3 3

3 0 3 3 E. Other social rented 6 9

8 12 149 94 F. Private rented 169 263

0 0 4 0 G. Living rent free 4 4

12 3 21 3 H. Living in a communal establishment 36 39

00MLNF East Brighton 3 8 10 16 A. Owns outright 21 37

8 5 20 38 B. Owns outright with Mortgage or loan 33 71

0 0 0 3 C. Shared ownership 0 3

21 6 12 29 D. Rented from council 39 68

4 5 3 4 E. Other social rented 12 16

7 11 126 76 F. Private rented 144 220

3 3 0 6 G. Living rent free 6 12

0 3 0 3 H. Living in a communal establishment 3 6

00MLNG Goldsmid 13 9 27 23 A. Owns outright 49 72

26 18 34 66 B. Owns outright with Mortgage or loan 78 144

0 0 3 4 C. Shared ownership 3 7

0 0 0 9 D. Rented from council 0 9

3 3 3 3 E. Other social rented 9 12

18 18 198 107 F. Private rented 234 341

3 0 4 8 G. Living rent free 7 15

21 19 24 6 H. Living in a communal establishment 64 70

00MLNH Hangleton and Knoll 13 11 13 8 A. Owns outright 37 45

47 19 40 31 B. Owns outright with Mortgage or loan 106 137

0 0 0 0 C. Shared ownership 0 0

19 9 11 5 D. Rented from council 39 44

6 0 3 3 E. Other social rented 9 12

3 7 54 11 F. Private rented 64 75

0 3 0 0 G. Living rent free 3 3

0 0 0 0 H. Living in a communal establishment 0 0

00MLNJ Hanover and Elm Grove 7 6 20 23 A. Owns outright 33 56

24 10 41 85 B. Owns outright with Mortgage or loan 75 160

0 0 18 5 C. Shared ownership 18 23

5 3 3 4 D. Rented from council 11 15

0 3 4 3 E. Other social rented 7 10

4 105 1070 170 F. Private rented 1179 1349

0 3 3 3 G. Living rent free 6 9

3 71 179 14 H. Living in a communal establishment 253 267

00MLNK Hollingbury and Stanmer 5 15 19 10 A. Owns outright 39 49

28 12 34 42 B. Owns outright with Mortgage or loan 74 116

3 0 7 0 C. Shared ownership 10 10

12 3 5 15 D. Rented from council 20 35

0 0 6 8 E. Other social rented 6 14

3 28 270 61 F. Private rented 301 362

0 0 0 0 G. Living rent free 0 0

366 1112 1117 142 H. Living in a communal establishment 2595 2737

00MLNL Moulsecoomb and Bevendean 12 9 26 17 A. Owns outright 47 64

25 12 56 42 B. Owns outright with Mortgage or loan 93 135

0 3 0 0 C. Shared ownership 3 3

11 11 12 23 D. Rented from council 34 57

7 5 17 10 E. Other social rented 29 39

10 72 690 101 F. Private rented 772 873

3 0 3 0 G. Living rent free 6 6

54 137 219 34 H. Living in a communal establishment 410 444

Age
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Appendix 10.11: Continued 

 

 

Brighton & 

Hove Ward 

codes

Brighton & Hove Ward Names

18 19 20-24 25+ TENURE 18-24 TOTAL

00MLNM North Portslade 4 7 5 4 A. Owns outright 16 20

34 21 19 18 B. Owns outright with Mortgage or loan 74 92

0 3 0 0 C. Shared ownership 3 3

10 3 0 5 D. Rented from council 13 18

5 0 0 4 E. Other social rented 5 9

3 0 0 8 F. Private rented 3 11

0 0 0 0 G. Living rent free 0 0

0 0 0 0 H. Living in a communal establishment 0 0

00MLNN Patcham 15 11 16 8 A. Owns outright 42 50

55 34 29 37 B. Owns outright with Mortgage or loan 118 155

0 3 0 3 C. Shared ownership 3 6

3 3 0 11 D. Rented from council 6 17

0 0 3 0 E. Other social rented 3 3

4 0 18 11 F. Private rented 22 33

0 0 0 3 G. Living rent free 0 3

0 0 0 0 H. Living in a communal establishment 0 0

00MLNP Preston Park 13 10 14 28 A. Owns outright 37 65

54 19 43 84 B. Owns outright with Mortgage or loan 116 200

0 0 4 3 C. Shared ownership 4 7

0 0 0 3 D. Rented from council 0 3

3 3 3 3 E. Other social rented 9 12

11 44 448 172 F. Private rented 503 675

0 0 5 4 G. Living rent free 5 9

0 0 0 0 H. Living in a communal establishment 0 0

00MLNQ Queen's Park 3 3 27 33 A. Owns outright 33 66

15 6 28 54 B. Owns outright with Mortgage or loan 49 103

0 0 4 3 C. Shared ownership 4 7

8 3 10 20 D. Rented from council 21 41

0 0 3 3 E. Other social rented 3 6

9 34 396 161 F. Private rented 439 600

5 0 0 4 G. Living rent free 5 9

18 5 0 0 H. Living in a communal establishment 23 23

00MLNR Regency 3 3 16 12 A. Owns outright 22 34

3 8 24 23 B. Owns outright with Mortgage or loan 35 58

0 0 3 0 C. Shared ownership 3 3

3 0 3 3 D. Rented from council 6 9

0 0 4 3 E. Other social rented 4 7

8 29 369 188 F. Private rented 406 594

0 0 3 3 G. Living rent free 3 6

5 10 50 47 H. Living in a communal establishment 65 112

00MLNS Rottingdean Coastal 21 7 20 20 A. Owns outright 48 68

34 8 23 37 B. Owns outright with Mortgage or loan 65 102

0 0 0 3 C. Shared ownership 0 3

3 0 0 0 D. Rented from council 3 3

0 0 0 3 E. Other social rented 0 3

6 8 50 32 F. Private rented 64 96

3 0 3 0 G. Living rent free 6 6

68 16 3 4 H. Living in a communal establishment 87 91

00MLNT St. Peter's and North Laine 6 8 29 26 A. Owns outright 43 69

16 16 63 92 B. Owns outright with Mortgage or loan 95 187

3 0 9 0 C. Shared ownership 12 12

3 0 3 4 D. Rented from council 6 10

4 0 3 6 E. Other social rented 7 13

13 94 1148 253 F. Private rented 1255 1508

3 0 6 6 G. Living rent free 9 15

3 3 0 3 H. Living in a communal establishment 6 9

00MLNU South Portslade 7 3 3 4 A. Owns outright 13 17

23 15 28 25 B. Owns outright with Mortgage or loan 66 91

0 0 0 0 C. Shared ownership 0 0

3 0 3 4 D. Rented from council 6 10

0 3 3 3 E. Other social rented 6 9

3 3 22 17 F. Private rented 28 45

3 0 0 3 G. Living rent free 3 6

0 0 0 0 H. Living in a communal establishment 0 0

Age
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Appendix 10.11: Continued 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Brighton & 

Hove Ward 

codes

Brighton & Hove Ward Names

18 19 20-24 25+ TENURE 18-24 TOTAL

00MLNW Stanford 23 9 29 12 A. Owns outright 61 73

53 24 38 28 B. Owns outright with Mortgage or loan 115 143

0 0 0 0 C. Shared ownership 0 0

0 0 0 0 D. Rented from council 0 0

3 0 3 0 E. Other social rented 6 6

7 0 42 15 F. Private rented 49 64

0 0 0 0 G. Living rent free 0 0

14 7 13 3 H. Living in a communal establishment 34 37

00MLNX Westbourne 16 5 11 9 A. Owns outright 32 41

30 10 12 28 B. Owns outright with Mortgage or loan 52 80

0 0 0 3 C. Shared ownership 0 3

0 0 3 3 D. Rented from council 3 6

3 0 0 8 E. Other social rented 3 11

7 10 68 44 F. Private rented 85 129

0 0 0 0 G. Living rent free 0 0

0 0 0 3 H. Living in a communal establishment 0 3

00MLNY Wish 4 8 12 12 A. Owns outright 24 36

28 14 17 24 B. Owns outright with Mortgage or loan 59 83

0 0 0 0 C. Shared ownership 0 0

0 0 0 5 D. Rented from council 0 5

3 0 0 4 E. Other social rented 3 7

6 3 23 25 F. Private rented 32 57

0 0 3 0 G. Living rent free 3 3

0 0 0 3 H. Living in a communal establishment 0 3

00MLNZ Withdean 16 7 37 21 A. Owns outright 60 81

56 25 51 38 B. Owns outright with Mortgage or loan 132 170

0 0 0 3 C. Shared ownership 0 3

4 0 3 3 D. Rented from council 7 10

0 3 3 3 E. Other social rented 6 9

8 10 109 56 F. Private rented 127 183

0 0 9 0 G. Living rent free 9 9

0 3 5 0 H. Living in a communal establishment 8 8

00MLPA Woodingdean 6 3 11 9 A. Owns outright 20 29

39 18 27 22 B. Owns outright with Mortgage or loan 84 106

0 0 0 0 C. Shared ownership 0 0

4 0 3 4 D. Rented from council 7 11

0 0 0 3 E. Other social rented 0 3

3 5 9 8 F. Private rented 17 25

0 0 0 0 G. Living rent free 0 0

0 0 0 0 H. Living in a communal establishment 0 0

TENURE as defined inTable TT002

The terms used to describe tenure are defined as: Other social rented includes rented from Registered Social Landlord, Housing association, Housing 

Co-operative and Charitable Trust. Private rented: renting from a private landlord or letting agency, employer of a household member, or relative or friend of 

a household member or other person.  

Age



271 

 

Appendix 10.12: Full-time students with higher qualifications defined by wards 

(using data from Casweb, 2001b) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Brighton & 

Hove Ward 

codes

Brighton & Hove Ward Names

18 19 20-24 25+ TOTAL

00MLND Brunswick and Adelaide 3 5 88 121 217

00MLNE Central Hove 0 0 58 84 142

00MLNF East Brighton 0 0 40 68 108

00MLNG Goldsmid 3 3 79 112 197

00MLNH Hangleton and Knoll 0 0 13 28 41

00MLNJ Hanover and Elm Grove 0 6 113 151 270

00MLNK Hollingbury and Stanmer 7 13 219 172 411

00MLNL Moulsecoomb and Bevendean 0 0 143 116 259

00MLNM North Portslade 0 3 4 13 20

00MLNN Patcham 3 0 14 27 44

00MLNP Preston Park 0 0 104 175 279

00MLNQ Queen's Park 0 0 86 144 230

00MLNR Regency 0 0 145 181 326

00MLNS Rottingdean Coastal 0 0 20 49 69

00MLNT St. Peter's and North Laine 0 3 199 213 415

00MLNU South Portslade 0 0 11 16 27

00MLNW Stanford 3 3 40 23 69

00MLNX Westbourne 0 0 24 48 72

00MLNY Wish 3 0 14 34 51

00MLNZ Withdean 3 0 42 59 104

00MLPA Woodingdean 0 0 9 14 23

TOTALS per Age 25 36 1465 1848 3374

QUALIFICATIONS as defined inTable TT002

The term 'no qualifications' describes people without any academic, vocational or professional qualifications. The 

term 'lower level' qualifications is used to describe qualifications equivalent to levels 1 to 3 of the National Key 

Learning targets (i.e. GCSE's, 'O' levels, 'A' levels NVQ levels 1 - 3). The term 'higher level' refers to qualifications

of levels 4 and above (i.e. first degrees, higher degrees, NVQ levels 4 and 5, HND, HNC and certain professional 

qualifications). 

FT Students with Higher 

Qualifications



Appendix 10.13: Migration flows for Brighton & Hove per standard ward. Extracted Standard Theme Table 33 (TT033) created by 

the CDU to enable unified presentation of the fragmented migration data originally released by the Office for National Statistics 

(using data from Casweb, 2001e) 

Brighton & 

Hove Ward 

codes

Brighton & Hove Ward Names Outside the area 

but within 

'associated area'

Outside the 

'associated area' 

but within the UK

Outside the UK

TOTAL TOTAL

00MLND Brunswick and Adelaide 1117 1039 232 2388 1181 704 692 12 0 2589 271 -201

00MLNE Central Hove 893 703 198 1794 785 530 508 16 6 1845 281 -51

00MLNF East Brighton 749 659 121 1529 949 582 564 18 0 2113 -123 -584

00MLNG Goldsmid 1320 999 206 2525 1292 882 873 6 3 3056 145 -531

00MLNH Hangleton and Knoll 653 251 44 948 555 415 410 5 0 1385 -66 -437

00MLNJ Hanover and Elm Grove 1629 1067 204 2900 1447 803 790 10 3 3053 446 -153

00MLNK Hollingbury and Stanmer 817 2327 560 3704 1985 584 577 7 0 3153 575 551

00MLNL Moulsecoomb and Bevendean 1084 711 176 1971 967 593 589 4 0 2153 235 -182

00MLNM North Portslade 418 220 18 656 315 459 457 2 0 1233 -136 -577

00MLNN Patcham 617 252 45 914 391 405 403 2 0 1201 73 -287

00MLNP Preston Park 1105 799 160 2064 1274 894 873 21 0 3062 -264 -998

00MLNQ Queen's Park 1127 823 203 2153 1070 807 792 12 3 2684 73 -531

00MLNR Regency 971 984 246 2201 1168 712 700 12 0 2592 75 -391

00MLNS Rottingdean Coastal 488 641 181 1310 407 690 680 10 0 1787 32 -477

00MLNT St. Peter's and North Laine 1903 1053 238 3194 1694 1052 1036 13 3 3798 210 -604

00MLNU South Portslade 489 228 14 731 359 349 347 2 0 1057 9 -326

00MLNW Stanford 495 269 93 857 387 377 365 6 6 1141 0 -284

00MLNX Westbourne 850 508 91 1449 701 513 504 6 3 1727 144 -278

00MLNY Wish 538 306 53 897 462 374 368 6 0 1210 8 -313

00MLNZ Withdean 807 586 132 1525 734 615 591 18 6 1964 44 -439

00MLPA Woodingdean 302 153 15 470 249 332 322 10 0 913 -126 -443

Totals Σ 18372 14578 3230 36180 18372 12672 12441 198 33 43716 1906 -7536

Footnotes and Comments for Table TT033

Outflow / Moved outside the 'associated area' but within Scotland

Outflow / Moved outside the 'associated area' but within Northern Ireland

are only available at the ST ward level of geography.

4. In England and Wales 'associated area' refers to Local Authority District for tables at Ward(Electoral Division in Wales); Parish (Community in Wales) or Output Area level. For all other geographical areas the 'associated area' is England and Wales.

5. A modified composite table layout for Standard Tables Theme Table 33 has been created by the CDU to enable unified presentation of the fragmented data for this table originally released by the Office for National Statistics. It should be noted that variables below column headings

Migration (ALL people)

2. Outflow is not a count of all people moving out of the area as it does not include people who have moved outside the UK.

3. Inflow is not an exact count of people moving into an area as it does not include people who had no usual address one year ago who did not live within the area.

Outflow / Moved outside the 'associated area' but within England and Wales

1. A dependent child is a person in a household aged 0 to 15 (whether or not in a family) or a person aged 16 to 18 who is a full-time student in a family with parent(s). An adult in a household is defined as a person who is not a dependent child.

Inflow Outflow Net 

migration 

within UK

Net 

migration 

(Inflow 

minus 

Outflow)

Moved out of the 

area but within 

'associated area'

Lived elsewhere one year ago Moved outside the 

'associated area' 

but within the UK

Moved outside the 

'associated area 

but within England 

and Wales

Moved outside the 

'associated area 

but within Scotland

Moved outside the 

'associated area 

but within Northern 

Ireland

2
7

2
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Appendix 10.14: Migration flows by age defined by Brighton & Hove wards (using 

data from Casweb, 2001e). 

 

 

Brighton & 

Hove Ward 

codes

Brighton & Hove Ward Names

18-19 20-24 25-29 30-44 45-59 60-64 65-74 75-79 80+ MIGRATION KEY TOTAL

00MLND 34 333 325 283 63 7 6 3 3 1 1057

88 256 308 269 56 8 5 0 3 2 993

14 71 60 52 11 0 3 3 0 3 214

136 660 693 604 130 15 14 6 6 TOTAL INFLOW 2264

27 286 323 360 76 5 16 3 6 1 1102

7 177 207 222 30 5 6 0 12 2 666

7 177 204 217 30 4 6 0 12 3 657

0 0 3 5 0 1 0 0 0 4 9

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0

41 640 737 804 136 15 28 3 30 TOTAL OUTFLOW 2434

88 126 103 -30 13 5 -11 0 -12 NET UK 282

95 20 -44 -200 -6 0 -14 3 -24 NET MIGRATION -170

00MLNE 23 179 219 255 72 10 18 8 36 1 820

16 137 198 210 58 7 15 8 19 2 668

22 46 35 41 19 4 3 0 3 3 173

61 362 452 506 149 21 36 16 58 TOTAL INFLOW 1661

15 123 194 234 57 16 18 8 23 1 688

8 79 156 139 44 8 16 4 25 2 479

8 79 150 134 44 8 11 4 25 3 463

0 0 6 5 0 0 2 0 0 4 13

0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 5 3

31 281 506 512 145 32 50 16 73 TOTAL OUTFLOW 1646

16 114 67 92 29 -7 -1 4 7 NET UK 321

30 81 -54 -6 4 -11 -14 0 -15 NET MIGRATION 15

00MLNF 31 137 146 215 45 9 15 4 3 1 605

17 112 172 186 77 8 9 4 3 2 588

7 19 34 26 9 0 3 3 0 3 101

55 268 352 427 131 17 27 11 6 TOTAL INFLOW 1294

31 129 233 243 77 14 19 3 13 1 762

29 81 145 144 70 12 21 4 9 2 515

27 76 139 138 70 12 21 4 9 3 496

2 5 3 6 0 0 0 0 0 4 16

0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 3

89 291 523 531 217 38 61 11 31 TOTAL OUTFLOW 1792

-12 39 -60 14 -25 -9 -16 1 -16 NET UK -84

-34 -23 -171 -104 -86 -21 -34 0 -25 NET MIGRATION -498

00MLNG 43 286 279 358 97 17 40 14 50 1 1184

29 234 223 294 82 13 21 9 15 2 920

24 59 50 43 3 0 6 3 0 3 188

96 579 552 695 182 30 67 26 65 TOTAL INFLOW 2292

29 235 269 388 94 20 26 10 51 1 1122

40 174 207 233 73 8 25 11 20 2 791

40 172 206 233 73 8 23 10 20 3 785

0 2 1 0 0 0 2 1 0 4 6

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0

109 583 683 854 240 36 76 32 91 TOTAL OUTFLOW 2704

3 111 26 31 12 2 10 2 -6 NET UK 191

-13 -4 -131 -159 -58 -6 -9 -6 -26 NET MIGRATION -412

00MLNH 18 98 82 157 75 8 16 7 4 1 465

12 54 32 68 24 3 11 3 3 2 210

5 4 10 8 7 0 3 0 0 3 37

35 156 124 233 106 11 30 10 7 TOTAL INFLOW 712

27 121 57 132 48 4 17 4 16 1 426

23 60 52 103 40 14 15 5 11 2 323

23 60 51 102 38 14 15 5 10 3 318

0 0 1 1 2 0 0 0 1 4 5

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0

73 241 161 338 128 32 47 14 38 TOTAL OUTFLOW 1072

-20 -29 5 -10 11 -7 -5 1 -20 NET UK -74

-38 -85 -37 -105 -22 -21 -17 -4 -31 NET MIGRATION -360

00MLNJ 88 711 278 312 48 9 5 3 8 1 1462

107 487 157 208 29 7 5 0 0 2 1000

7 82 59 46 4 0 0 0 0 3 198

202 1280 494 566 81 16 10 3 8 TOTAL INFLOW 2660

26 555 266 323 66 11 14 5 20 1 1286

16 227 158 208 57 14 14 4 11 2 709

15 226 156 205 56 13 14 3 11 3 699

1 1 2 3 1 1 0 1 0 4 10

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0

58 1009 582 739 180 39 42 13 42 TOTAL OUTFLOW 2704

153 416 11 -11 -46 -9 -18 -6 -23 NET UK 467

144 271 -88 -173 -99 -23 -32 -10 -34 NET MIGRATION -44

TOTAL migration per Age group 2384 13737 11345 12957 3377 497 815 307 685 46104

Hanover and Elm Grove

Age

Brunswick and Adelaide

Central Hove

East Brighton

Goldsmid

Hangleton and Knoll
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Appendix 10.14: Continued 

 

 

Brighton & 

Hove Ward 

codes

Brighton & Hove Ward Names

18-19 20-24 25-29 30-44 45-59 60-64 65-74 75-79 80+ MIGRATION KEY TOTAL

00MLNK 32 230 133 177 48 4 7 0 3 1 2286

1339 755 81 76 22 4 3 3 3 2 542

124 321 58 33 6 0 0 0 0 3 3462

1495 1306 272 286 76 8 10 3 6 TOTAL INFLOW 1796

230 1161 149 171 41 7 12 11 14 1 502

29 197 83 102 57 4 18 4 8 2 495

29 194 83 99 56 4 18 4 8 3 7

0 3 0 3 1 0 0 0 0 4 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 2800

288 1555 315 375 155 15 48 19 30 TOTAL OUTFLOW 622

1112 -373 -18 -20 -28 -3 -20 -12 -16 NET UK 662

1207 -249 -43 -89 -79 -7 -38 -16 -24 NET MIGRATION 843

00MLNL 66 423 113 182 34 6 9 4 6 1 660

183 317 69 63 14 3 8 0 3 2 169

38 93 26 12 0 0 0 0 0 3 1672

287 833 208 257 48 9 17 4 9 TOTAL INFLOW 798

60 375 120 163 43 6 14 3 14 1 481

28 172 78 123 36 10 17 5 12 2 477

28 171 75 123 36 10 17 5 12 3 4

0 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 1760

116 719 276 409 115 26 48 13 38 TOTAL OUTFLOW 224

161 193 -16 -41 -31 -7 -14 -4 -17 NET UK -88

171 114 -68 -152 -67 -17 -31 -9 -29 NET MIGRATION 314

00MLNM 13 48 86 109 39 7 5 0 7 1 180

10 34 39 64 19 8 6 0 0 2 13

3 4 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 3 507

26 86 125 179 58 15 11 0 7 TOTAL INFLOW 210

8 31 36 101 16 3 9 3 3 1 350

13 51 60 148 53 4 7 3 11 2 348

13 51 60 146 53 4 7 3 11 3 2

0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 4 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 910

34 133 156 397 122 11 23 9 25 TOTAL OUTFLOW -66

2 0 29 -76 -11 8 -5 -6 -7 NET UK -403

-8 -47 -31 -218 -64 4 -12 -9 -18 NET MIGRATION 468

00MLNN 15 81 99 170 51 10 12 7 23 1 202

7 55 27 67 16 0 6 5 19 2 34

0 3 8 12 8 3 0 0 0 3 704

22 139 134 249 75 13 18 12 42 TOTAL INFLOW 315

13 64 72 81 43 5 15 10 12 1 328

28 53 48 112 44 9 15 0 19 2 326

27 52 48 112 44 9 15 0 19 3 2

1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 971

69 170 168 305 131 23 45 10 50 TOTAL OUTFLOW 27

-19 19 6 44 -20 -4 -12 2 11 NET UK -267

-47 -31 -34 -56 -56 -10 -27 2 -8 NET MIGRATION 990

00MLNP 45 344 223 281 60 6 10 3 18 1 732

37 267 161 202 38 3 8 3 13 2 140

6 51 43 35 5 0 0 0 0 3 1862

88 662 427 518 103 9 18 6 31 TOTAL INFLOW 1091

38 299 242 366 83 11 26 4 22 1 809

47 217 188 239 60 14 13 5 26 2 791

47 215 184 235 54 12 13 5 26 3 18

0 2 4 4 6 2 0 0 0 4 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 2709

132 733 618 844 203 39 52 14 74 TOTAL OUTFLOW -178

-3 95 -46 -122 -45 -16 -21 -3 -17 NET UK -847

-44 -71 -191 -326 -100 -30 -34 -8 -43 NET MIGRATION 1032

00MLNQ 40 339 235 262 77 13 25 9 32 1 747

27 193 198 233 56 9 12 3 16 2 177

9 60 59 33 13 3 0 0 0 3 1956

76 592 492 528 146 25 37 12 48 TOTAL INFLOW 945

35 275 225 302 59 15 8 5 21 1 739

27 196 201 202 63 15 16 3 16 2 724

27 195 199 195 60 13 16 3 16 3 12

0 1 2 4 3 2 0 0 0 4 3

0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 5 2423

89 667 627 706 185 45 40 11 53 TOTAL OUTFLOW 95

5 61 7 -9 11 -8 13 4 11 NET UK -467

-13 -75 -135 -178 -39 -20 -3 1 -5 NET MIGRATION 42786

TOTAL migration per Age group 7968 14826 7096 8863 2305 366 530 168 664 84938

Hollingbury and Stanmer

Moulsecoomb and Bevendean

North Portslade

Preston Park

Queen's Park

Patcham

Age



275 

 

Appendix 10.14: Continued 

 

 

Brighton & 

Hove Ward 

codes

Brighton & Hove Ward Names

18-19 20-24 25-29 30-44 45-59 60-64 65-74 75-79 80+ MIGRATION KEY TOTAL

00MLNR 24 326 295 237 34 8 3 3 7 1 937

33 276 302 263 55 9 8 3 0 2 949

12 76 73 52 12 4 3 3 3 3 238

69 678 670 552 101 21 14 9 10 TOTAL INFLOW 2124

18 245 374 341 65 6 13 4 10 1 1076

12 186 189 191 58 7 6 4 8 2 661

12 184 183 188 57 7 6 4 8 3 649

0 2 6 3 1 0 0 0 0 4 12

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0

42 617 752 723 181 20 25 12 26 TOTAL OUTFLOW 2398

27 171 34 -32 -34 4 -8 -2 -11 NET UK 149

27 61 -82 -171 -80 1 -11 -3 -16 NET MIGRATION -274

00MLNS 17 64 126 109 53 16 14 3 21 1 423

20 68 92 180 79 20 30 8 37 2 534

13 12 23 43 12 4 0 0 0 3 107

50 144 241 332 144 40 44 11 58 TOTAL INFLOW 1064

11 80 86 112 31 8 6 4 10 1 348

88 76 104 144 96 18 27 13 26 2 592

84 76 102 142 95 18 27 13 26 3 583

4 0 2 2 1 0 0 0 0 4 9

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0

187 232 294 400 223 44 60 30 62 TOTAL OUTFLOW 1532

-62 -24 28 33 5 10 11 -6 22 NET UK 17

-137 -88 -53 -68 -79 -4 -16 -19 -4 NET MIGRATION -468

00MLNT 103 863 361 353 82 7 13 0 10 1 1792

39 340 291 271 47 4 9 0 0 2 1001

7 89 59 52 14 0 0 0 0 3 221

149 1292 711 676 143 11 22 0 10 TOTAL INFLOW 3014

34 476 400 474 74 11 17 6 12 1 1504

21 348 220 239 64 14 14 6 26 2 952

19 342 218 237 64 14 14 6 26 3 940

2 6 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 4 12

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0

76 1172 840 952 202 39 45 18 64 TOTAL OUTFLOW 3408

87 379 32 -89 -9 -14 -9 -12 -28 NET UK 337

73 120 -129 -276 -59 -28 -23 -18 -54 NET MIGRATION -394

00MLNU 8 57 78 155 33 5 7 5 5 1 353

13 42 37 64 20 3 4 3 3 2 189

3 3 6 3 3 0 0 0 0 3 18

24 102 121 222 56 8 11 8 8 TOTAL INFLOW 560

11 53 48 82 47 11 12 5 9 1 278

13 51 43 87 44 9 14 5 16 2 282

13 51 43 85 44 9 14 5 16 3 280

0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 4 2

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0

37 155 134 256 135 29 40 15 41 TOTAL OUTFLOW 842

-3 -5 24 50 -38 -12 -15 -2 -17 NET UK -18

-13 -53 -13 -34 -79 -21 -29 -7 -33 NET MIGRATION -282

00MLNW 11 52 60 162 45 7 14 7 17 1 375

9 53 55 64 27 4 6 3 8 2 229

12 31 13 10 4 0 0 3 0 3 73

32 136 128 236 76 11 20 13 25 TOTAL INFLOW 677

11 73 57 78 57 10 10 3 15 1 314

39 72 49 79 42 10 13 7 11 2 322

38 72 48 77 42 10 13 7 11 3 318

1 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 4 4

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0

89 217 155 236 141 30 36 17 37 TOTAL OUTFLOW 958

-30 -40 9 69 -27 -9 -3 0 -1 NET UK -32

-57 -81 -27 0 -65 -19 -16 -4 -12 NET MIGRATION -281

00MLNX 22 136 168 232 70 13 28 11 63 1 743

6 95 124 152 42 8 11 6 18 2 462

6 13 15 30 11 0 0 0 0 3 75

34 244 307 414 123 21 39 17 81 TOTAL INFLOW 1280

15 98 159 199 73 10 16 12 26 1 608

12 83 111 145 42 8 13 7 27 2 448

12 82 108 142 42 8 13 7 27 3 441

0 1 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 4 4

0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 3

39 264 381 489 157 26 42 26 80 TOTAL OUTFLOW 1504

1 50 22 40 -3 3 10 -2 28 NET UK 149

-5 -20 -74 -75 -34 -5 -3 -9 1 NET MIGRATION -224

TOTAL migration per Age group 1564 10976 9239 10423 2862 506 684 268 879 37401

Age

Regency

Rottingdean Coastal

St. Peter's and North Laine

South Portslade

Stanford

Westbourne
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Appendix 10.14: Continued 

 

 

 

 

Brighton & 

Hove Ward 

codes

Brighton & Hove Ward Names

18-19 20-24 25-29 30-44 45-59 60-64 65-74 75-79 80+ MIGRATION KEY TOTAL

00MLNY 10 54 67 175 59 13 20 12 25 1 435

10 48 62 92 20 9 6 7 7 2 261

0 13 7 12 6 3 0 3 0 3 44

20 115 136 279 85 25 26 22 32 TOTAL INFLOW 740

11 68 76 137 37 4 7 5 26 1 371

30 51 50 104 38 10 18 9 12 2 322

29 50 46 104 38 10 18 9 12 3 316

1 1 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 6

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0

71 170 176 345 113 24 43 23 50 TOTAL OUTFLOW 1015

-21 -17 3 26 4 8 1 5 -6 NET UK 3

-51 -55 -40 -66 -28 1 -17 -1 -18 NET MIGRATION -275

00MLNZ 25 123 147 246 70 14 21 10 15 1 671

18 122 108 163 64 5 22 0 10 2 512

0 42 24 24 11 0 5 0 0 3 106

43 287 279 433 145 19 48 10 25 TOTAL INFLOW 1289

13 141 131 176 77 12 23 9 26 1 608

25 129 103 164 58 17 22 13 19 2 550

24 126 100 159 56 15 22 12 18 3 532

1 3 3 5 2 2 0 1 1 4 18

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0

63 399 337 504 193 46 67 35 64 TOTAL OUTFLOW 1708

5 -25 21 69 -1 -10 -2 -12 -20 NET UK 25

-20 -112 -58 -71 -48 -27 -19 -25 -39 NET MIGRATION -419

00MLPA 6 46 35 87 22 4 12 0 7 1 219

7 30 27 44 12 4 3 3 3 2 133

0 3 5 4 3 0 0 0 0 3 15

13 79 67 135 37 8 15 3 10 TOTAL INFLOW 367

11 42 38 54 13 5 3 6 14 1 186

21 43 51 81 32 11 20 3 7 2 269

21 41 50 79 31 11 20 3 7 3 263

0 2 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 4 6

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0

53 128 140 216 77 27 43 12 28 TOTAL OUTFLOW 724

-19 -9 -27 -4 -11 -8 -8 -6 -11 NET UK -103

-40 -49 -73 -81 -40 -19 -28 -9 -18 NET MIGRATION -357

TOTAL migration per Age group 2323 15050 13607 17654 5112 928 1404 590 1687 58355

MIGRATION KEY

1. Moved out of the area but within 'associated area' Outflow

2. Moved outside the 'associated area' but within the UK

3. Moved outside the 'associated area but within England and Wales

4. Moved outside the 'associated area but within Scotland

5. Moved outside the 'associated area but within Northern Ireland

Footnotes and Comments for Table TT033

Outflow / Moved outside the 'associated area' but within England and Wales

Outflow / Moved outside the 'associated area' but within Scotland

Outflow / Moved outside the 'associated area' but within Northern Ireland

Wish

Withdean

Woodingdean

Age

Net migration (Inflow minus Outflow)

1. A dependent child is a person in a household aged 0 to 15 (whether or not in a family) or a person aged 16 to 18 who is a full-

time student in a family with parent(s). An adult in a household is defined as a person who is not a dependent child.

Lived elsewhere 

one year ago

Inflow

Net migration within UK

1. Outside the area but within 'associated area'

2. Outside the 'associated area' but within the UK

3. Outside the UK

3. Inflow is not an exact count of people moving into an area as it does not include people who had no usual address one year 

ago who did not live within the area.

4. In England and Wales 'associated area' refers to Local Authority District for tables at Ward(Electoral Division in Wales); 

Parish (Community in Wales) or Output Area level. For all other geographical areas the 'associated area' is England and 

Wales.

5. A modified composite table layout for Standard Tables Theme Table 33 has been created by the CDU to enable unified 

presentation of the fragmented data for this table originally released by the Office for National Statistics. It should be noted that 

variables below column headings

2. Outflow is not a count of all people moving out of the area as it does not include people who have moved outside the UK.
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Appendix 10.15: Migration flows by age groups defined by Brighton & Hove wards 

(using data from Casweb, 2001e) 

  

Brighton & 

Hove Ward 

codes

Brighton & Hove Ward Names

18-24 25-29 30-59 60-80+ MIGRATION KEY TOTAL

00MLND 367 325 346 19 1 1057

344 308 325 16 2 993

85 60 63 6 3 214

796 693 734 41 TOTAL INFLOW 2264

313 323 436 30 1 1102

184 207 252 23 2 666

184 204 247 22 3 657

0 3 5 1 4 9

0 0 0 0 5 0

681 737 940 76 TOTAL OUTFLOW 2434

214 103 -17 -18 NET UK 282

115 -44 -206 -35 NET MIGRATION -170

00MLNE 202 219 327 72 1 820

153 198 268 49 2 668

68 35 60 10 3 173

423 452 655 131 TOTAL INFLOW 1661

138 194 291 65 1 688

87 156 183 53 2 479

87 150 178 48 3 463

0 6 5 2 4 13

0 0 0 3 5 3

312 506 657 171 TOTAL OUTFLOW 1646

130 67 121 3 NET UK 321

111 -54 -2 -40 NET MIGRATION 15

00MLNF 168 146 260 31 1 605

129 172 263 24 2 588

26 34 35 6 3 101

323 352 558 61 TOTAL INFLOW 1294

160 233 320 49 1 762

110 145 214 46 2 515

103 139 208 46 3 496

7 3 6 0 4 16

0 3 0 0 5 3

380 523 748 141 TOTAL OUTFLOW 1792

27 -60 -11 -40 NET UK -84

-57 -171 -190 -80 NET MIGRATION -498

00MLNG 329 279 455 121 1 1184

263 223 376 58 2 920

83 50 46 9 3 188

675 552 877 188 TOTAL INFLOW 2292

264 269 482 107 1 1122

214 207 306 64 2 791

212 206 306 61 3 785

2 1 0 3 4 6

0 0 0 0 5 0

692 683 1094 235 TOTAL OUTFLOW 2704

114 26 43 8 NET UK 191

-17 -131 -217 -47 NET MIGRATION -412

00MLNH 116 82 232 35 1 465

66 32 92 20 2 210

9 10 15 3 3 37

191 124 339 58 TOTAL INFLOW 712

148 57 180 41 1 426

83 52 143 45 2 323

83 51 140 44 3 318

0 1 3 1 4 5

0 0 0 0 5 0

314 161 466 131 TOTAL OUTFLOW 1072

-49 5 1 -31 NET UK -74

-123 -37 -127 -73 NET MIGRATION -360

00MLNJ 799 278 360 25 1 1462

594 157 237 12 2 1000

89 59 50 0 3 198

1482 494 647 37 TOTAL INFLOW 2660

581 266 389 50 1 1286

243 158 265 43 2 709

241 156 261 41 3 699

2 2 4 2 4 10

0 0 0 0 5 0

1067 582 919 136 TOTAL OUTFLOW 2704

569 11 -57 -56 NET UK 467

415 -88 -272 -99 NET MIGRATION -44

TOTAL migration per Age group 16121 11345 16334 2304 46104

Brunswick and Adelaide

Central Hove

East Brighton

Goldsmid

Hangleton and Knoll

Age

Hanover and Elm Grove
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Appendix 10.15: Continued 

 

Brighton & 

Hove Ward 

codes

Brighton & Hove Ward Names

18-24 25-29 30-59 60-80+ MIGRATION KEY TOTAL

00MLNK 262 133 225 14 1 634

2094 81 98 13 2 2286

445 58 39 0 3 542

2801 272 362 27 TOTAL INFLOW 3462

1391 149 212 44 1 1796

226 83 159 34 2 502

223 83 155 34 3 495

3 0 4 0 4 7

0 0 0 0 5 0

1843 315 530 112 TOTAL OUTFLOW 2800

739 -18 -48 -51 NET UK 622

958 -43 -168 -85 NET MIGRATION 662

00MLNL 489 113 216 25 1 843

500 69 77 14 2 660

131 26 12 0 3 169

1120 208 305 39 TOTAL INFLOW 1672

435 120 206 37 1 798

200 78 159 44 2 481

199 75 159 44 3 477

1 3 0 0 4 4

0 0 0 0 5 0

835 276 524 125 TOTAL OUTFLOW 1760

354 -16 -72 -42 NET UK 224

285 -68 -219 -86 NET MIGRATION -88

00MLNM 61 86 148 19 1 314

44 39 83 14 2 180

7 0 6 0 3 13

112 125 237 33 TOTAL INFLOW 507

39 36 117 18 1 210

64 60 201 25 2 350

64 60 199 25 3 348

0 0 2 0 4 2

0 0 0 0 5 0

167 156 519 68 TOTAL OUTFLOW 910

2 29 -87 -10 NET UK -66

-55 -31 -282 -35 NET MIGRATION -403

00MLNN 96 99 221 52 1 468

62 27 83 30 2 202

3 8 20 3 3 34

161 134 324 85 TOTAL INFLOW 704

77 72 124 42 1 315

81 48 156 43 2 328

79 48 156 43 3 326

2 0 0 0 4 2

0 0 0 0 5 0

239 168 436 128 TOTAL OUTFLOW 971

0 6 24 -3 NET UK 27

-78 -34 -112 -43 NET MIGRATION -267

00MLNP 389 223 341 37 1 990

304 161 240 27 2 732

57 43 40 0 3 140

750 427 621 64 TOTAL INFLOW 1862

337 242 449 63 1 1091

264 188 299 58 2 809

262 184 289 56 3 791

2 4 10 2 4 18

0 0 0 0 5 0

865 618 1047 179 TOTAL OUTFLOW 2709

92 -46 -167 -57 NET UK -178

-115 -191 -426 -115 NET MIGRATION -847

00MLNQ 379 235 339 79 1 1032

220 198 289 40 2 747

69 59 46 3 3 177

668 492 674 122 TOTAL INFLOW 1956

310 225 361 49 1 945

223 201 265 50 2 739

222 199 255 48 3 724

1 2 7 2 4 12

0 0 3 0 5 3

756 627 891 149 TOTAL OUTFLOW 2423

66 7 2 20 NET UK 95

-88 -135 -217 -27 NET MIGRATION -467

TOTAL migration per Age group 22794 7096 11168 1728 42786

Preston Park

Queen's Park

Patcham

Age

Hollingbury and Stanmer

Moulsecoomb and Bevendean

North Portslade
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Appendix 10.15: Continued 

 

Brighton & 

Hove Ward 

codes

Brighton & Hove Ward Names

18-24 25-29 30-59 60-80+ MIGRATION KEY TOTAL

00MLNR 350 295 271 21 1 1057

309 302 318 20 2 993

88 73 64 13 3 214

747 670 653 54 TOTAL INFLOW 2264

263 374 406 33 1 1102

198 189 249 25 2 666

196 183 245 25 3 657

2 6 4 0 4 9

0 0 0 0 5 0

659 752 904 83 TOTAL OUTFLOW 2434

198 34 -66 -17 NET UK 282

88 -82 -251 -29 NET MIGRATION -170

00MLNS 81 126 162 54 1 820

88 92 259 95 2 668

25 23 55 4 3 173

194 241 476 153 TOTAL INFLOW 1661

91 86 143 28 1 688

164 104 240 84 2 479

160 102 237 84 3 463

4 2 3 0 4 13

0 0 0 0 5 3

419 294 623 196 TOTAL OUTFLOW 1646

-86 28 38 37 NET UK 321

-225 -53 -147 -43 NET MIGRATION 15

00MLNT 966 361 435 30 1 605

379 291 318 13 2 588

96 59 66 0 3 101

1441 711 819 43 TOTAL INFLOW 1294

510 400 548 46 1 762

369 220 303 60 2 515

361 218 301 60 3 496

8 2 2 0 4 16

0 0 0 0 5 3

1248 840 1154 166 TOTAL OUTFLOW 1792

466 32 -98 -63 NET UK -84

193 -129 -335 -123 NET MIGRATION -498

00MLNU 65 78 188 22 1 1184

55 37 84 13 2 920

6 6 6 0 3 188

126 121 278 35 TOTAL INFLOW 2292

64 48 129 37 1 1122

64 43 131 44 2 791

64 43 129 44 3 785

0 0 2 0 4 6

0 0 0 0 5 0

192 134 391 125 TOTAL OUTFLOW 2704

-8 24 12 -46 NET UK 191

-66 -13 -113 -90 NET MIGRATION -412

00MLNW 63 60 207 45 1 465

62 55 91 21 2 210

43 13 14 3 3 37

168 128 312 69 TOTAL INFLOW 712

84 57 135 38 1 426

111 49 121 41 2 323

110 48 119 41 3 318

1 1 2 0 4 5

0 0 0 0 5 0

306 155 377 120 TOTAL OUTFLOW 1072

-70 9 42 -13 NET UK -74

-138 -27 -65 -51 NET MIGRATION -360

00MLNX 158 168 302 115 1 1462

101 124 194 43 2 1000

19 15 41 0 3 198

278 307 537 158 TOTAL INFLOW 2660

113 159 272 64 1 1286

95 111 187 55 2 709

94 108 184 55 3 699

1 0 3 0 4 10

0 3 0 0 5 0

303 381 646 174 TOTAL OUTFLOW 2704

51 22 37 39 NET UK 467

-25 -74 -109 -16 NET MIGRATION -44

TOTAL migration per Age group 12540 9239 13285 2337 46104

Age

Regency

Rottingdean Coastal

St. Peter's and North Laine

South Portslade

Stanford

Westbourne
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Appendix 10.15: Continued 

 

Brighton & 

Hove Ward 

codes

Brighton & Hove Ward Names

18-24 25-29 30-59 60-80+ MIGRATION KEY TOTAL

00MLNY 64 67 234 70 1 1057

58 62 112 29 2 993

13 7 18 6 3 214

135 136 364 105 TOTAL INFLOW 2264

79 76 174 42 1 1102

81 50 142 49 2 666

79 46 142 49 3 657

2 4 0 0 4 9

0 0 0 0 5 0

241 176 458 140 TOTAL OUTFLOW 2434

-38 3 30 8 NET UK 282

-106 -40 -94 -35 NET MIGRATION -170

00MLNZ 148 147 316 60 1 820

140 108 227 37 2 668

42 24 35 5 3 173

330 279 578 102 TOTAL INFLOW 1661

154 131 253 70 1 688

154 103 222 71 2 479

150 100 215 67 3 463

4 3 7 4 4 13

0 0 0 0 5 3

462 337 697 212 TOTAL OUTFLOW 1646

-20 21 68 -44 NET UK 321

-132 -58 -119 -110 NET MIGRATION 15

00MLPA 52 35 109 23 1 605

37 27 56 13 2 588

3 5 7 0 3 101

92 67 172 36 TOTAL INFLOW 1294

53 38 67 28 1 762

64 51 113 41 2 515

62 50 110 41 3 496

2 1 3 0 4 16

0 0 0 0 5 3

181 140 293 110 TOTAL OUTFLOW 1792

-28 -27 -15 -33 NET UK -84

-89 -73 -121 -74 NET MIGRATION -498

TOTAL migration per Age group 17373 13607 22766 4609 89916

MIGRATION KEY

1. Moved out of the area but within 'associated area' Outflow

2. Moved outside the 'associated area' but within the UK

3. Moved outside the 'associated area but within England and Wales

4. Moved outside the 'associated area but within Scotland

5. Moved outside the 'associated area but within Northern Ireland

Footnotes and Comments for Table TT033

Outflow / Moved outside the 'associated area' but within England and Wales

Outflow / Moved outside the 'associated area' but within Scotland

Outflow / Moved outside the 'associated area' but within Northern Ireland

Withdean

Woodingdean

1. Outside the area but within 'associated area'

1. A dependent child is a person in a household aged 0 to 15 (whether or not in a family) or a person aged 16 to 18 who is a full-time 

student in a family with parent(s). An adult in a household is defined as a person who is not a dependent child.

Age

Wish

Net migration (Inflow minus Outflow)

Lived elsewhere one year ago

Inflow2. Outside the 'associated area' but within the UK

3. Outside the UK

Net migration within UK

2. Outflow is not a count of all people moving out of the area as it does not include people who have moved outside the UK.

3. Inflow is not an exact count of people moving into an area as it does not include people who had no usual address one year ago who 

did not live within the area.

4. In England and Wales 'associated area' refers to Local Authority District for tables at Ward(Electoral Division in Wales); Parish 

(Community in Wales) or Output Area level. For all other geographical areas the 'associated area' is England and Wales.

5. A modified composite table layout for Standard Tables Theme Table 33 has been created by the CDU to enable unified presentation of 

the fragmented data for this table originally released by the Office for National Statistics. It should be noted that variables below column 

headings



Appendix 10.16: Migration of young people (25-44 yrs) (using data from Casweb, 2001f and 2001e). 

  

 

 

Migrants (25-44 yrs) Total migrants (0-90+ yrs) % of total migrants (25-44 yrs) Internal migrants (25-44 yrs) Total internal migrants (0-90+ yrs) % of total internal migrants (25-44 yrs)

Brighton & Hove 6865 13759 49.9 5686 11260 50.5

London 124677 253783 49.1 59411 133747 44.4

South East (excluding Greater London) 104836 231867 45.2 73809 165225 44.7

RoSE(South East - Brighton & Hove) 97971 218108 44.9 68123 153965 44.2

UK* 203020 445006 45.6 27226 77512 35.1

England 184661 393725 46.9 12785 35871 35.6

Wales 18359 51281 35.8 14441 41641 34.7

RoUK (UK - Brighton & Hove) 196155 431247 45.5 21540 66252 32.5

Migrants (25-44 yrs) Total migrants (0-90+ yrs) % of total migrants (25-44 yrs) Internal migrants (25-44 yrs) Total internal migrants (0-90+ yrs) % of total internal migrants (25-44 yrs)

Brighton & Hove 5528 11556 47.8 5421 11349 47.8

London 89537 186702 48.0 85557 179214 47.7

South East (excluding Greater London) 70771 171409 41.3 67260 163408 41.2

RoSE(South East - Brighton & Hove) 65243 159853 40.8 61839 152059 40.7

UK* 47935 125044 38.3 27226 77512 35.1

England 34451 87502 39.4 14441 41641 34.7

Wales 13484 37542 35.9 12785 35871 35.6

RoUK (UK - Brighton & Hove) 42407 113488 37.4 21805 66163 33.0

MIGRATION IN TO:

MIGRATION OUT OF:

2
8

1
 




