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Abstract 
 

This thesis performs a review of both geographical and social literature to examine the 

uneven geographies of family migration in Great Britain (GB).  Using 2001 GB Census 

data, the thesis explores the inter-connections between diverse patterns of migration, 

family structures, and other demographic characteristics via the construction of a Migrant-

family Index (MFI).  Four types of ‘migrant-family locations’ are identified at the Local 

Authority District (LAD) level; ‘conventional’, ‘increasing conventionality’, ‘increasing 

non-conventionality’, and ‘non-conventional’.  These ‘migrant-family locations’ are 

underpinned by specific processes of family migration, and the reproduction and/or 

transformation of dominant place-specific conventional and non-conventional family 

structures.  This distinction is consolidated by empirical findings from a large-scale survey 

of 400 recent migrant households in four case study locations in South-east England; 

Wealden, Crawley, Lewes, and Brighton.  Recent migrants were identified in a novel way 

using a web-based register of recent residential property transactions. 

 

The thesis serves to demonstrate the differential familial and economic effects of family 

migration, and begs questions of the wide-scale pertinence of the ‘tied-migrant’ thesis.  In 

addition, the findings disrupt understandings of family migration as a process which is 

primarily motivated by career and labour-related concerns.  Instead, other motives and 

aspirations such as quality of life, culture, and place-specific appeals, which vary for 

different family migrants in different places, are shown to be of equal importance.  The 

thesis, therefore, calls for a more critical perspective of family migration, which 

acknowledges a fuller diversity of processes of family movements, variable outcomes, and 

a more nuanced understanding of a range of family structures.  Nevertheless, the thesis 

reiterates that female partners are often disenfranchised in the labour market as a result of 

family migration in most contexts.    

 



3

Acknowledgements 
 

Firstly, I would like to thank my Supervisor, Dr Darren Smith.  I could not have had a 

better advisor and mentor for my PhD, and without his knowledge and perceptiveness this 

thesis would not have been possible.  I am grateful to my second Supervisor, Professor 

Andrew Church for his assistance, particularly with questionnaire design and the pilot 

surveys.  Thank you to Professor Callum Firth and the staff at the Geography Department 

at the University of Brighton for their financial support.  Thanks also to all my friends and 

family for their encouragement.  

 



4

Contents 
 

Abstract…………………………………………………………………………………… 2 
Acknowledgements…………………………………………………………………….. ... 3 
Contents………………………………………………………………………………....... 4 
List of tables…………………………………………………………………………........ 7 
List of figures……………………………………………………………………………... 9 
List of plates………………………………………………………………………………. 11 
List of abbreviations……………………………………………………………………… 12 
 

1 INTRODUCTION........................................................................................... 12

2 THE GEOGRAPHIES OF FAMILY MIGRATION: COMPLEXITY 
 AND DIVERSITY?.......................................................................................... 20 
2.1 FAMILY MIGRATION: ‘UNPACKING THE TERM’………………………20 
2.2 DEFINING FAMILY MIGRATION………………………………………… 22 
2.3 THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVES OF FAMILY MIGRATION…………… 24 
 2.3.1  The human capital model………………………………………………. 24 
 2.3.2  The gender role perspective..…………………………………………... 29 
2.4 ‘UNTYING’ FAMILY MIGRATION..……………………………………… 32 
 2.4.1  The rise of ‘dual-career couples’………………………………………. 33 
 2.4.2  Rethinking family migration…………………………………………… 37 
2.5 CONCLUSIONS……………………………………………………………... 41 
 
3 THE UNEVEN GEOGRAPHIES OF CHANGING FAMILY  
 STRUCTURES………………………………………………………………. 43 
3.1 THE ‘TRADITIONAL FAMILY’……………………………………………. 43 
3.2 RETHINKING FAMILY STRUCTURES…………………………………… 45 

3.2.1  De-traditionalisation: The breakdown of the ‘traditional family’………46 
3.2.2  De-institutionalisation: The retreat from marriage…………………….. 48 
3.2.3  ‘Individualisation’ and the ‘pure relationship’………………………… 51 

3.3 CHANGING FAMILY STRUCTURES: THEORETICAL  
 PERSPECTIVES……………………………………………………………... 54 
3.4 THE UNEVEN GEOGRAPHIES OF FAMILIES IN GB……………….…... 56 
3.5 THE IMPORTANCE OF FAMILY MIGRATION………………………….. 58 
3.6 CONCLUSIONS..……………………………………………………………. 60 
 
4 METHODOLOGY………………………………………………………….. 62 
4.1 SECONDARY DATA………………………………………………………... 62 

4.1.1  2001 GB Census data…………………………………………………... 63 
 4.1.2  GIS……………………………………………………………………... 65 
4.2 PRIMARY DATA……………………………………………………………. 67 
 4.2.1  Household survey……………………………………………………….67 
 4.2.2  Sampling frame and sampling administration…………………………. 71 
 4.2.3  Data analysis…………………………………………………………… 73 
4.3 CONCLUSIONS………………………………………………………………74 



5

5 CONCEPTUALISING THE LINKS BETWEEN DIVERSE FAMILY 
MIGRATION AND FAMILY STRUCTURES…………………………… 75 

5.1 CREATING AN INDEX OF FAMILY MIGRATION………………………. 75 
5.2 MFI (GB)……………………………………………………………………... 79 

5.2.1  Conceptualising ‘migrant-family locations’…………………………….82 
5.3 MFI (SOUTH-EAST)………………………………………………………… 97 
5.4 CONCLUSIONS..……………………………………………………………. 102 
 
6 CONTEXTUALISING ‘MIGRANT-FAMILY LOCATIONS’………….. 103 
6.1 CONTEXTUALISING THE CASE STUDY LOCATIONS………………… 103 

6.1.1  Wealden……………………………………………………………….. 104 
6.1.2  Crawley………………………………………………………………… 106 
6.1.3  Lewes…………………………………………………………………... 110 
6.1.4  Brighton………………………………………………………………... 112 

6.2 PARTNERING PRACTICES………………………………………………… 116 
 6.2.1  First marriage…………………………………………………………... 116 
 6.2.2  Remarriage……………………………………………………………... 119 
 6.2.3  Divorce…………………………………………………………………. 122 
 6.2.4  Single (never married)…………………………………………………. 124 
 6.2.5  Cohabitation……………………………………………………………. 127 
 6.2.6  Same-sex couples………………………………………………………. 129 
6.3 PARENTING PRACTICES………………………………………………….. 133 
 6.3.1  Married with children………………………………………………….. 133 
 6.3.2  Step-families…………………………………………………………… 136 
 6.3.3  Female homemakers…………………………………………………… 138 
 6.3.4  Lone-parent households………………………………………………... 141 
6.4 ‘MAKING SENSE’ OF THE DIVERSE PARTNERING AND          
 PARENTING IN THE FOUR CASE STUDY LOCATIONS……………….. 144 
6.5 MIGRATION FLOWS OF FAMILY TYPES………………………………...147 
 6.5.1  Family practices of in-migrants…………………………………………147 
6.6 CONCLUSIONS.…………………………………………………………….. 148 
 
7 HOUSEHOLD SURVEY …………………………………...……………….150 
7.1 DEMOGRAPHIC AND SOCIO-ECONOMIC HOUSEHOLD 

CHARACTERISTICS…………………………………………………………151 
7.1.1  Distance moved (type of migrant)……………………………………... 151 
7.1.2  Family structure………………………………………………………... 154 
7.1.3  Household size…………………………………………………………. 156 
7.1.4  Household tenure………………………………………………………. 157 
7.1.5  Partnership type…………………………………………………………158 
7.1.6  Age structure…………………………………………………………… 163 
7.1.7  Educational background………………………………………………... 166 
7.1.8  Socio-economic group…………...…………………………………….. 168 

7.2 CULTURAL CHARACTERISTICS AND FAMILY FORMING  
 PRACTICES………………………………………………………………….. 172 
 7.2.1  Reasons for moving from origin……………………………………….. 172 
 7.2.2  Reasons for selecting destination………………………………………. 176 
 7.2.3  Other migration destinations in the search……………………………. 178 
 7.2.4  Wholly moving and (re)formed households…………………………… 181 
7.3 MIGRANT ATTITUDES…………………………………………………….. 183 



6

7.3.1  The decision-making process…………………………………………... 184 
 7.3.2  The impacts of migration upon lifestyle……………………………….. 187 
7.4 THE EFFECTS OF MIGRATION UPON FAMILY WORK PRACTICES… 191 
 7.4.1  Changes in economic activity………………………………………….. 191 
 7.4.2  Changes in socio-economic group……………………………………... 194 
 7.4.3  Changes in personal income…………………………………………… 197 

 7.4.4  Geographical influences upon the tied-migrant thesis and family work 
practices……………………………………………………………………….199 

7.5 CONCLUSIONS..……………………………………………………………..201 
 

8 CONCLUSIONS..…………………………………………………………….205 
8.1 THEORETICAL CONTRIBUTIONS OF THESIS………….………………. 205 
8.2 CONCEPTUAL CONTRIBUTIONS OF THESIS……………………………209 
8.3 REFLECTIONS………………………………………………………………. 211 
 

APPENDIX 4.1 – QUESTIONNAIRE SURVEY RESPONSE SHEET………………… 214 
 

BIBLIOGRAPHY………………………………………..………………………………...220 
 



7

List of Tables 
 

5.1 ‘Migrant-family location’ descriptions……………………………………….. 81 
5.2 ‘Migrant-family location’ categories broken down by ONS 2001 Area  
 Classification supergroups. ……………………………………………………………... 84 
5.3 ONS sub-groups broken down by ‘migrant-family location’………………… 91 
5.4 Location profiles for the ‘migrant-family locations’…………………………. 93 
6.1 People in their first marriage and aged 20-59 as a percentage of all people  
 aged 20-59 by case study location……………………………………………. 118 
6.2 People who are remarried and aged 30-59 as a percentage of all people  
 aged 30-59 by case study location……………………………………………. 121 
6.3 People who are divorced and aged 30-59 as a percentage of all people  
 aged 30-59 by case study location……………………………………………..124 
6.4 People who are single (never married) and aged 20-59 as a percentage  
 of all people aged 20-59 by case study location……………………………… 126 
6.5 People aged 20-59 who are living as a cohabiting couple as a percentage  
 of all people aged 20-59 living in a household by case study location………..129 
6.6 Same-sex couples as a percentage of all couples by case study location…….. 132 
6.7 Households containing a married couple with children as a percentage of  
 all households by case study location………………………………………… 135 
6.8 Step-families as a percentage of all families by case study location………… 138 
6.9 Working age females who stay at home looking after home/family as a  
 percentage of all working age females………………………………………...141 
6.10 Lone-parent households as a percentage of all households…………………... 143 
6.11 Quartile coding summary……………………………………………………... 144 
6.12 A ‘snap shot’ of family life in the four case study locations…………………. 145 
6.13 Family type of in-migrants to the four case study locations 2000-2001………148 
7.1 Distance moved by GB migrants 2001-2001…………………………………. 152 
7.2 Distance moved (type of migrant).  (All respondents)……………………….. 152 
7.3 Family structure.  (All households)………………………………………....... 154 
7.4 Family structure by type of migrant.  (All households)………………………. 155 
7.5 Number of bedrooms.  (All households)………………………………………156 
7.6 Number of inhabitants.  (All households)…………………………………….. 156 
7.7 Housing tenure.  (All households)……………………………………………. 157 
7.8 Housing tenure by type of migrant.  (All households)………………………...158 
7.9 Partnership type.  (All couple households)…………………………………… 160 
7.10 Partnership type by type of migrant.  (All couple households)………………. 161 
7.11 Age structure.  (All inhabitants over-18)……………………………………... 163 
7.12 Age structure by type of migrant.  (All inhabitants over-18)………………… 164 
7.13 Highest level of qualification attained.  (All inhabitants aged over-17)……… 166 
7.14 Highest level of qualification attained by type of migrant.  (All inhabitants  
 aged over-17)…………………………………………………………………. 167 
7.15 SEG.  (All inhabitants in full-time work)…………………………………….  168 
7.16 SEG by migrant type.  (All inhabitants in full-time work)…………………… 169 
7.17 SEG by gender.  (All partners in couple households and in full-time work)….171 
7.18 Primary reason for moving from place of origin.  (All respondents)………….173 



8

7.19 Primary reason for moving from place of origin by type of migrant.  (All 
respondents)…………………………………………………………………... 175 

7.20 Primary reason for selecting destination.  (All respondents)…………………. 177 
7.21 Primary reason for selecting destination by type of migrant.  (All  
 respondents)………………………………………………………………....... 177 
7.22 Responses to the question: ‘Did you consider moving to any other  
 locations?’ (All respondents)…………………………………………………. 179 
7.23 Other areas considered.  (All respondents who considered other areas)……... 179 
7.24 Reasons for not moving to other considered area(s).  (All respondents who  
 considered other areas)……………………………………………………….. 180 
7.25 Wholly moving versus (re)formed households.  (All respondent  
 households)…………………………………………………………………… 181 
7.26 Wholly moving versus (re)formed households by type of migrant.  (All  
 respondent households)……………………………………………………….. 182 
7.27 Reason given for (re)forming a different post-migration household (All  
 respondents in (re)formed households)……………………………………….. 183 
7.28 (Un)importance of different factors in the migration decision-making  
 process. (All respondents)…………………………………………………….. 185 
7.29 Impacts of migration event upon different lifestyle factors. (All  
 respondents)…………………………………………………………………... 188 
7.30 Changes in economic activity. (All partners in partnered households)………. 192 
7.31 Changes in SEG. (All partners in partnered households and in full-time  
 work)………………………………………………………………………….. 195 
7.32 Changes in personal income. (All partners in partnered households)………... 198 
7.33 Summary of overall changes in economic activity, SEG and personal  
 Income…………………………………………………………………………200 
 



9

List of Figures 
 

2.1 Household compositions defined as ‘families’……………………………….. 23 
5.1 MFI (GB).  Rate of partnered female non-migrants in full-time work  
 (PFFW) vs. rate of partnered female in-migrants in full-time work (PFFM)  
 in each GB LAD……………………………………………………………… 83 
5.2 Map showing the ‘migrant-family location’ classifications of each GB LAD. .85 
5.3 Map showing the Office for National Statistics 2001 Area Classification  
 supergroup cluster of each GB LAD…………………………………………. 80 
5.4 Pie charts showing the proportions of each ‘migrant-family location’  
 classified in each ONS supergroup…………………………………………… 88 
5.5 Pie charts showing the proportions of selected ONS supergroups made up  
 of each ‘migrant-family location’…………………………………………….. 90 
5.6 MFI: South-east.  Rate of partnered female non-migrants in full-time work  
 (PFFW) vs. rate of partnered female in-migrants in full-time work (PFFM)  
 in each South-east LAD………………………………………………………. 98 
5.7  Map of the South-east showing the ‘migrant-family location’ classifications  
 of each LAD…………………………………................................................... 99 
5.8 Map of the South-east showing the four case study locations………………... 100 
5.9 MFI: Case study locations.  Rate of female non-migrants in full-time work  
 (PFFW) vs. rate of female in-migrants in full-time work (PFFM) in each  
 case study location……………………………………………………………. 101 
6.1 Location map of Wealden……………………………………………………. 104 
6.2 Location map of Crawley.……………………………………………………. 107 
6.3 Crawley’s strategic location in the ‘Gatwick Diamond’……………………… 108 
6.4 Location map of Lewes….……………………………………………………. 110 
6.5 Location map of Brighton.……………………………………………………. 113 
6.6 Individuals in their first marriage and aged 20-59 as a percentage of all  
 individuals aged 20-59 in each LAD of GB…………………………………. 117 
6.7 Individuals who are remarried and aged 30-59 years as a percentage of all  
 individuals aged 30-59 years in each LAD of GB……………………………. 120 
6.8 Individuals who are divorced and aged 30-59 years as a percentage of all  
 individuals aged 30-59 years in each LAD of GB……………………………. 123 
6.9 Individuals who are single (never married) and aged 20-59 years as a  
 percentage of all individuals aged 20-59 years in each LAD of GB…………. 125 
6.10 Individuals aged 20-59 who are living as a cohabiting couple as a  
 percentage of all individuals aged 20-59 living in a household in each  
 LAD of GB…………………………………………………………………….128 
6.11 Same-sex couples as a percentage of all couples in each LAD of GB………...131 
6.12 Households containing a married couple with children as a percentage of 
 all households in each LAD of GB…………………………………………….134 
6.13 Step-families as a percentage of all families in each LAD of GB……………..137 
6.14 Working age females who stay at home looking after home/family as a  
 percentage of all working age females in each LAD of GB………………….. 140 
6.15 Lone-parent households as a percentage of all households in each  
 LAD of GB…………………………………………………………………….142 



10

List of Plates 

6.1 Vicarage Fields, Hailsham……………………………………………………. 105 
6.2 Hailsham Market……………………………………………………………… 106 
6.3 Offices and industrial premises at the north end of Crawley High Street……. 109 
6.4 Lewes and the South Downs landscape………………………………………. 111 
6.5 Lewes Castle…..……………………………………………………………… 112 
6.6 Brighton Pier………………………………………………………………….. 114 
6.7 Brighton Pavilion……………………………………………………………... 115 
6.8 Cafés and independent retail in North Laine, Brighton ……………………… 115 
 



11

List of Abbreviations 
 

AONB……………… Area of natural Beauty 
CAMS……………….. Controlled Access Microdata Sample 
CASWEB……………. Census Area Statistics on the Web 
CBC…………………. Crawley Borough Council 
CCSR………………... Cathie Marsh Centre for Census and Survey Research 
CIDER………………. Centre for Interaction Data Estimation and Research 
CSV………………….. Comma Separated Values 
CRAB………………... Census Research Access Board  
GB…………………… Great Britain 
GIS…………………... Geographical Information System 
GOR…………………. Government Office Region 
GOSE………………... Government Office for the South-east 
GROS………………... General Register Office for Scotland 
HMO………………… House of Multiple Occupation 
ISAR………………… Individual Sample of Anonymised Records 
LAD…………………. Local Authority District 
LAHF………………... Looking After Home and Family 
LAT………………….. Living Apart Together 
MIMAS……………… Manchester Information and Associated Services 
MFI………………….. Migrant-family Index 
NPI…………………... No Personal Income 
ONS………………… Office for National Statistics 
PFFM………………... Partnered Female Full-time Migrants 
PFFW……………… Partnered Female Full-time Workers 
SAR………………….. Sample of Anonymised Records 
SEEDA………………. South-east England Development Agency 
SMS…………………. Special Migration Statistics 
SPSS…………………. Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 
US…………………… United States 
WICID………………..Web-based Interface to Census Interaction Data 
 



12

Chapter 1 

Introduction 

The importance of family migration in reproducing and transforming a wide range of 

patterns of human activity and social structures should not be under-estimated.  The 

redistribution of population through the movement of individuals and families can have a 

significant effect on the spatial patterning of our society.  This is of growing significance 

given the increase in the volume, types and complexity of family migration and population 

movement over the past few decades (Champion et al., 2007).  This chapter contextualises 

the study of family migration, and argues there is a need to review the term in light of 

changing family structures.  The chapter examines the rationale for exploring the uneven 

geographies of family migration and family structure in Great Britain (GB), and sets out 

the aims and objectives of the thesis. 

 

Internal or sub-national migration is an important strand of the wider propensity for people 

and families to move within and between places (Hardill, 2002), and is described as the 

dominant form of population movement in developed societies for the past two decades 

(Bailey and Boyle, 2004; Kofman, 2004).  For the purposes of this thesis, family migration 

refers to families changing permanent residential address within GB.  This is a crucial 

component in the understanding of local population transitions within GB, since it changes 

the total numbers of people resident in each area and may alter the composition of the 

population with consequences for labour supply and the need for housing, schools, shops 

and other services.  Internal migration within GB has increased in recent decades as more 

and more people are ‘getting on their bikes’, and looking for work or better living 

conditions (Hardill et al., 2001).  For Champion et al. (1996: 8), GB can be viewed as “a 

nation on the move”. 

 

At a theoretical level, many geographers and sociologists assert that a more mobile society 

predominates (Farrington, 2007).  Indeed, Dwyer (1999) argues that contemporary society 

can be characterised as the ‘age of migration’.  As the 2001 GB Census shows, 

approximately one in nine people moved from one address to another in GB during the 

pre-census year.  This rate of internal migration was appreciably higher than recorded by 
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both the 1991 and 1981 Censuses, reflecting the fact that migration rates have varied over 

time (Champion, 2005).  Other leading sociologists, such as John Urry (2000), suggest the 

transition from the ‘social as society’ into the ‘social as mobility’.  This shift is driven by 

ever increasing flows of people within and beyond the territory of each society, with these 

flows representing changing preferences for work, housing, leisure, religion, and family 

relationships.  Moreover, it is argued that a ‘global civic society’ may constitute the social 

base for a ‘mobile sociology’. 

 

Historically, human geographers have focussed on patterns of origins and destinations and 

the flows between them, with less concern for the processes underpinning the movement of 

people and families (Halfacree and Boyle, 1993).  However, migration is important not just 

because of the redistribution of population per se. Each migrant and migrant family has 

certain attributes – for example, age, family status, occupation, educational attainment, 

sexual orientation and ethnicity.  Migration yields a redistribution of such attributes, and a 

restructuring of the spatial patterns of a multiplicity of demographic variables, 

underpinning the reproduction and transformation of the social structure and culture of a 

place. 

 

Of course, it is vital to recognise that the individual and familial attributes of the migrants 

are not fixed, and, importantly, may change as a result of the migratory move.  For 

instance, relocation may lead to a change in an individual’s occupation, or to a change in 

family status.  Interestingly, the movement of a migrant into a distinct social and cultural 

setting may influence a shift in their social and cultural behaviour, such as normative 

expectations of motherhood, fatherhood, partnering, parenting, and career aspirations.  

This begs questions about interconnections between people(s) and place(s).  At the same 

time, this also raises questions about selective migration.  For example, are some social 

groups more likely to select a particular migration destination in line with their perceptions 

of their cultural values, beliefs and ideologies? 

 

Since the late 1970s, family migration has been the subject of widespread academic 

studies.  The bulk of this scholarship has tended to focus on economic outcomes, and, 

arguably, has over-privileged the ‘traditional family’ - typified by the nuclear heterosexual 

‘male breadwinner/ female homemaker’ model (Cooke, 2003; Shauman, 2007; Smith, 

2004).  In particular, most studies have been dominated by the economic implications of 
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family migration on the ‘trailing’ partner or ‘tied migrant’ – ‘the tied-migrant thesis’ (see, 

for example, Bonney and Love, 1991; Boyle et al., 2000; Cooke and Bailey, 1996; Lee and 

Roseman, 1999; Lichter, 1983; Shihadeh, 1991).   There has been less concern for atypical 

family structures, such as lone-parents, same-sex couples and multi-family households 

(exceptions include Flowerdew and Al-Hamad, 2004; Kofman, 2004; Mulder, 2007).  

Indeed, as is shown in Chapter 2, it can be argued that family migration literature, to date, 

has inadequately theorised the breadth of family-related migration and produced partial 

accounts of the totality of the phenomenon.  Clearly, as Chapter 2 shows, there is a 

substantial gap in the family migration literature.  More specifically, there is a pressing 

need to more fully explore the links between ‘family migration’ and ‘family diversity’, 

particularly in light of the increasing diversification of family structures and living 

arrangements for partnering and parenting (May, 2004).  It is well documented that the last 

few decades have witnessed broad demographic trends, such as increasing levels of 

cohabitation, children born outside marriage, marriage occurring later in life, relatively 

high divorce rates, rising number of lone-parents and more reconstituted families occurring 

within western society (Williams, 2004).  This has given rise to a range of diverse family 

forms, such as lone-parent, same-sex, cohabiting, and people living on their own.   

 

This trend is exemplified by the emergence of the Living Apart Together (LAT) 

relationship (Haskey, 2005).  In contrast to couples in ‘commuting marriages’, who have 

one main household in common, couples living in LAT relationships have one household 

each (Levin, 2004).  Typically, one partner migrates for employment and lives in another 

household during the working week, before returning at weekends.  These new forms of 

family structure and living arrangements beg important questions about how contemporary 

family migration can be most effectively theorised and conceptualised, and how this 

influences the scale and magnitude of family migration.   

 

Other key societal changes also emphasise the need to rethink theorisations and 

conceptualisations of family migration.  These include increasing levels of female 

participation in the labour market, rising housing costs, children becoming financially 

dependant on their parents for longer, less experience of lifelong marriage, and a greater 

diversity of family traditions and care commitments thanks to a more multicultural and 

global society (Williams, 2004).  At the same time, many of the ‘shackles’ which were 

understood to reproduce ‘female tied migration’ (Halfacree, 1995) appear to have 
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loosened; although the constraints of patriarchy clearly continue to predominate 

(Raghuram, 2004).  For instance, woman having fewer children, or having them later or 

not at all, along with an ageing society, have also served to help with childcare and impact 

upon family relations.  Furthermore, these changes may be reflective of a broader 

‘individualisation’ of society where postmodern lifestyles form identity through 

consumption rather than through family relationships (Giddens, 1991; 1992; 1999).   

 

Families are not limited in their structure; rather there is a rich mosaic of family life.  In 

some places the sheer number of dual-career couples, same-sex partnerships and lone-

parents demonstrate that the ‘alternative’ now appears to be the dominant family structure. 

 

This shifting terrain of the ‘family’ and ‘migration’ begs the need to question the role of 

migration in the structure of new families, and vice versa. For example, does this make 

migration more important if family units are less stable and more fluid?  Do people move 

more often due to households being more transient?  Are ‘unshackled’ individuals allowed 

to move more freely? What are the flows of origins and destinations for different migrating 

family forms?  Do processes of migration (re)produce particular types of family form?  

Overall, there is clearly merit in complicating the links between processes of family 

migration and the diversification of family structures and living arrangements. 

 

These specific issues also warrant the attention of policy makers and institutional actors, 

particularly those concerned with the buoyancy and regeneration of places (for example, 

see Lees, 2003).  For many institutional actors, it is helpful to understand who is moving 

to, away from, and within specific places.  For example, recent policy objectives have 

sought to maintain the buoyancy of vibrant places by keeping university graduates 

(Goddard, 1999) and attracting what Richard Florida (2005) terms the ‘creative classes’.  

These new social classes comprises individuals whose job is to be ‘creative’, and includes 

occupations such as musicians, artists, scientists, and teachers.  The conspicuous lifestyles 

of these individuals and social groups can then be commodified to appeal to other affluent 

in-migrants and residents; thereby amplifying the rate of in-migration. 

 

In a similar way, models of neo-liberal urban renaissance are based on attracting and 

keeping middle-class populations and stimulating ‘positive’ gentrification (Davidson and 

Lees, 2005; MacLeod, 2002).  This is particularly important in many metropolitan centres 
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of GB where concerns have been noted about a non-sustainable population base due to the 

out-migration of affluent families.  For example, The Urban Task Force (2005) notes that 

the middle class families are abandoning inner London and other cities for the countryside 

in a drift that threatens to cause a “deepening racial and social divide” (Hetherington, 

2005: 1).   

 

Clearly, such demographic changes, via family migration, are integral to the ‘remaking’ of 

places and influencing the demand on public services.  The closure of some schools are 

linked to families with children being replaced with childless couples and single people, 

for instance in areas witnessing studentification (Smith, 2005).  From a social perspective, 

family migration influences levels of social cohesion, social capital, and marginalisation.  

These kinds of contemporary issues all reinforce the importance of family migration as a 

topic of academic study, and policy relevance.  

 

So far, this chapter has argued for a further developed study of sub-national family 

migration in GB.  It has been shown that a more mobile society now predominates, and 

that, via increasing levels of family migration, and increased family diversity, the 

reproduction and transformation of the micro-geographical social structure of GB is likely 

to change.  Key to understanding these changes are the uneven geographies of family 

structures in GB.  However, research in this area has not fully explored links between the 

uneven geographies of family migration and family structures.  Rather, there has been a 

tendency to focus on the economic outcomes of the ‘traditional family’, via the ‘tied-

migrant thesis’.  With this in mind the following aims and objectives for this thesis have 

been developed: 

 

Research aims 

 

• To question the role of the ‘tied-migrant thesis’ in understanding contemporary 

family migration 

 

• To explore links between processes of family migration and the diversity of 

family structures 
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• To investigate the significance of  uneven geographies of family structures in 

GB for the understanding of family migration 

 

Research objectives 

 

• To construct a 'Migrant-family Index' (MFI), and distinguish between 

differential ‘migrant-family locations’ 

 

• To establish the migrant profiles, family practices, migration decision making 

processes and post-migration outcomes of different family migrants in these 

diverse ‘migrant-family locations’. 

For the purpose of achieving these aims and objectives, the thesis is structured as follows.  

Chapters 2 and 3 pin down the conceptual and theoretical boundaries for the study of 

migration in the family context.  Chapter 2 reviews the family migration literature and 

questions the long-standing dominant theories of family migration.  As a starting point, the 

concept of family migration is unpacked and a working definition is provided.  The 

theories of ‘tied migration’ and the ‘gender role perspective’ are scrutinised, and the 

chapter questions the relevance of these theories in the twenty-first century.  The chapter 

uses the examples of the increased prevalence of dual-career couples to argue for a 

reconceptualisation of the term ‘family migration’. 

 

Chapter 3 reviews a range of social science literature which focuses on changing family 

structures.  This includes a discussion of the theoretical understandings that have been 

developed to account for changing family structures.  It is argued that different family and 

work cultures are evident in different places, and that a geographic perspective is essential 

for understanding such changes.   

 

Chapter 4 provides a discussion of the methodological approaches adopted for the thesis.  

This documents that both quantitative and qualitative methods were employed for the 

collection of different sources of data.  The secondary data component of the research 
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involved extracting and analysing statistics from the 2001 GB Census, creating an index of 

census variables using a simple modelling technique, and mapping data using a 

Geographical Information System (GIS).  Chapter 4 then describes the primary data 

component of the research, undertaken as a means of investigation to gather data from 

migrants in four case study locations.   

 

Chapter 5 explores the pertinence of theories introduced in Chapters 2 and 3.  A range of 

census variables are collected for every Local Authority District (LAD) in GB.  From this 

pool of data a Migrant Family Index (MFI) is constructed and four types of ‘migrant-

family locations’ are identified.  Chapter 5 assigns each LAD to one of the four location 

types to signify a particular form of family migration is occurring.  The MFI is mapped 

using a Geographic Information System (GIS) to aid the selection of four case study 

locations.  This process enables Chapter 5 to identify and explore the links between 

particular forms of migration and family structure. 

 

In Chapter 6, the particular characteristics of four case study locations are explored.  The 

chapter begins by providing a contextual background for each location.  2001 GB Census 

data is then utilised to build a demographic profile of family life in each of the four case 

study locations.  Variables extracted and formulated include rates of: first marriage, 

remarriage, divorce, single people, cohabiting couples, same-sex couples, step families, 

female homemakers, and lone-parent households.  The social structure of each of the four 

case study locations is outlined.  Chapter 6 then links these findings to the conceptual and 

theoretical outcomes of the changing family structures literature in Chapter 3.        

 

Chapter 7 presents findings from household questionnaire surveys, which were conducted 

in each of the case study locations.  This approach uses both closed and open-ended 

questions to tease out rich biographical data of why some of the processes of change occur.  

The chapter demonstrates social processes at work via family migration, and in particular 

changing normative ideas about motherhood/fatherhood, work: life balances, partnering, 

parenting, attachment to place and the importance of cultural factors in the migration 

decision-making process. 

 

Finally, Chapter 8 illuminates the major contributions of the research.  These are 

considered in terms of the original research aims, outlined in this chapter.  Importantly, the 
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contributions are set within the wider context of studies of family migration and family 

structures, and some possible directions for future research are discussed. 

 

Chapter 2 
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The Geographies of Family Migration: Complexity and Diversity? 

Introduction 
 

This chapter explores the rationale for an extended conceptualisation of family migration.  

It is argued that this is essential to more fully embrace the growing diversity of family 

migrants and processes of family migration.  The chapter is divided into five sections.  

Sections 1 and 2 outline working definitions of the contested terms of ‘migration’, 

‘family’, and ‘family migration’.  The third section presents the theoretical perspectives 

that have been prevalent for understandings of family migration over the last two decades.  

More specifically, this section examines the tied migrant thesis, typified by the ‘human 

capital model’ and the ‘gender role perspective’, illuminating some of the key outcomes of 

studies of family migration. 

 

The fourth section questions long-standing theories of family migration by considering 

their relevance in the shifting context of the twenty-first century.  It is contended that these 

theorisations are partially out-dated, with increasing totals of female migrants resisting the 

status of ‘tied migrant’.  With this in mind, the increased prevalence of dual-career couples 

is emphasised, and it is proposed there is a need to rethink the ‘family’ in family migration.  

It is postulated the term ‘family migration’ requires some reconceptualisation, and the 

discussion points to some possible avenues for future research.  Finally, the fifth section of 

the chapter concludes by synthesising the main threads of the discussion. 

 

2.1  Family migration:  ‘Unpacking the term’ 
 

The issue of family migration is of significant interest in both the research and policy-

making arenas.  It is through family migration that households continue to adjust their ‘fit’ 

to the housing and labour markets (Clark and Huang, 2006).  This has important economic 

implications in terms of utilising skills and increasing productivity (Green and Canny, 

2003).  At the same time, family migration can disrupt social networks and separate family 
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and friends (Withers and Clark, 2006).  Clearly, family migration is a complicated process, 

and it has both positive and negative outcomes. 

 

To understand the concept of family migration and construct a working definition, it is 

valuable to unpack ‘family migration’ as a term.  To do this, the concept of ‘migration’ 

must be considered.  There is a general consensus governing definitions of migrants and 

processes of migration.  As the focus of this thesis is internal sub-national migration in the 

GB context, the term ‘migration’ is defined here in line with Champion and Fielding 

(1992: 7):  

 

“The permanent or semi-permanent changes of residence of an individual or 

group of people from one address in GB to another”. 

 

Second, it is imperative to define the contested term of ‘the family’.  Broadly, families are 

generally considered to be units of kinsfolk within which decisions of everyday life are 

made (Johnston, 1994; Kilkey, 2007).  Families have traditionally been defined with 

respect to blood and marital relationships, and often viewed in terms of heterosexual 

partnered couples (Bertone, 2007; Plakans, 1984).  Similarly, the term ‘family migration’ 

has been used to refer to migration involving the ‘traditional family’ (Kofman, 2004).  This 

includes spouses and their dependent children, usually under the age of 18 years.  

However, this is only a partial snapshot of social reality, and it is now widely accepted that 

the term ‘family’ is multi-dimensional (Roseneil and Budgeon, 2004).  This issue is 

explored in more depth in Chapter 3.  

 

Importantly, recent studies increasingly question the ‘traditional’ definition of the family in 

the migration context.  Bailey and Boyle (2004: 232) have, for instance, recently suggested 

that: “we may be at a time when we need to move beyond traditional nuclear families as 

the basis for examining ‘family migration’”.  Furthermore, in the context of sub-national 

migration in GB, there is significant merit in recognising definitions of the family which 

are not restricted to blood and marital relationships.  For example, GB is one of only a few 

countries to allow cohabiting or same-sex couples similar legal rights if they form 

“relationships akin to a family” (Home Office, 2002: 1).   This thesis, therefore, adopts a 

working definition of families which includes groups of people who form relationships 



22

‘akin to a family’ (Home Office, 2002).  The following section builds upon this meaning of 

the family to establish a working definition of family migration. 

 

2.2 Defining family migration 
 

It is clear from recent commentaries that a more encompassing definition of the ‘family’ in 

family migration is required, which more fully acknowledges the plurality of living 

arrangements.  With this is mind, the following working definition of ‘family migration’ 

for the purpose of this thesis has been constructed:    

 

“Permanent or semi-permanent movements within GB of groups of people who 

live together and are either connected by blood or marriage or who form 

relationships akin to a family (i.e. cohabiting or same-sex couples, step-

families and lone-parent families)” (after 2001 GB Census, Crown Copyright).

This definition is formulated by using the parameters established by the 2001 GB Census 

for what constitutes a ‘family’.  The justification for this perspective is that significant 

analyses of family migration in this thesis will draw upon 2001 GB Census data.  It is, 

therefore, important to ensure that meanings of the family and processes of family 

migration are compatible with the definitions of the 2001 GB Census. 

 

The 2001 GB Census categorises two types of family; couple families and lone-parent 

families (Boyle et al., 1999).  Couple families are constituted of both ‘married and re-

married’ couples and ‘cohabiting’ couples who live at the same address.  It is important to 

note that cohabiting couples include same-sex couples, and that couple families may or 

may not include children.   

 

Lone-parent families consist of a parent (male or female) living with one or more children 

(dependent or non-dependent) for whom they are responsible (see Duncan and Edwards 

(1999) for a further discussion of lone-parent families).  It is useful to acknowledge that 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).  The lone-parent 
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may be single (never married), married, re-married, separated (but still legally married), 

divorced or widowed.  The important factor is that they do not live with their partner if 

they have one.  However, they may live with people other than their children such as a 

lodger or friend.   

 

At this juncture, it is important to distinguish between the terms ‘family’ and ‘household’.   

For the purposes of this thesis and in-line with the 2001 GB Census definition, ‘household’ 

is a wider term used to refer to one person living alone or a group of people living at the 

same address. Figure 2.1 summarises those household compositions that are considered to 

be included in definitions of ‘families’ and ‘family migration’, and identifies categories 

which are excluded. 

 

Figure 2.1:  Household compositions defined as ‘families’ (after 2001 GB Census, Crown Copyright). 
 

It is also important to acknowledge that, as with the term ‘family’, the term ‘family 

migration’ has fluid and interacting categories, making it difficult to construct an 

Defined as ‘families’ 

� Married/ cohabiting/ same-sex couples without any children or who don’t live

with their children 

� Married/ cohabiting/ same-sex couples living with dependent/ non-dependent 

children 

� Married/ cohabiting/ same-sex couples with step-children belonging to only one 

member of the couple 

� Lone-parents living with dependent/ non-dependent children 

� Any combination of the above living together, e.g. two couples sharing a 

household 

� Any of the above living with other people such as lodgers, friends, elderly 

relatives etc. 

Not defined as ‘families’ 

� One person households 

� Friends/ students/ unrelated persons sharing a household
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unambiguous typology.  Migration of the family unit is often complicated, and is 

undertaken in complex and various ways.  For example, Kofman (2004) distinguishes 

between ‘family reunification’, ‘marriage migration’, and ‘entire family migration’.  This 

may involve families who are ‘wholly moving’ and those who are ‘(re)forming’ either to 

live together for the first time or to live together again after some time apart (Stillwell and 

Duke-Williams, 2007).  Nevertheless, this section has constructed a working definition of 

sub-national family migration in GB, which is consistent with 2001 GB Census definitions 

of ‘family’ and ‘migration’.  It has also provided a framework for the study of the patterns 

and processes of differential flows of family migration and family migrants based on 

understandings developed from the 2001 GB Census. 

 

2.3   Theoretical perspectives of family migration 

This section explores the key theoretical perspectives that have underpinned 

understandings of sub-national family migration in the developed world over the past 

several decades.  First, the human capital model is examined within the context of an 

increasing diversification of family migration processes.  Second, the gender role 

perspective is discussed in the light of growing scepticism toward the economic focus of 

the human capital model. 

 

2.3.1 The human capital model 

Studies of family migration have been dominated by accounts of the geographic mobility 

of families and the outcomes for the various family members (Halfacree and Boyle, 1999).  

The majority of this research has been concerned with the economic implications of family 

migration on the ‘trailing partner’ or ‘tied migrant’.  Most of the research finds that long-

distance migration produces different labour market implications for partnered males and 

partnered females (Smith and Bailey, 2006).  Moreover, numerous studies demonstrate that 

partnered females often sacrifice their own careers in order to support their partners’ 

careers by following them as ‘tied migrants’ (for example, see Lee and Roseman, 1999; 

Lichter, 1980).   
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The family context of migration is largely seen as being responsible for these uneven 

returns experienced by males and females, and family migration is thought to be shaped by 

the dominant gender roles and gender identities which configure the lives of males and 

females in couple families (Cooke, 2001).  This has been theorised by assuming that 

household decisions are made on the basis of rational economic logic and families will 

often move to follow the career of one (often male) partner, since the sacrifice made by the 

(often female) ‘trailing’ partner is offset by the net gain to the family (Halfacree, 1993; 

Lichter, 1983). 

 

The basis for this logic is the individual-level human capital model of migration which 

proposes that economically rational individuals move when the expected discounted future 

earnings at a destination exceed the expected discounted future earnings at the origin, 

taking into account the net costs of relocation (Sjaastad, 1962).  According to Sjaastad, 

migration should be seen as an investment in human capital, and, owing to the investment 

character of migration, individuals should, in general, be more successful in the labour 

market after migration than they were before (Mulder and van Ham, 2005).  This simple 

picture of the positive impacts of migration postulates that, by showing a willingness to 

migrate, individuals enlarge their job search area, thereby creating opportunities to 

progress their labour-market careers more than non-migrants.  Sjaastad’s (1962) economic 

approach to individual-level migration is summarised by Lee and Roseman (1999: 2): 

 

“The human capital theory of migration views individual migration decisions 

as investment choices that maximise various aspects of economic well-being.  

At the destination, jobless migrants may secure jobs and job-holding migrants 

may secure better-paying jobs…an individual will move from location i to 

location j if the present value of additional earnings (via better employment 

probability) associated with the location change exceeds the cost of the 

move”. 

 

In a seminal paper, Mincer (1978) extends this logic to the household and adopts the 

human capital model for family migration decisions.  This approach assumes that family 

moves are motivated by economic criteria and are a response to job-related constraints at 

the place of origin and/or perceived or actual job-related opportunities at the place of 
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destination (Boyle et al., 1999).  In the context of Mincer’s (1978) model, a ‘tied mover’ is 

defined as a family migrant, who, if single, would not have chosen to migrate.  Likewise, a 

‘tied stayer’ is a member of a non-migrating family who, if single, would have chosen to 

migrate.  In short, the human capital model postulates that families migrate when the 

benefits of moving outweigh the costs (Mincer, 1978).  The essence of the human capital 

model of family migration is that: 

 

“…couples pool information on their joint utilities and weigh both in the final 

decision.  However, since total family utility is assumed to be measured best 

by total monetary income, the spouse who can contribute the most to this total 

may have his/ her prospects weighed most heavily in the decision” (Spitze, 

1984: 24). 

 

Of course, the role of gender relations is of significance within Mincer’s (1978) model.  

From the literature developed around the human capital model, the picture emerges that 

migration, although beneficial for male partners, tends to have a negative impact on female 

partner’s labour market careers (Cooke, 2003).  As Spitze (1984) identifies, it is usually the 

male ‘breadwinner’ who both stimulates, and has most to gain from, employment 

motivated family migration.  Theorising family migration in this way means that any 

apparently negative impacts on partnered females’ employment status can be explained by 

the fact that the family as a whole is expected to benefit from migration by maximising net 

household economic gain.  This gendered imbalance, and the concept of the (often female) 

tied migrant or ‘trailing spouse’ is implicit throughout studies of family migration, with 

female post-migration economic disenfranchisement viewed as a negative, unintended 

consequence (Boyle et al., 2001; Cooke and Bailey, 1999). 

 

Importantly, the human capital model hypothesises that gender differences in the economic 

returns of family migration are explained by gender differences in human capital 

investments.  As Shauman (2007: 1736) notes: 

 

[According to the human capital model] “the distribution of individual costs and 

benefits depends only on the actual and potential contribution of each partner to 

family utility and is independent of the sex of the partner.  The gender gap in 

personal returns to family migration is, therefore, attributed to the fact that 
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partnered women, on average, have less human capital (i.e., education, work 

experience, etc.), and, therefore, lesser earnings potential than partnered men”. 

 

Empirical research in this area has consistently corroborated the tied migrant thesis of 

family migration.  The overwhelming empirical evidence indicates that family migration 

has a negative effect on the labour-force participation of females (Smith, 2004).  In the 

United States (US), most studies have used cross-sectional secondary data and often point 

to a temporary reduction in the female partner’s labour force participation following 

migration (Lee and Roseman, 1999; Spitze, 1984).  Similar approaches and results have 

been broadly replicated in GB (for example Boyle et al., 2000) and the Netherlands (for 

example Smits, 1999). 

 

Other studies have shown that family migration has a negative effect for partnered females 

on:  the number of hours and weeks worked (Spitze, 1984); income (LeClere and 

McLaughlin, 1997), and; attitudes towards work (Cooke and Bailey, 1999).  Furthermore, 

Smits (1999), and, in particular, Cooke (2001), report that these adverse outcomes are 

amplified for partnered females with children versus partnered females without children.  

These negative effects appear to last only a few years, and it is unclear whether or not 

those in low-status occupations or high-status occupations are more greatly affected 

(Cooke, 2001).  Boyle et al. (2000) confirm these observations for both the US and GB.  

Likewise, Smits (1999) notes the similarities between the Netherlands and GB, while 

Forsberg (1998) makes comparable observations in Sweden. 

 

However, there are some studies which do not support these general findings.  For 

instance, Bonney and Love (1991) and Cooke and Bailey (1996) report that migration is 

not detrimental to partnered females’ labour market activity.  In research conducted in 

Aberdeen, Scotland, Bonney and Love (1991) demonstrate that family migration had a 

positive effect on females’ employment status.  Despite findings that reaffirm the 

supposition that family migration is led by the career aspirations of male partners, Bonney 

and Love (1991: 335) argue that this:  

 

“Need not be detrimental to [the female partner’s] own labour market activity 

since their skills, aptitudes and resources facilitate their adaptation to the new 

situation” 
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Cooke and Bailey (1996) find similar results in a quantitative study of the Mid-west of the 

US, using data from 1980.  Indeed, Cooke and Bailey point to many possible explanations 

for their results.  These include:  the labour market achievement of trailing spouses may be 

indirectly boosted by migration away from stagnant labour markets and toward buoyant 

labour markets; trailing spouses may invest in careers which are not adversely affected by 

frequent moving (for example, nursing); trailing spouses may enter the labour market 

following a move both to recoup the cost of moving and to make new friends; the intense 

economic restructuring in the industrial Mid-west of the US between 1975 and 1980 may 

have caused families to engage in return migration while, at the same time, females entered 

the growing service sector to supplement family income (Cooke and Bailey, 1996).  These 

findings lead Bailey and Cooke (1998) to question the limitations of the human capital 

model and call for the reconceptualisation of labour migration.  Importantly, the breadth of 

these hypotheses highlight the limited explanatory power of an analysis focussed on 

migrant’s employment-status (Bailey and Cooke, 1998). 

 

The main counter-argument that these studies propose is that females in couple households 

can experience a range of positive and negative outcomes following a family migration 

event.  This perspective is supported by scholars who argue that the universality of the 

human capital model renders both female and male agency invisible (Bruegel, 1999).   

 

Overall, there has been a growing scepticism toward the validity of the human capital 

model as an explanation of negative economic implications experienced by partnered 

female migrants.  Reasons given for this include the growing prevalence of dual-career 

couples in recent years (see section 2.4.1), the increasing reliance of couples on the 

earnings of the female partner in their struggle to achieve a middle-class lifestyle, and a 

growing spirit of gender equality (Lee and Roseman, 1999).   

 

Furthermore, a weakness in the human capital framework that has emerged in recent 

studies of family migration is the assumption that migrants are either independent, or that 

their households have remained intact before or after moving (Boyle and Halfacree, 1995).  

Increasingly, the human capital model’s capacity for explaining migration beyond the 

individual level has been called into question.  For example, Lee and Roseman (1999: 2) 

note: 
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“Insofar as migration is an individualised phenomenon, these problems [the 

assumptions of the human capital model] are minimalised.  However, even for 

the usually younger individual migrant, household relationships may be 

relevant to the migration process.  The problems become all the more complex 

when a collectivity of persons, usually a family group, is involved in 

migration” [emphasis added]. 

 

What is clear is that there is a fuller need, at the very least, for an awareness that not all 

female partners will necessarily ‘suffer’ economically from family migration.  Moreover, it 

is important to recognise the limits of the human capital model. 

 

2.3.2 The gender role perspective 
 

While the real effects of family migration continue to be debated, there is also a growing 

discussion on the theories underpinning the process and, in particular, the validity of the 

human capital model.  Increasingly, academics have begun to question more rigorously the 

prevailing theoretical understandings of family migration, arguing that non-economic 

aspects, particularly social, cultural and psychological processes and outcomes, have been 

masked (Cooke, 2003; Shauman, 2007).  Most family migration research now recognises 

the narrowness of the economic perspective in that it does not consider how gender roles 

enter into family migration decision-making (Cooke, 2001).  According to Smith (2004), 

such a focus on economic-related outcomes is linked to the positivist frameworks 

associated with much of the family migration research to date.  Many studies have 

embarked on deductive quests to formulate and test hypotheses by analysing large-scale 

quantitative research methods (for example, see Cooke and Bailey, 1996; Lee and 

Roseman, 1999; Shihadeh, 1991).  Smith (2004) argues this approach may have limited the 

breadth and nature of the research questions that can be addressed, since most of the 

datasets do not report the non-economic outcomes of family migration.  Furthermore, there 

is a suggestion that the economic focus may say rather more about the limitations of 

quantitative data, rather than provide evidence in support of Mincer’s (1978) theory of 

family migration (Smith, 2004).  Some authors have commented that household relations 
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have been underestimated in much of the family migration literature (Bruegel, 1999), and 

there is a growing body of work that focuses on the socially defined division of labour 

within households.   

 

The gender role perspective attempts to address the complexities of family migration by 

emphasising the roles in which males and females are socialised, and how these roles 

influence the process.  For the gender role perspective, explanations of gender differences 

in the economic returns of family migration are focussed on the influence of gender role 

ideology on decision-making within families (Hood, 1983).  Central to this perspective is 

the notion that males and females fulfil different roles in the family, and those roles are 

influenced by the gender role ideology of each partner.  For example, Potuchek (1997) 

observes that males typically assume the role of breadwinner, and females typically 

assume the role of homemaker within the family, irrespective of their relative earnings.  

Moreover, as Shihadeh suggests (1991: 433):  “…females are often socialised to place 

family first and personal goals second when it comes to critical household matters”.  For 

instance, Bielby and Bielby (1992: 1249) found that 56 per cent of all females in the 1977 

Quality of Employment Survey were reluctant to move because of “family-related 

reasons”, as opposed to only 16 per cent of males 

 

The gender role perspective tends to view the migration decision-making process as not 

necessarily a ‘neat’ and rational action.  Rather, it is accepted that many families do not 

weigh up the (dis)advantages of moving in strictly economic terms (Boyle et al., 1999).    

In other words, the gender role perspective postulates that females’ likelihood to defer to 

their partners when making migration decisions is not always necessarily economically 

motivated.  According to this standpoint, males and female roles within the family are not 

interchangeable; therefore, the costs and benefits of migration will not be calculated in the 

same way for females and males, as is assumed in the human capital model (Bielby and 

Bielby, 1992; Halfacree, 1995).  Furthermore, in contrast to the human capital model, the 

gender role perspective predicts that all partnered females – regardless of occupational 

status and/ or income – will be tied migrants (Cooke, 2001). 

 

In support of the gender role perspective, numerous studies on the prediction of family 

migration have found that neither the general human capital (years of education, years in 

employment, etc.) nor the specific human capital (occupational credentials, professional 
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degrees, etc.) of the female partner is of consideration except when the female partner’s 

human capital far exceeds the human capital of the male partner (Boyle et al., 2000; 

Lichter, 1983; Shihadeh, 1991; Spitze, 1984).  Even then, the contribution of the female 

partner’s human capital characteristics are much less than those of the male partner’s to the 

probability of migrating (Cooke, 2001).  This would appear to contradict Mincer’s (1978) 

notion that family migration decisions are made by two rational actors using a simple 

economic equation.   

 

There are several studies that particularly reinforce the validity of the gender role 

perspective.  Wallston et al. (1978) surveyed married dual-career PhDs in the early 1970s.  

In response to hypothetical migration scenarios they found that males and females would 

prefer to find a migration destination which could accommodate both their career 

aspirations, and that both would be equally willing to be the ‘trailing spouse’.  Yet, when 

the migration histories of these same couples were reviewed, the female partner was much 

more likely to be the trailing spouse.  Bielby and Bielby’s (1992: 1259) study of married 

dual-earner couples in the US drew upon the 1977 Quality of Employment Survey, finding 

that:  

 

“A man with traditional gender role beliefs would refuse to let his spouse’s job 

interfere with his own job advancement.  In contrast, a woman with the same 

beliefs and opportunities would apparently sacrifice job advancement if it 

meant asking her male partner to leave a well-paying job”. 

 

Rives and West (1993) surveyed couples whose male partners lost their unionised 

manufacturing jobs in a 1989 industrial plant shutdown.  In models predicting migration 

after the shutdown they found that, above all, being eligible for a buyout influenced 

workers not to relocate.  The female partner’s employment deterred family migration when 

the male partner was both unemployed and eligible for a buyout, but when the female 

partner was the only one employed and the male partner was ineligible for a buyout, then 

the family were even less likely to move.  Therefore, it appears that economic rationality in 

family migration decision-making occurs only on the margins:  families will consider the 

female partner’s career development in making migration decisions only if she has a very 

high-status job relative to her male partner or if the male partner is unemployed and the 

family has no other economic resources (Cooke, 2001). 
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Further studies draw attention to how decision-making processes and intra-household 

power relations are influenced by the relative resources of the male and female partner 

(Pittmann and Blanchard, 1996).  According to Lichter (1983: 489), such resources are:  

 

“Anything one partner supplies to the other (e.g. personal, normative, affective 

and cognitive)…a resource is essentially a power base from which one can 

draw for the purposes of exercising power within the marital (or cohabital) 

setting”. 

 

Such an emphasis on resources provides the potential for the non-economic factors to 

outweigh the economic factors.  The balance of power is, therefore, assumed to lie with 

that partner who has comparatively greater resources, hence qualifying the former gender 

neutrality of the human capital model (Bailey and Boyle, 2004).  As Boyle et al. (1999) 

point out, economic issues may be the key driving force behind migration but the resources 

of the power base on which people draw in migration decision-making are not synonymous 

with monetary calculations for the family overall. 

 

In summary, dominant theoretical perspectives of family migration postulate that if 

Mincer’s (1978) human capital model is valid, the gender/sex of the individual stimulating 

the move should be irrelevant, and similar relocation decisions would be expected in 

favour of the woman’s career in families where the female partner is the major 

breadwinner.  On the other hand, if it is demonstrated that partnered females’ employment 

status suffers from family migration, even where the occupational status of the female 

partner exceeds the occupational status of the male partner, then other factors, such as 

those suggested by the gender role perspective, are influential.  

 

2.4 ‘Untying’ family migration 

Although offering alternative explanations, studies that have drawn upon the human capital 

model and/or the gender role perspective concur that tied migration often occurs, and that 

the female partner’s employment status often suffers after a migration event.  This section 
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questions these dominant theories of family migration by questioning their relevance in the 

twenty-first century. 

 

There appears to be a paradox within the migration literature, whereby most theoretical 

approaches and much qualitative analysis suggest that females will gain less from 

migration than males, but other quantitative studies in both GB (Fielding, 1995; Fielding 

and Halford, 1993) and the US (Cooke and Bailey, 1996) suggest that females can do as 

well as males (if not better) out of family migration.   

 

Bruegel (1999) suggests five possible explanations for this paradox.  First, theorisations of 

tied migration are outdated, with females increasingly resisting the status of ‘constrained 

migrant’ or ‘trailing spouse’.  Second, the measures of social mobility used in much 

migration analysis fail to take account of the problems involved in comparing the social 

mobility of males and females.  Third, the negative effects of tied migration are 

counterbalanced by the selectivity of migration. Fourth, females who migrate are a select 

group who have a higher propensity to be upwardly socially mobile.  Fifth, only migration 

to a large and varied labour market with large numbers of high-status jobs enables females 

to improve their status with migration. 

 

It is argued here that the first of these possible explanations may be of most importance.  

Increasingly, studies of family migration have reported lower levels of tied migration than 

in the past, and female partners are more often described as reluctant to assume the role of 

‘tied migrant’ (see, for example, Halfacree and Boyle, 1999; Smith, 2004).  Key here is the 

view that theorising family migration in terms of tied migration practices is an out-moded 

way of thinking, and may have limited relevance in the context of twenty-first century 

family practices in GB.  The possible reasons for this shift are discussed in the following 

section. 

 

2.4.1  The rise of ‘dual-career couples’ 
 

A major factor in the possible reduction of tied migration, and one which problematises the 

human capital model and the gender role perspective, has been the growth of ‘dual-career 
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couples’ (Hardill, 2002; Lu, 1998; Snaith, 1990).  The term ‘career’ has been used in 

studies of family migration to imply some long-term progression within an occupation, or 

through a series of occupations, involving increasing levels of responsibility at each stage 

(Scott and Burchell, 1994).  For the purposes of this thesis, dual-career couples are defined 

in tandem with Hardill’s definition (2002: 1), as including couples where:  

 

“Both partners (that is, two adults living as a couple in a two person or larger 

household) are in managerial, professional, or associated professional and 

technical occupations [as categorised by the 2001 GB Census]; the types of 

occupation which tend to place particular demands on the individual and 

emphasise commitment”.   

 

Dual-career couples, therefore, differ from dual-income (or dual-earner) couples where 

both partners are in paid employment, but where either or both are in jobs with relatively 

indistinct career paths.  In dual-career couples, both partners have a deep commitment to 

the labour market and seek jobs requiring a high degree of obligation and that are of an 

intrinsically demanding character (Rapoport and Rapoport, 1976).  Central to the 

understanding of dual-career couples is the assumption that, in most careers, success 

depends upon working long hours and putting the job first, and that this imposes physical 

and emotional burdens upon the partnership (Hardill and MacDonald, 1998). 

 

Furthermore, Hardill (2002) identifies that those female partners from dual-career couples 

that are mothers, have a stronger attachment to the labour market after childbirth than 

mothers in non-dual-career couples.  For some authors, dual-career couples form a socio-

economically privileged group, described as the ‘optimum survival kit’ household for 

modern living (Forrest and Murie, 1987).  For example, McDowell (1991) describes how 

‘double pay cheque’ families have gained throughout recent periods of economic 

restructuring.  However, for dual-career couples, linking home and work can be 

particularly complicated.  As Hakim (2000) acknowledges, conflict can arise between the 

demands of a continuous full-time employment career, and a life centred on partnership, 

childbearing, childrearing, and family care. 

 

Halfacree and Boyle (1999) identify a number of factors that are responsible for the 

increasing number of dual-career couples.  These factors can be summarised as 
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demographic, economic, and socio-cultural processes of restructuring. Firstly, 

demographic restructuring includes declining female fertility rates and less time away from 

paid work for childrearing.  Secondly, economic restructuring includes increased 

participation of females in paid work, the growth of the service sector at the expense of the 

male dominated manufacturing sector, and the decline of ‘organisational careers’ with their 

employment-driven migrations - in other words, the feminisation of the labour market.  

Thirdly, socio-cultural restructuring includes the rise of more egalitarian households where 

both partners are career-minded and share domestic tasks. 

 

As a consequence of these factors there has been an increase in the number of females in 

professional and managerial jobs (Crompton and Harris, 1999; Green, 1995; McDowell 

and Court, 1994; Peterson, 2007) and, where partnered with someone similarly 

occupationally orientated, the result is a growth of the dual-career couple.  Despite these 

changes, and a growing interest in dual-career couples, there has been an assumption in 

previous studies of family migration that family moves are made in the context of a single 

career.  However, this would appear to be less significant in contemporary family 

migration, and the impact of a migration event upon two or more careers must now be 

more fully considered.  As Hertz (1987) acknowledges, the decision making process now 

involves three perspectives:  those of ‘her career’, ‘his career’ and ‘their career’ (since the 

relationship between the two people within the household must not be neglected).  

Similarly, Boyle and Halfacree (1995) acknowledge that the rise of the dual-career couple 

has compromised the extent to which females are ‘married’ to their partner’s jobs. 

The increase in dual-career couples has also raised a number of issues connected with 

family migration, including:  the effect of marriage/cohabitation upon career females’ 

geographic mobility (for example, see Green, 1995); the consequences for the employment 

status of partnered career females after a move (for example, see Baldock and Hadlow, 

2004); the location choices of dual-career couples (for example, see Costa and Kahn, 

2000), and; the decision-making issues and conflicts in households committed to the 

pursuit of two careers (for example, see Hardill et al., 1997).   

 

Importantly, Hardill et al.’s (1997) study builds upon research focussed on the increasing 

propensity for households to be regarded as ‘arenas of conflict’ (England, 1993; Pahl, 

1990; Phipps and Burton, 1995), and draws from case-study evidence relating to decision-
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making processes on the location and mobility of dual-career couples.  Hardill et al. (1997) 

demonstrate the role of decision-making ‘orchestration power’, and argue that in most 

dual-career couples one career tends to be prioritised.  It is shown that not all ‘lead’ careers 

are held by male partners, and in a minority of households both careers have equal rating.  

Overall, Hardill et al. present qualitative evidence which points to the formation of a new 

social phenomenon:  an egalitarian dual-career couple. 

 

A key component of such studies on dual-career couples is the implications for patterns 

and processes of family migration.  For instance, a cohort study by Snaith (1990) finds that 

male partners in dual-career couples who had opportunities for relocation to further their 

careers often declined to do so for the sake of their female partner’s career.  Similarly, it is 

argued dual-career couples who do relocate often use specific locational and job-search 

strategies designed to minimise the potential negative effect upon the other partner’s career 

(Hardill et al., 1997).  In the GB context, this usually involves carefully choosing 

destinations within large and buoyant labour markets such as London and Birmingham 

(Green, 1995).  More commonly, one partner who relocates for career reasons will stay in 

the family home and commute long distances.  This is either done via a daily commute or, 

in the case of longer distances, through the creation of a ‘dual-location household’ 

(Halfacree and Boyle, 1999).  The latter, otherwise known as a LAT relationship, involves 

one member of the household living away during the working week, usually in a small 

rented flat, and returning to the family home at weekends (Haskey, 2005).  This practise 

has been fuelled by an increasing number of professional and managerial posts becoming 

fixed term (Hardill et al., 1999), with short-term employment contracts and practices such 

as bonuses replacing secure life-time salaried conditions (McDowell and Court, 1994).  

Additionally, such economic changes coupled with the need for migration to further 

careers could in some cases delay or inhibit household formation in the first instance 

(Hardill et al., 1999).  In general, it can be noted that these changes represent a shift from 

‘traditional’ decision-making processes where the authority to choose the location of the 

marital abode rested with the male partner (Hardill, 2002).   

 

It is clear from scholarship on family migration that the increased prevalence of dual-

career couples has significantly influenced residential and family migration decision-

making processes.  Given that the choice of place of residence profoundly affects the 

careers of both partners, the residential decisions and housing search are intrinsically tied 
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to household power relations.  Seavers (1999) highlights the complex nature of the 

decision-making process, identifying a series of considerations:  the decision to search for 

a new house; the area searched; the type of settlement; type of property considered; size of 

property; internal layout of the property, and; external general appearance and style of 

property.  The processes of residential decision-making for dual-career households, 

therefore, involve significant negotiation and compromise (Hardill, 2002).  Overall, the 

issues discussed in this section serve to demonstrate that, as a result of the increased 

prevalence of dual-career couples, less tied migration may be taking place when compared 

to previous decades.  This stresses the need to rethink, and perhaps extend, 

conceptualisations of family migration and family migrants. 

 

2.4.2 Rethinking family migration 

Despite previous studies of family migration demonstrating that it often brings 

disproportionate benefits to male and female partners, theorisations of the family have not 

been fully developed in studies of family migration.  Arguably, the human capital 

framework, typified by Mincer’s (1978) model, pays insufficient attention to the agency of 

individual partners, and, therefore, reduces the family to an aggregation of individual 

utility (Smith, 2004).   

 

The gender role perspective, on the other hand, has difficulty in handling the diversity of 

experiences and constructions of gender (Bailey and Boyle, 2004).   This is further 

complicated by intersections with class, race and ethnic identities and results in 

assumptions of patriarchal power relations within households (Ellis et al., 1996).  The 

growth of the dual-career couple further problematises these assumptions by complicating 

the gender power relations within migrant households.  It can be agreed, therefore, that 

both theoretical approaches have masked the agency of both males and females within 

family migration processes.   

 

It is postulated here that neither perspective has adequately theorised the breadth and 

diversity of family migration, and has produced only partial accounts of the phenomenon.  

To date, the bulk of research has tended to focus on the ‘traditional family’ typified by the 
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‘male breadwinner/ female homemaker’ model.  Indeed, the majority of studies have 

predominantly analysed only the effects of family migration on married couple families.  

There have been limited studies of atypical family structures such as lone-parents, same-

sex couples and multi-family households (Flowerdew and Al-Hamad, 2004; Kofman, 

2004; Mulder, 2007).  This is surprising, given the growing recognition that the notion of 

the ‘traditional family’ is becoming increasingly redundant in an era when family diversity 

is increasingly common (see Chapter 3).  As Bailey and Boyle (2004: 231) note: 

 

“Despite being centrally concerned with a social institution defined by 

collective thought and action, scholarship on family migration remains 

paradoxically silent on the family itself” 

 

One reason for this may be a perceived difficulty in charting the relationship between 

migration and family structure, as residential moves may precede or follow family events 

such as marriage or divorce.  However, it is important to understand this relationship 

because these family changes are often the underlying causes of the moves.  For example, 

Clark and Huang (2003) emphasise the importance of the life-course in household-

relocation decisions.  It is argued that specific life-course ‘triggers’, such as a change in 

marital status or the birth of a child, are important events that are translated into the 

acquisition of larger and often more expensive dwellings (Clark and Huang, 2003).  Other 

studies have shown there is a direct link between the need for more space and migration 

decision-making processes in GB (for example, see Bonheim and Taylor, 1999), as well as 

Northern Europe (for example, see Clark and Drever, 2001).   

 

Recently, research has begun to address this knowledge gap.  Several studies have 

examined the relationship between migration and family context.  Most notably, 

Flowerdew and Al-Hamad (2004) conducted a British study exploring the relationship 

between marriage, divorce and migration.  The findings conclude that a large proportion of 

moves result, directly or indirectly, from family events such as marriage and divorce.  

More generally, there has been a gradual recognition that the nature of family relationships 

begins to dictate migration behaviour, encouraging or preventing moves over long 

distances.  For instance, more people are moving to be closer to elderly kin because of care 

arrangements, while others may find their ability to migrate being constrained by family 

commitments such as those to children from a previous relationship (Bailey and Boyle, 
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2004).  Such migration decisions have been assumed by most migration analysis in the past 

to be motivated by employment considerations. 

 

In a similar vein, Mulder (2007) stresses the importance of the wider family context 

(parents, children and siblings living outside the household) in the migration decision-

making process.  It is argued that even in modern de-traditionalised families, kin networks 

are still paramount in the exchange of support, money and goods; and that the importance 

of the wider family context as a deterrent of migration or trigger for moving may now be 

increasing in developed countries.  Mulder (2007) identifies three possible reasons for this 

change in the migration decision-making process.  Firstly, the importance of 

intergenerational transfers has probably increased due to a marked growth in home-

ownership and asset accumulation.  Moreover, there are usually only one or two siblings to 

share parental gifts in modern families.  Kohli (1999) suggests there is now a net 

downward flow of private resources from the older generations to their adult offspring. 

This may impact migration decision-making via a direct transfer of a property from parents 

to children, or more commonly, via help in obtaining a mortgage by co-signing a loan for 

example (Helderman and Mulder, 2007).   

 

Secondly, the share of the population of migrants from non-Western nations has increased 

in many developed countries.  Several of these migrant categories are known to attach 

greater importance to the family than individuals from developed countries and to have 

larger family networks (for example, Bangladeshi in England:  Khanum, 2001).  It has 

been shown that migrants tend to move near to people from their country of origin on first 

arrival, and that the presence of family members plays an important role in determining the 

migrant’s subsequent locations (Murdie, 2002).   

 

Thirdly, the importance of the family outside the household might have increased with the 

growing fluidity of families, mainly through the growth in divorce and separation.  For 

example, individuals with children may rely on family members from outside the 

household when divorced, because they no longer have a partner to rely on.  In recent 

research undertaken in the Netherlands, other authors have shown this ‘family solidarity’ 

to be more significant among females than in males (Komter and Vollebergh, 2002), and 

more pronounced in rural areas than in urban areas (Van der Meer, 2004). 
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More specifically, studies of migration within GB housing markets have identified an 

implicit preference for homeownership when compared with other European nations 

(Clapham 1996; Saunders, 1990).  Other authors have documented the increase in single-

person households (Green et al., 1997), the decline of social housing stock (Clark and 

Huang, 2003), and the growth of the private rental sector (Kemp and Keoghan, 2001).  

These changes have led Hamnett (1999) to emphasize the complexity of the British 

housing market, citing the private rental sector as a short-term, flexible, and transitional 

form of housing, and a ‘stepping-stone to owner-occupation’.  Of course, these 

complexities influence patterns and processes of family migration in the GB context, yet 

further research is required to pin-down how these factors are inter-connected.  

 

In addition, further recent studies in the US have examined the effect of commuting 

distances upon migration decision-making.  For example, Clark et al. (2003) present 

findings indicating females commute shorter distances than males, and are more likely to 

minimise commuting after a move than men.  The concept of ‘commuting tolerance’ is 

used to examine the point at which commuters become resistant to further increases in 

commute time (Clark et al., 2003).  This issue raises important questions about the 

interactions between spatial distributions of employment opportunities, individual 

flexibility to commuting, and processes of family migration.  Central to this discussion is 

the notion that as ‘work’ and ‘home’ decision-making have become increasingly 

connected, working life has been characterised by more and more movement (Hardill, 

2002).  In the ‘new economy’ the ‘9-5’ office world has given way to a flexi-time, flexi-

place world, where the ‘spatiality’ of work has changed to incorporate more cross-border 

travel, working from home, or working in cyberspace (Hardill, 2002).  This 

‘hypermobility’ (Adams, 1999) has reconfigured the spatial mobility expected of ‘career’ 

professionals.  Migration destinations are increasingly chosen for their access to a number 

of labour markets - as a result of their proximity to motorways and airports for example 

(Hardill, 2002).  Similarly, Green (1995) identifies ‘place flexibility’ as an increasing 

feature of life for managers and professionals.   

 

Clearly, contemporary studies of family migration have emphasised the need for research 

to more fully acknowledge the influence of the family context outside the household on 

residential choice and processes of family migration decision-making.  In addition, it has 

emerged that a more nuanced analysis of GB housing markets is needed, as well as a 



41

significant appreciation of the connection between ‘commuting tolerance’ and residential 

change (Clark et al., 2003).  Moreover, an awareness of the changing nature of careers in 

the ‘new economy’, and the transformed mobilities of managerial and professional 

households, would benefit future family migration research.  Despite the growing interest 

in these aspects of family migration in developed countries (for example, Clark et al.,

2003; Flowerdew and Al-Hamad, 2004; Mulder, 2007), there are good reasons why 

understandings of family migration in the changing GB context require new theoretical 

approaches that move beyond the relatively narrow economic perspectives of previous 

studies.  These relate to changes in the demographic circumstances in GB (see Chapter 3), 

changes in the composition and meaning of ‘family (see Chapter 3), and changes in 

migration patterns and decision-making processes (see Chapters 5, 6, and 7). 

 

Finally, the majority of studies of family migration have tended to focus on the long-

distance movement of wholly-moving households.  There are a dearth of studies which 

explore the effects of different distances that families move, such as residential moves (i.e. 

moves within local housing markets) and short-distance moves (i.e. moves less than 

50km).  Clearly, there is merit in investigating the similarities and differences between 

different levels of family migration (i.e. distance).  With this in mind, this thesis seeks to 

transcend studies which have restricted analyses to long-distance migrants.  Instead, the 

thesis will explore differences between residential, short-distance, and long-distance 

migrants (see Chapter 7). 

 

2.5 Conclusions 
 

This chapter has presented some of the reasons why and how future studies of family 

migration could be extended to embrace a more nuanced and sensitive understanding of 

‘the family’.  A key theme here is that family migration is not a simple unitary concept; it 

encompasses a wide variety of families, migrations, and institutional contexts that are 

difficult to capture in a single typology (Bailey and Boyle, 2004).  However, despite this, 

the breadth of research within this field has arguably over-privileged the ‘traditional 

family’, and tended to focus on economic-related effects.  More specifically, the majority 

of previous research has been dominated by the human capital model.  These studies have 
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focussed on the geographic migration of households and the economic outcomes for the 

various household members.  In response, a substantial body of literature exists 

documenting the gender role perspective, which emphasises the role of non-economic 

aspects of family migration; particularly the social, cultural and psychological processes 

and outcomes.  However, both these perspectives continue to focus on the inferior 

outcomes for female-partners in their role as ‘trailing spouses’, an approach that has 

questionable connections to modern family life. 

 

As this chapter has shown, meanings and ideas of the ‘family’ itself are changing, and this 

shifting terrain needs to be acknowledged in understandings of migration patterns, which 

are mutually inter-linked.  A key component of this has been the rise of dual-career 

couples, which compromises the tied migration approach to family migration that much 

previous research has adopted. 

 

The chapter has argued for a rethinking of family migration.  In particular, the breakdown 

and disintegration of relationships are an increasingly important topic for studies of family 

migration (Flowerdew and Al-Hamad, 2004).  Moreover the importance of:  wider family 

context (Mulder, 2007); the intricacies of specific housing markets (Clark and Huang, 

2003); commuting distances (Clark et al., 2003), and; spatially mobile careers in the new 

economy (Hardill, 2002) must also be acknowledged.  This thesis, therefore, examines the 

complexity of family migration within the context of new understandings of the family and 

family migration processes, which are discussed in Chapter 3. 

 
In addition, it is clear from previous studies of family migration that the importance of 

geography has not been fully acknowledged.  Indeed, much of the literature has treated 

migration origins and destinations homogenously.  This is compounded by the approach of 

many studies of family migration, which have only focussed on long-distance migration.  

There is, therefore, a need to understand the microgeographical similarities and differences 

in the patterns and processes of family migration in GB.  This is explored in more detail in 

Chapter 3. 
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Chapter 3 

The Uneven Geographies of Changing Family Structures 
 

Introduction 
 

This chapter explores the rationale for a rethinking of the unfolding links between family 

migration, and the growing unevenness and diversity of family structures.  It is argued that 

previous studies have tended to under-state the influence of the uneven geographies of 

families on the outcomes of family migration in GB.  The chapter explores the changing 

nature of the family and related geographies, and is divided into six sections.  Section 1 

briefly outlines the concept of the ‘traditional family’, and provides a working definition 

for the thesis.  Section 2 presents the dominant understandings of a diversification of 

family structures in GB, with particular focus on concepts of ‘de-traditionalisation’, ‘de-

institutionalisation’, ‘individualisation’, and the ‘pure relationship’.  Section 3 discusses 

the dominant theoretical perspectives of changing and dynamic family structures.  Section 

4 contextualises these conceptual and theoretical understandings by investigating the 

uneven geographies of families and family practices in GB.  Section 5 highlights the 

importance of family migration in (re)producing these uneven geographies, and identifies a 

knowledge gap requiring further research.  Section 6 provides a synthesis of the key 

themes of the chapter. 

 

3.1 The ‘traditional family’ 
 

To understand the changing structure of families, it is valuable to examine the concept of 

the ‘traditional family’.  The so-called ‘traditional family’ is tied to the normative 

assumptions of the modern nuclear family of the post World War II period (Erera, 2002). 

A working definition of the ‘traditional family’ for the purposes of this thesis is provided 

below: 

 

“A family form consisting of a heterosexual, monogamous married couple 

living with their children, apart from other relatives, with the husband 
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working outside the home and the wife being a mother and full-time 

housewife” (Popenhoe, 1999: 28).   

Functionalist perspectives view the ‘traditional family’ as the ‘glue’ that holds society 

together (May, 2004).  Such standpoints have treated the ‘traditional family’ as positively 

meeting the needs of its members, and carrying out vital functions for a cohesive and 

efficient society (Erera, 2002).  These functions include: an economic unit that provides 

shelter, food and care; regulating stable adult (hetero) sexual relationships, and; producing 

the next generation and socialising it into a set of common social values (Edwards, 2004).  

Some authors have argued that the ‘traditional family’ is essential for the sustainability of 

society, asserting that ‘non-traditional’ family forms are often inferior in child outcomes 

(for example Popenhoe, 1999; Zinsmeister, 1997). 

 

The origins of the ‘traditional family’ are the subject of some debate (for example, see 

Finch, 1994; Gillies, 2003; Popenhoe, 1999).  There is a general consensus that, after first 

gaining mass popularity among the bourgeoisie in north-western Europe, the ‘traditional 

family’ endured as a dominant ideal in developed countries until the 1960s.   However, 

some feminist theorists have described the ‘traditional family’ as a Victorian anomaly and 

merely an artefact of bourgeois industrialism (Finch, 1994).  For instance, Rubin (1995) 

postulates that the ‘traditional family’ was an empirical and substantive phenomenon for a 

short period following the Industrial Revolution, and among a select group of people.  This 

interpretation forms part of a broader view that the historical dominance of the ‘traditional 

family’ has been overstated (Williams, 2004).  For example, Gordon and Nair (2002: 125) 

studied 1851-1891 GB Census data in a middle-class area of Glasgow, and suggest the 

widely held image of the Victorian patriarchal family may be misplaced: 

 

“The high incidence of female-headed households and the range of kin, both 

male and female, which they contained, indicate the diversity of experience 

among middle-class women, the degree of their social and residential 

independence, and, thus, the dangers of viewing women’s lives through the 

filter of Victorian domestic ideology”. 

 

Other studies argue that not until the 1920s did a majority of children come to live in a 

home where the male partner was the breadwinner, the female partner was a full-time 
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homemaker, and the children could go to school instead of working for wages (for 

example, see Layte, 1998).  This argument contends that the 1950s family reversed a 100 

year trend of rising divorce rates, failing fertility, and increasing educational equality for 

males and females.  According to this perspective, the resumption of those trends after 

1960 was more in line with historical norms.  There is also a view that the ‘traditional 

family’ was merely a construction of what family life should look like, and that there were 

single parents, working mothers, and same-sex relationships in the 1950s, but these did not 

fit the normative picture of family life (Williams, 2004).   

 

By contrast, advocates of the ‘traditional family’ draw attention to historical and 

anthropological evidence to support the longstanding existence of the ‘traditional family’.  

Proponents of this view refer to the ‘traditional family’ as the ‘natural family’, arguing that 

the intact mother-father-child unit is a human universal that varies relatively little across 

time or place, or different cultures, religions, economies, and political systems 

(Zinsmeister, 1997).  Clearly, this debate is increasingly complicated by the growing 

diversification of families in the developed world, and warrants a rethinking of the virtues 

of the ‘traditional family’ in the contemporary societal context. 

 

Later in this thesis, the term ‘conventional family’ is coined to describe a contemporary 

family structure, which adheres to the male breadwinner/ female homemaker model, yet is 

less restrictive than definitions of the ‘traditional family’ model (see Chapter 5). 

 

3.2 Rethinking family structures 
 

This section examines the need to rethink family structures in developed countries, and is 

divided into three further sub-sections.  The first investigates the concept of ‘de-

traditionalisation’, and reports evidence for a ‘breakdown’ of the so-called ‘traditional 

family’.  The second weaves the notion of a ‘de-institutionalisation’ of marriage into the 

discussion as a key component of this reported diversification of family structures.  

Finally, the third sub-section introduces ideas of ‘individualisation’ and ‘the pure 

relationship’, which some sociologists have theorised as causal factors in the changing 

nature of family structures. 
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3.2.1 De-traditionalisation: The ‘breakdown’ of the ‘traditional 
family’ 

 

Some leading sociological theorists argue that there has been a ‘breakdown’ of the 

‘traditional family’ in recent decades, and this has given rise to a range of diverse family 

forms (Edwards, 2004; Erera, 2002; Gillies, 2003; Williams, 2004).  This process of family 

‘de-traditionalisation’ is tied to the weakening social structures of class, gender, and 

religion that have frequently been reported in developed countries (Duncan and Smith, 

2006).   

 

For example, Ferri et al. (2003) identify seven key changes in British family life over the 

past thirty years.  First, it is shown that cohabitation has trebled (see also Eggebeen, 2005).  

Second, it is recognised that divorce rates have doubled (see also Cohan and Kleinbaum, 

2002).  Third, the proportion of children living with a lone parent or with cohabiting 

parents is shown to have doubled (see also Manning and Lamb, 2003).  Fourth, it is noted 

that single person households have doubled (see also Amato et al., 2003).  Fifth, it is 

shown that average family size has decreased from 2.9 children to 1.6 children (see also 

Duncan, 2003).  Sixth, it is found that five times as many babies are born outside of 

marriage (see also May, 2004).  Seventh, it is acknowledged that the average age when 

females have their first child has increased by 5 years (see also Rogers and May, 2003). 

 

Many studies also report an increase of family support networks to include parents and 

step-parents, children, close friends, ex-partners, or ex-sons- and daughters-in-law (for 

example Bengston, 2001; Gauthier, 2002; Jamieson, 1998; Roseneil and Budgeon, 2004).  

This concurs with other studies that demonstrate increasing diversity of living 

arrangements and family forms, and which are conceptualised by a ‘de-traditionalisation’ 

of the ‘traditional family’ (Giddens, 1991; 1992). 

 

Such changes in family forms have been shown to interact with other economic, social, 

cultural and demographic factors.  Key processes here are: the increased participation of 

females in the labour market (Riley and Glass, 2002); rising housing costs (Hirchl et al.,

2003); children’s lengthened financial dependency on their parents (Amato et al., 2003), 

and; decreased experiences of lifelong marriage (Haring et al., 2003).  Similarly, Carling et 

al. (2002) cite the importance of a multicultural and global society as a driver for a 



47

diversity of family traditions, and for care commitments which may stretch across 

continents.  According to Williams (2004), females having fewer children, or not having 

them at all, along with an ageing society, have also served to alter the courses of modern 

family lives compared with previous generations.  As Coontz (2004: 975) notes: 

 

“A revolutionary innovation is the increasingly common option of not having 

any children at all.  A large proportion of people who marry today will never 

have children, not because of infertility, but because they choose to remain 

childless.  This is a huge change from the past, when childlessness was an 

economic disaster and often led to divorce even when the couple would have 

preferred to stay together”. 

 

Such commentaries have led to numerous academic debates surrounding the changing 

nature of ‘the family’.  This is exemplified by May’s (2004) view that ‘the family’ is a 

misleading concept since it implies a firm and unchanging reality.  This is framed by the 

notion of ‘family practices’, with the emphasis placed on ‘what we do’ rather than ‘what 

we are’ (May, 2004).  Such interpretations point to a shift from previous studies, which 

focussed upon the structure and functions of families, and showed how the ‘traditional 

family’ had adapted to meet the demands of modern society (see, for example, Young and 

Willmott, 1957).  In embracing a wider agenda encompassing forces such as employment 

(Riley and Glass, 2002), globalisation (Salt, 2006), and social norms (Edwards, 2004), 

recent research has recognised that a diversity of living arrangements and family groups 

are increasingly the norm and should be recognised (Williams, 2004).  As a result, the term 

‘families’ is commonly preferred to ‘family’ as a way of describing these new groupings, 

and how they unfold and are maintained or transformed.   

 

A dominant theme of contemporary studies is the fluidity of family practices, and their 

responsiveness to- and productivity of change.  Modern families are seen as being 

characterised by diversity at a number of levels, including a diversity of living 

arrangements for partnering and parenting, and a diversity of family structures.   
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3.2.2 De-institutionalisation: The retreat from marriage 
 

A key component in the ‘breakdown’ of the ‘traditional family’ has been an increasing 

‘retreat from marriage’.  According to research in this field, a ‘golden age’ of marriage was 

prominent across many developed nations from the 1950s to the early part of the 1970s.  

This era was characterised by youthful marriage, the near universality of marriage, and 

marriage stability (Kiernan, 2004).  Furthermore, marriage was seen as the pre-eminent 

setting for the raising of children.  Some social theorists argue this ‘golden age’ has 

subsided given a prevailing retreat from- and de-institutionalisation of marriage (Cherlin, 

2004).   

 

Common hallmarks of this transition include: declining rates of first marriage and 

remarriage; increasing age at marriage; increasing levels of permanent singlehood; high 

levels of marital disruption; increasing rates of cohabitation, and; a growing separation 

between marriage and childbearing (Lichter et al., 2002; Smock, 2004).  In GB, the 

introduction of the Divorce Reform Act in 1969 made the process of ending a marriage 

much easier (Hardill, et al., 2001).  Consequently, the number of divorces in England and 

Wales doubled between 1971 and 1985 (Ermisch, 1989), and by 2001 had more than 

quadrupled to 160,000 per annum (2001 GB Census).   

 

Nevertheless, perhaps the key characteristic of the contemporary retreat from marriage is 

that young people are increasingly delaying marriage until their late 20s or early 30s 

(McGinnis, 2003).  This has lessened the role of marriage in organising social and personal 

life, and decreased the bearing that marriage exerts on society (Amato, 2004).  For 

example, marriage is no longer necessary to activate property rights (Hirschl et al., 2003), 

legal standing (Rogers and May, 2003), public roles (Previti and Amato, 2003), and social 

status (McGinnis, 2003).  The significant proportions of the population that remain single 

for years, yet who are still allowed to assume adult roles, challenges and disrupts the ways 

in which societies have tended to organise social life (Coontz, 2004). 

 

To describe this process of the weakening of marriage in terms of structural and socio-

cultural influences, Cherlin (2004: 848) proposes the term ‘de-institutionalisation’, which 
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is defined as: “the weakening of the social norms that define people’s behaviour in a social 

institution such as marriage”.  

 

Other studies have reported the influence of: de-industrialisation (Hernandez, 1993); 

urbanisation (Mintz and Kellogg, 1988); greater geographic mobility (Amato, 2004); the 

rise of democratic institutions (Kiernan, 2004), and; a decline in religious control 

(Popenhoe, 1999).  These findings serve to demonstrate that the retreat from marriage is 

grounded in a complex set of interrelated social, economic and cultural changes (Oropesa 

and Landale, 2004).   

 

Theorising social change as a cause of the increasing retreat from marriage is 

problematised by Smock (2004).  First, it is asserted that the social changes described in 

studies of family change can never be adequately tested as causal forces.  Second, Smock 

stresses that the role of intergenerational feedback mechanisms should not be 

underestimated as children witness and experience the family, and the marital careers of 

their parents.  For example, a study by Seltzer (2004) observes that children of cohabiting 

couples are likely to cohabit in later life (see also Roan and Raley, 1996).     

 

Other authors suggest that to fully understand the current patterns of marriage it is 

important to acknowledge the historical context.  For example, in a study of the history of 

marriage, Coontz (2004) reports that many things seemingly new to family life, such as 

dual-earner families and step-families, have ‘traditional’ roots, and there have been several 

times and places where cohabitation, non-marital birth and divorce were more widespread 

than current rates.  However, the coexistence in one society of so many alternative ways of 

doing all these different things – and the comparative legitimacy accorded to many of them 

– has never been seen before (Coontz, 2004). 

 

Undoubtedly, an integral factor in the retreat from marriage has been the growth of 

cohabitation (Cherlin, 2004; Seltzer, 2004).  Generally, cohabitation is becoming accepted 

as an alternative to marriage in developed countries.  Moreover, it is argued that 

cohabitation has supplanted marriage as the first coresidential union experience for most 

young adults in developed countries (Lichter et al., 2002).  This point is illustrated by 

Kiernan (2004), who identifies four stages in the acceptance of cohabitation:  In stage one, 

cohabitation is a fringe or avant garde phenomenon; in stage two, it is accepted as a testing 
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ground for marriage; in stage three, it becomes acceptable as an alternative to marriage; 

and in stage four; it becomes indistinguishable from marriage.  Kiernan (2004) argues that 

some European nations, such as Sweden and Denmark have already made the transition to 

stage four, whereas GB appears to be in transition from stage two to stage three.  

Meanwhile Seltzer (2004) notes that cohabitation contributes to the delay in marriage, 

observing that over three-quarters of all GB first marriages start as cohabitations, and that 

cohabitation prior to a first marriage has become the behavioural norm. 

 

Despite the well-documented ‘retreat’, there is also a considerable literature which 

documents the continuing, highly-coveted status of marriage.  This is reported even among 

subgroups where the retreat from marriage is most significant (Smock, 2004), and 

confirmed in both Europe (Kiernan, 2004) and the US (Goldstein and Kenney, 2001).  

Although the practical importance of being married may have declined, some authors 

argue that the symbolic importance of marriage may have increased.  In essence, marriage 

is no longer something that is routinely undertaken.  Rather, it is something to be achieved, 

which is tied to attaining steady employment, saving money, living with a partner first, and 

in some cases having children (Edin et al., 2004).   

 

Paradoxically, this connection may have contributed to the increasing retreat from 

marriage.  Numerous qualitative studies report precarious economic circumstances as 

barriers to marriage, in low-income parents (Edin et al., 2004; Huston and Melz, 2004; 

Oropesa and Landale, 2004), as well as childless middle-class groups (Smock, 2004).  In 

addition, several studies have described ‘the high bar for marriage’, noting that as the 

normative imperative to marry in order to have sex, share children, and live together 

openly has faded, people can now afford to hold marriage to a higher standard (Edin et al.,

2004; Whitehead and Popenhoe, 2001).  Meanwhile, Cherlin (2004) suggests that the 

wedding itself has become a status symbol of individual achievement, and that individuals 

marry now less for the social benefits that marriage provides than for the personal 

achievement it represents. 

 

Overall, it is clear from the research literature that a retreat from marriage has taken place 

in recent decades.  Individuals are delaying marriage until later in life or choosing not to 

marry at all.  Where marriage does occur there is an increasing propensity for disruption 

and there has been a growing separation between marriage and childbirth.  The weakening 
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structures and social norms central to the ‘golden age’ result in the de-institutionalisation 

of marriage (Cherlin, 2004).  This process is intertwined with the ‘breakdown’ of the 

‘traditional family’, prompting some leading sociologists to theorise the processes 

underpinning this change. 

 

3.2.3 ‘Individualisation’ and the ‘pure relationship’  
 

An instrumental writer on the changing nature of family structures is the sociologist 

Anthony Giddens (1991; 1992; 1999), who notes the importance of a post-traditional 

society.  According to Giddens (1991; 1992), individuals are progressively freed from 

definitive gender and generational relationships and obligations in the post-traditional 

society.  To describe this process of the unshackling of individuals from structural 

constraints and boundaries, Giddens coins the term ‘individualisation’.  This stresses how 

intimacy and partnerships are essential for understanding how close personal relationships, 

and hence ‘the family’, have changed.   

 

According to the concept of individualisation, economic prosperity, education and the 

welfare state have freed individuals from externally imposed constraints, moral codes and 

‘traditional’ customs (Giddens, 1999).  Rather, late modernity is perceived as increasingly 

self-reflexive with individuals continuously engaged in the construction of personal 

biographies (Giddens, 1991).  This is facilitated by weakening social structures of class, 

gender, religion and family, so that people no longer have pre-given life trajectories.  

These relational and social aims are replaced by ‘projects of the self’ (Duncan and Smith, 

2006), with emphasis on individual self-fulfilment, personal development (Beck and Beck-

Gernsheim, 2002), and choice.  As Brannen and Nilsen (2005: 415) note:   

 

“Social class no longer has the same structuring role that it once had.  Where 

once there was a standard biography there is now a choice biography for 

people to create for themselves”. 

 

Of course, families play a vital role in this vision; as the social ties of kinship and marriage 

are weakened, the occurrence of life-long marriage becomes more infrequent (Williams, 
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2004).  Formal unions entrenched in socially prescribed gender roles are replaced by 

relationships founded on individual fulfilment, sexual and emotional equality, and 

consensual love (Bauman, 2003).  The notion of what Giddens calls ‘the pure relationship’, 

one freed from ‘traditional’ forms of duty and obligation, is put forward to describe how 

there are greater expectations in the quality of personal relationships, and that this quality 

has to be achieved; it cannot be assumed just because a couple have agreed to be together.  

This ‘pure relationship’ is premised upon mutual self-disclosure, trust and openness, and is 

thus self-reflexive and dependent upon commitment from both parties (Beck and Beck-

Gernsheim, 1995).  This form of partnership, an ‘ideal type’, isolates what is most 

characteristic for intimacy and is devoid of the ‘inertial drag’ of pre-existing social 

structures and traditions (Giddens, 1999).  Crucially, however, and as Giddens (1992) 

notes, it is perceived as transitory and only ‘good until further notice’.  This is generally 

because communication and negotiation have become central to modern partnerships, and 

success cannot be guaranteed.  As Williams (2004) observes, there is an uncertainty about 

intimate relationships, and they are contingent upon their capacity to meet mutual 

expectations.  This lack of stability in intimate relationships has obvious consequences for 

family diversity, with greater rates of separation and a delay in marriage or having 

children.  For example, Beck and Beck-Gernsheim (1995) find individuals are more 

willing to end a relationship, if it is not viewed as emotionally satisfying for both parties. 

 

The pure relationship is in some ways seen as the logical extension of the increasing 

individualism and the de-institutionalisation of marriage.  For example, Cherlin (2004: 

853) observes that: 

 

“The pure relationship is not tied to an institution such as marriage or to the 

desire to raise children.  Rather, it is ‘free-floating’, independent of social 

institutions or economic life.  Unlike marriage, it is not regulated by law, and 

its members do not enjoy special legal rights.  It exists primarily in the realms 

of emotion and self-identity”. 

 

Paradoxically, Beck and Beck-Gernsheim (2000) identify that within the context of 

increasing ‘individualisation’ and the disintegration of permanence and tradition, the 

attraction of close, confirming relationships become all the more important.  So the more 

individualistic individuals become the more individuals yearn for closeness, security and 
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identification with significant others (Smart and Neale, 1999).  For Duncan and Smith 

(2006), this predilection is to ease the isolation of a new-found autonomy and plasticity.  

According to Beck and Beck-Gernsheim (1995; 2000), children become highly valued as 

almost the only permanent and non-conditional site of personal intimacy.  The parent/child 

relationship is viewed as embodying a seemingly more durable tie in an increasingly 

uncertain and unstable society (Sennet, 1998).  Families, therefore, are still sought after, 

but these are now ‘families of choice’ whose make-up is diverse, fluid and unresolved, 

constantly chosen and re-chosen (Weeks et al., 2001).  This is tied to the notion of the 

‘postmodern household’, as identified by Hardill (2002).  It is recognised that although 

greater choice exists, living together in families where both partners ‘individualise’ may 

continue to produce inegalitarian relationships, with the male partner prioritising career 

aspirations and the female partner ‘juggling’ work with ‘home’ (Hardill, 2002).  

 

Although the theories of ‘individualisation’ and ‘the pure relationship’ have their merits in 

terms of indicating trends across developed countries, from an empirical point of view they 

may be criticised as too simplistic in ignoring particular cultural contexts, types of welfare 

regime, subcultures and divisions of gender and social class (Brannen and Nilsen, 2005). 

In response, Mitchell and Green (2002) caution that Giddens’ ideas on the ‘pure 

relationship’ remain abstract, largely theoretical, and lack empirical substance.  It is argued 

that ideals of trust, intimacy and increasing privacy are not a recent phenomenon.  

Meanwhile, Jamieson (1999) warns that Giddens does not acknowledge the continuing 

importance of wider structural inequalities, noting that personal relationships are not 

typically shaped in whatever way gives pleasure without the taint of practical, economic 

and other material circumstances.  Furthermore, detailed research by Duncan and Smith 

(2004) finds that such a view of contemporary society is exaggerated in at least two ways.  

First, the structures of economic necessity, social groups and moral codes have not gone 

away, although they might have changed.  Second, individuals generally do not act 

selfishly, but usually act in relation to the needs of others.  Similarly, Smart and Shipman 

(2004) highlight the homogenous picture of family and married life painted by the 

individualisation thesis.  It is argued that the vision depicted is culturally monochrome, and 

largely excludes an understanding of different forms of marriages, relationships, and 

intimacies which are to be found in diverse and complex societies (Smart and Shipman, 

2004).  In short, the individualisation thesis places importance on individual choice without 



54

taking into proper consideration opportunity structures (Brannen and Nilsen, 2005; Jones 

and Wallace, 1999; Sennett, 1998). 

 

Nevertheless, Giddens has highlighted new notions of intimacy, and has made a more 

inclusive approach to the study of family practices possible. Giddens’ work has also 

contributed to understandings of gay and lesbian relationships, step-families, and close 

friendships. 

 

3.3 Changing family structures: Theoretical perspectives 
 

The vision of contemporary society as ‘de-traditionalised’ and ‘de-institutionalised’ has led 

to much academic debate and theory.  Two main interpretations dominate, the ‘optimistic’ 

and the ‘pessimistic’ schools of thought.   

 

The optimists’ ‘democratisation’ thesis, as in the work of Giddens on individualisation and 

the pure relationship (1991, 1992, 1999), views the move away from ‘traditional’ gender 

divisions, assumptions of lifelong marriage, duty and dependence as heralding 

relationships that are more equal and mutually satisfying.  For females, in particular, access 

to a wage unlocks their dependency on males (Giddens, 1999).  The optimists argue this 

contributes to the ‘democratisation’ of both gender relations and the family, as each 

member is seen as an individual in their own right.  This has led to the posing of diversity 

in families as “pioneering ‘brave new’ forms of association and egalitarian relationships” 

(Edwards, 2004: 8). 

 

Beck and Beck-Gernsheim (1995) typify the optimists’ perspective.  They argue that 

individuals from a variety of backgrounds are increasingly mixed together in relationships 

that have to be established and constantly renewed by individuals, in place of ‘traditional’ 

and taken-for-granted forms of community.  They contend that there is the offer of new 

forms of emancipation, shaping different public repertoires around which identity (rather 

than place) based communities can mobilise.  Gay and lesbian relationships are often 

placed at the forefront of this cultural shift, innovating ‘families of choice’ (Weeks et al.,

2001).  This is because such partnerships enjoy relative freedom from the gendered 
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conventions that encompass heterosexual relationships (Williams, 2004).  Other ‘non-

traditional’, yet close caring relationships, such as those based on friendship, or those 

where partners are not co-resident, have also been identified as ‘trailblazers’ in attempting 

to find alternative ways of dealing with the tension, inherent in many co-resident sexual 

relationships, of balancing autonomy with connectedness (Beck and Beck-Gernsheim, 

1995).  Meanwhile, Edwards (2004) provides a concise summation of the democratisation 

perspective by suggesting that ‘traditional’ kinship bonds and family values are 

characteristically limited and constraining, while new forms of association provide the 

experimental resources for people to be able to cope with an uncertain and changing world. 

 

In contrast, the pessimists’ ‘demoralisation’ thesis views de-traditionalisation as 

representing moral decline, and bringing harmful effects (Williams, 2004).  This 

‘demoralisation’ leads to individual alienation and social breakdown.  Children are seen to 

be damaged socially, emotionally and educationally, by divorce, and go on to repeat the 

pattern with their own children (De Bruycker, 2007; Popenhoe, 1999).  Meanwhile, 

cohabitation is seen as liable to produce welfare dependency and unstable unions which are 

bad for children (Bauman, 2003; Fukuyama, 1999).  The lack of a father figure, and a male 

wage in the homes of lone-parents, is seen to result in children becoming vulnerable to 

inadequate parenting and poverty.  This has been directly linked to crime in some quarters 

(Williams, 2004).  For example, the prominent ‘New Right’ thinker Charles Murray’s 

theory on the ‘underclass’ argues that a rise in ‘illegitimacy’ and single parenthood is 

producing a new breed of crime prone, promiscuous young people rooted in a ‘culture of 

dependency’ (Murray, 1994). 

 

This perspective views the decline of the male breadwinner, the rise in females’ financial 

and social independence, and the acceptance of a diversity of sexual lifestyles, as 

contributing to a moral vacuum in relation to the family.  Pessimists see this as a loss of the 

‘family values’ of duty, fidelity and responsibility (Bauman, 2003).  Moreover, it is argued 

these have been replaced by selfish individualism, an unfulfilled quest for personal 

autonomy, and more generalised social instability (Williams, 2004).   

 

There are severe problems with both these visions of contemporary society.  There is 

insufficient empirical and historical evidence to support either theory, and they lack 

reliable methodologies.  In addition, they have been described as top-down, abstract 
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visions with little connection to particular social contexts (Duncan and Smith, 2006).  

Similarly, Williams (2004) suggests both the pessimistic and optimistic views can be 

challenged on the grounds that they overstate their case and that where the optimists 

underestimate old practices inside new forms, the pessimists fail to acknowledge 

continuing processes in the decline of old family forms.  For example, issues of power and 

conflict are absent or silenced within both the demoralisation and democratisation theories 

(Williams, 2004).  Moreover, Silverstein and Auerbach (1999) are critical that the 

complexity and ambivalence of family life, and its social class and ethnic specifications are 

also obscured by the two perspectives. 

 

3.4 The uneven geographies of families in GB 
 

Clearly, the generalising theoretical perspectives of the optimists and the pessimists have 

failed to capture the geographic variability of changes in family structure.  Previous studies 

have not paid sufficient attention to this unevenness of change.  The debate over the 

decline of the ‘traditional family’ has tended to overlook the notion that families have not 

simply changed over time, they have also varied over space at any one time.  In other 

words, “family structures have a geography, as well as a history” (Duncan and Smith, 

2002: 471).   

 

Studies addressing this ‘geography of family structures’ began emerging in the 1990s (for 

example, Forsberg, 1998; O’Connor et al., 1999; Sainsbury, 1994; 1996).  This body of 

work tended to be focussed at the national level and was concerned with variations in 

female paid work and welfare rights across different nations.  Pfau-Effinger (1998; 2000) 

theorises the role of ‘gender cultures’ in shaping families and identifies mothers to be 

culturally defined as full-time workers in some countries (for example Finland), while in 

others (for example Germany) mothers are culturally defined as homemakers.   

 

At a GB level, and in a similar vein, Jarvis (1997) draws upon 1991 GB Census data to 

investigate patterns of intra-household employment structures.  Although the study 

presents data which reports the regional distribution of three measures of intra-household 

gender divisions, there is limited analysis of regional differentiation.  This omission is 



57

surprising given Jarvis’s (1997: 525) assertion that more “attention needs to be paid to the 

underlying demographic profile of GB”.  

 

Other studies have presented evidence of a gendered regional geography of labour market 

opportunities and constraints in GB as a useful precursor for the study of uneven family 

structures.  For example, an illuminating insight to illustrate this point is provided by 

Duncan (1991) (see also Fielding and Halford, 1993).  Based on the analysis of 1981 GB 

Census data, Duncan (1991) presents gendered geographies of full-time paid work, part-

time paid work and full-time domestic work, and identifies the spatial variations of 

household types in GB.  As Duncan (1991: 423) notes: 

 

“In geographical terms, it is well known that the distribution of household 

types varies significantly over space – both locally and regionally.  The 

former probably reflects housing conditions and the latter different economic 

and migration trends; although different ‘cultures’, for instance ideas and 

expectations about gender roles and hence the nature of households, will also 

be implicated”.   

 

Nevertheless, the nature and level of local and regional differences in family structures 

within GB remains under-researched.  Duncan and Smith (2002) were among the first to 

address this knowledge gap, using 1991 GB Census data to measure motherhood 

employment and the ratio of unmarried births at LAD level.  The study concluded that the 

reported variations in parenting and partnering practises were not associated with 

economic prosperity, yet were connected to ‘regional gender cultures’.  According to 

Duncan and Smith (2002: 490), these gender cultures are ingrained in local socio-

economic histories and are an important influence upon the formation of family structures: 

 

“Different regions have established different trajectories as a consequence of 

the differing balance between alternative concepts of the normal and ideal 

family, and of what is ‘the right thing to do’ as far as women and men, and in 

particular mothers and fathers, are concerned”. 

 

In a similar study, which confirms the uneven geographies of families for 2001 GB Census 

data, Duncan and Smith (2006) provide a geographically-based critique of the 
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individualisation thesis.  Measuring the distribution in GB of three central elements of the 

individualisation thesis (same-sex couples, births to cohabitants, and mothers’ withdrawal 

from the worker role), the updated study finds the influence of pre-existing local structural 

conditions, such as the nature of local economies, and the distributions of class, ethnic 

group and religion, are important factors in the formation of family structures.  Given the 

local and regional variability of these factors, these findings suggest ‘individualisation’ 

may be restricted to a few specific groups in a few ‘non-conventional’ areas, while the 

‘traditional family’ continues to dominate in other, more ‘conventional’ locales. 

 

Other authors have confirmed the unevenness of family structure in GB.  Notably, Dorling 

(2005) observes geographical variations in 2001 GB Census data for marital status and 

household composition, as well as babies born to teenage mothers and babies born to 

mothers over 35 years of age (see also Dorling (1995) for local variations in familial 

variables in 1991 census data).  Meanwhile numerous other studies have charted the 

uneven geography of same-sex families in GB (for example, see Bell and Valentine, 1995), 

as well as dual-career couples (for example Green, 1995). 

 

3.5 The importance of family migration 

The previous section has demonstrated that the geography of family structures has been 

addressed at the national level (Pfau-Effinger, 1998; 2000), and has recently been 

acknowledged at a local and regional level within GB (Dorling, 1995; Duncan and Smith, 

2002; 2006).  However, an important factor in the uneven geography of changing family 

structures in GB, that has been under-researched, is the interaction of these geographical 

fluctuations with processes of family migration.  This is surprising, given the potential 

policy implications for an understanding of links between migration flows and the presence 

of ‘conventional’ and ‘non-conventional’ types of family form.  As Dorling (2005: 55) 

acknowledges: “for places to have social definition people need to keep moving”. 

 

With around one in ten families changing address each year (2001 GB Census), family 

migration has the potential to underpin significant shifts in population distribution 

(Champion et al., 2007).  It is often the case that individuals moving to a particular area 
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may have similar characteristics to those moving out.  However, there are cases where 

family migration is producing shifts in the geographical distribution of the population or is 

altering the population profiles of certain areas in the short or longer term (Fielding, 2005).  

Studies have shown the influence of two main spatial dimensions of internal GB migration, 

the ‘North-South drift’ (for example, see Champion, 2000) and the ‘urban-rural shift’ (for 

example, see Halliday and Coombes, 1995), upon demographic characteristics of age 

(Rees, 1992), ethnic group (Simpson, 2004) and occupations (Stillwell et al., 1992).   

 

Other studies have uncovered geographical differences in migration behaviour.  For 

instance, Fielding (2005), in a comprehensive study of 2001 GB Census data, finds 

variations in migrant behaviour across GB.  At a regional scale, the proportion of residents 

who are known to have moved within GB is shown to be highest for the South-west (11.6 

per cent) and lowest for the West Midlands (9.6 per cent) (Fielding, 2005).  Similarly, 

Jarvis (1999) uncovers geographical differentiations in family mobility strategies.  The 

findings serve to demonstrate the role of social relations in place-based attachment, 

influencing the propensity for labour-motivated migration in different locales.  Meanwhile, 

in the US context, Withers and Clark (2006) have addressed the uneven geographies of 

family migration outcomes in terms of housing costs, labour-force participation, and wages 

for partnered females.  However, little research has examined links between these 

migration processes and changing family structures. 

 

One area of research connected to this knowledge gap is the notion of an increased social 

polarisation in GB.  For instance, Dorling and Rees (2003) recognise four key areas of 

social polarisation in a detailed study of 2001 GB Census data: a population ageing and 

dividing by age; increased segregation of the married, White people, and migrants; a nation 

of families dividing by wealth and ways of living, and; a nation divided and dividing by 

work.  These changes are clearly driven, at least in part, by processes of family migration, 

as particular types of family form are ‘drawn’ to particular migration destinations.  For 

example, in terms of ramifications for changing family structures, the study shows that the 

degree of geographical polarisation among married individuals rose by 27 per cent between 

1991 and 2001 (Dorling and Rees, 2003).   
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3.6 Conclusions 

There have been significant changes in family structures in the last thirty years, with 

increased cohabitation, separation, divorce, lone parenthood, more step-families and 

individuals living on their own, and a fuller acknowledgement of same-sex relationships.  

These have been accompanied by other social changes, such as: increases in mothers’ 

employment; an ageing society; a multicultural society; and widening inequalities.  Studies 

on families and family practices have conceptualised these changes as a ‘breakdown’ of 

the ‘traditional family’ (de-traditionalisation) and a retreat from marriage (de-

institutionalisation), while Giddens’ (1991; 1992; 1999) ideas on ‘the pure relationship’ 

and ‘individualisation’ have been used to understand the changing nature of ‘the family’.  

Two main interpretations of family change dominate academic debates.  The optimists 

embrace the individualisation thesis, identifying that individuals are free to pursue more 

open, democratic and mutually rewarding relationships.  On the other hand, pessimists see 

changes in family life as bringing moral decline, a lack of social stability, a parenting 

deficit and selfish individualism.  However, empirical evidence cautions against such 

claims, suggesting significant geographical unevenness and variability in the way different 

groups experience changes to family structures.  Recently, this ‘geography of family 

structures’ has been acknowledged both nationally (for example, Forsberg, 1998; Pfau-

Effinger, 1998; 2000), and regionally within GB (for example, Dorling, 1995; Duncan and 

Smith, 2002; 2006).  Despite analysis of 2001 GB Census data pointing to links between 

migration and social polarisation, there is a knowledge gap and more research is needed to 

establish the relationships between processes of family migration and processes of 

changing family structures, particularly at a local level.   

 

These findings are linked to the outcomes of Chapter 2, which establish that the study of 

family migration requires some rethinking in order to more fully acknowledge the 

changing nature of ‘the family’.  In exploring this idea further, this chapter has suggested 

that geography may be significant in determining the role of family migration in 

reproducing and transforming the contemporary familial landscape of GB. 

 

Overall, the literature reviews conducted in Chapters 2 and 3 have identified knowledge 
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gaps in previous studies of both family migration and family structure.  These knowledge 

gaps have informed the rationale for the aims of the thesis, i.e.; to question the role of the 

‘tied-migrant thesis’ in understanding contemporary family migration, to explore links 

between processes of family migration and the diversity of family structures, and; to 

investigate the significance of the uneven geographies of family structures in GB for the 

understanding of family migration. 
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Chapter 4 

Methodology 
 

Introduction 
 

This chapter provides a discussion of the methodological approach to this thesis.  The 

chapter shows that both quantitative and qualitative methods were utilised for the 

collection of different types of data.  Particular methodological approaches were adopted to 

best inform the research aims and objectives outlined in the first chapter.  The key premise 

of the methodology was to use cross-sectional secondary quantitative data to identify 

general patterns and trends, prior to focussing on a micro-geographical level to examine 

more ‘abstract’ processes using primary qualitative and quantitative data. 

 

Accordingly, the chapter is divided into two general sections.  The first section will discuss 

the secondary data component of the research.  This hinged on 2001 GB Census data and 

was used as a means to gather comprehensive secondary sources on migration patterns in 

GB.  The second section will discuss the primary data component, undertaken to examine 

the validity of conceptual inferences drawn from the secondary data methods, and provide 

a micro-level empirical analysis of the conceptual elements of the research.  Both 

quantitative and qualitative methods were needed to achieve the overall aims and 

objectives of the thesis. 

 

4.1 Secondary data 
 

The general aim of the secondary data strand of the research was to consider links between 

migration and family structure in a GB context.  This process involved accessing 2001 GB 

Census data in order to build up a national representation of migration patterns, and the 

construction of a Migrant-family Index (MFI).  Case study locations were then selected 

based on the MFI.  Further analysis of census data took place to establish the demographic 

characteristics in these case study locations, in terms of partnering and parenting practices.  

A detailed explanation of the precise methodology used for the construction of the MFI 
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and the selection and analysis of the case study locations can be found in Chapters 5 and 6.   

However, this section is comprised of two initial elements.  First, the methodology used in 

the data collection is described, followed by a discussion of the advantages and 

disadvantages of using census data.  Second, the role of a GIS in the interpretation of 

census data is explained, with a further discussion on the strengths and limitations of this 

process. 

 

4.1.1 2001 GB Census data 

There were two principal components involved in the census data collection phase of the 

thesis.  First, census data comprising the movements of migrants played a key role in the 

construction of the MFI, as detailed in Chapter 5.  Second, census data exploring the 

demographic characteristics within four case study locations provided the foundation for 

identifying partnering and parenting practices in Chapter 6. 

 

In fulfilling the first component of the research, 2001 GB Census data used in the 

construction of the MFI was accessed via the ‘Web-based Interface to Census Interaction 

Data’ (WICID).  This tool is provided by the Centre for Interaction Data Estimation and 

Research (CIDER), which is based at the University of Leeds and the University of St. 

Andrews, Edinburgh, and provides access to Census Interaction Data through services 

running at Manchester Information and Associated Services (MIMAS) (CIDER, 2007).  

The WICID application allows the user to access Special Migration Statistics (SMS) via 

the internet.  The SMS are produced from census information on changes to respondents’ 

usual address, providing a series of origin-destination statistics.   

 

It is important to note that the migration data from the 2001 Census are based on a 

comparison of each individual’s address on Census Day (29 April 2001) with the address 

they stated they were living at one year previously (29 April 2000).  An individual’s 

‘address’ in the census is the place that they consider to be their ‘usual residence’, that is, 

where they live most of the time.  Therefore, the 2001 Census counts a maximum of one 

move per person during the twelve month period, does not cover any intermediate moves 

made during that year and excludes moves by people who moved away but then returned 
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to the original address within the one year window (Office for National Statistics (ONS), 

2007a).   

 

The origin-destination statistics provided by WICID were collected at LAD level for total 

female migrants and partnered female migrants in full-time work (see Chapter 5) and 

analysed using Microsoft Excel.  In total, there are 408 LADs in GB.  However, four of 

these LADs (City of London, Eilean Siar, Isles of Scilly, and Tower Hamlets) have either 

relatively low populations, or problematic migrant data.  They have, therefore, been 

merged with a neighbouring LAD.  City of London is merged with Westminster; Eilean 

Siar is merged with Highland; Isles of Scilly is merged with Penwith, and; Tower Hamlets 

is merged with Hackney.  Therefore, for the purposes of this thesis, there are a total of 404 

LADs in GB.  This method is in-line with similar previous studies that have analysed GB 

Census data at LAD level (for example, see Boyle et al., 1999; Duncan and Smith, 2002; 

2004; 2006). 

 

The second component of data collection involved accessing 2001 GB Census data on four 

case study locations from ‘Census Area Statistics on the Web’ (CASWEB).  Like WICID, 

this service is available on-line to the academic community via MIMAS and is provided by 

CIDER.  The CASWEB tool is a web interface to aggregate statistics from the GB Census.  

The advantages of using CASWEB are that counts of persons and households with 

particular characteristics may be extracted at various geographical units.  This allows 

characteristics to be identified in specific locations, however because the data are 

aggregated, individual level analysis is not possible. 

 

Numerous variables were extracted from the 2001 GB Census using Casweb at LAD level.  

These included rates of marriage, divorce, single people, cohabitation, and same-sex 

couples in an investigation of partnering practices.  In addition, parenting practices were 

examined using variables such as people married with children, step-families, lone-parents, 

and stay-at-home females.  Data were collected as a percentage of total persons or 

households within range for each case study location, and national means were included 

for comparison.   

 

Further 2001 GB Census data was accessed via the Controlled Access Microdata Sample 

(CAMS) - a more detailed version of the Sample of Anonymised Records (SAR).  Analysis 
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of this data was considered but ultimately rejected because of data confidentiality issues 

and the small cell sizes of data outputs that were approved by the ONS. 

 

Clearly, a disadvantage of census data is that information has been collected by someone 

else, for another purpose (White, 2003).  This has implications in terms of the wording of 

questions asked and potentially unhelpful simplification or re-categorisation of variables.  

Government-generated information such as census data is also potentially exposed to 

manipulation for political purposes (Hoggart et al., 2002).  However, because of the 

significant financial investments made by governments in collecting data, census data tend 

to have been collected in ways that are much more robust than those available to the 

individual researcher (Rose and O’Reilly, 1998).  Furthermore, secondary data in general, 

and, particularly census data, tend to be strongly spatially referenced, allowing national 

analyses at a detailed local level.   

 

Overall, there are a series of advantages and disadvantages to the use of census data.  

Although the negative points must be borne in mind, they should not be overstated.  For an 

investigation such as this one, census data are indispensable, since the thesis could not 

proceed without them.  Resource issues of time, money and labour, preclude data 

collection of such an extensive area and large population. 

 

4.1.2  GIS 

A GIS was utilised as both an analytical and presentational tool.  The ESRI ArcView 

software was selected for its ability to quickly and simply generate multiple maps from 

data tables generated by WICID and CASWEB in Comma Separated Values (CSV) 

format.  The role of a GIS within the thesis was twofold.  First, the mapping of ‘migrant-

family locations’ at LAD level played a central role as an aide to developing location 

profiles in terms of migration.  Second, the GIS map of ‘migrant-family locations’ (see 

Chapter 5 for an explanation of ‘migrant-family locations’) in the South-east of England 

region was a key component in the process of selecting case study locations.  These 

processes are covered in greater deal in Chapter 5; what follows is a discussion of the 

methodology used in the construction of the GIS maps. 
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Digitised LAD boundary files for England, Scotland and Wales were obtained from the 

UKborders website as ArcView shapefiles - this service forms part of EDINA, the national 

academic data centre based at the University of Edinburgh (EDINA, 2007a).  A table, with 

each LAD having been assigned an MFI group (see Chapter 5 for MFI groups), was 

created in Microsoft Excel and imported into ArcView as a .dbf file, to be ‘joined’ to the 

existing .dbf file that formed part of the original shapefile.  This allowed graduated colour 

maps to be produced showing the location of the LADs classified in each MFI group.  This 

process was later repeated for the South-east of England region only. 

 

To aid the production of thematic maps, the univariate classification tool within the GIS 

software was employed.  A quartile classification scheme was selected as the most 

appropriate aid to understanding and representing spatial patterns in the census data.  In 

this scheme, each interval contains 25 per cent of the observations, allowing geographical 

variations in census variables to be identified easily.  The quartile approach was preferred 

to natural break and standard deviation approaches; these were trialed but found to be 

unsuitable because large numbers of LADs were classified in a single category – the 

identification of spatial patterns was, therefore, found to be problematic.  

 

Concerns have emerged from within human geography about the links of GIS with 

strategic planning, commerce and the military, and an associated deliberate ignorance of 

related ethical, economic and political issues (Pickles, 1995).  However, these 

disadvantages can be mitigated by using a GIS as a secondary tool within a mixed-methods 

approach.  Using GIS maps in this way provides a powerful medium for the representation 

of ideas and the communication of knowledge about places (Perkins, 2003).  GIS maps 

then become a process reflecting a way of thinking, rather than merely artefacts.  That is, 

the process of mapping the data is not only a means of displaying findings visually, but 

also forms part of the conceptual and theoretical analysis.   With this in mind, the key 

advantages of using GIS maps in this thesis were their ability to work as representations of 

data, highlight spatial properties and provide a visual means of creating generalisations and 

classifications.  GIS was used to analyse the theoretical and conceptual issues identified in 

Chapters 2 and 3 and to provide conceptual areas for explanation using primary data.   
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4.2 Primary data 
 

The overall aim of the primary data collection component of the research was to scrutinise 

the empirical validity of the conceptual inferences that had been drawn from the secondary 

data research.  This involved investigating further the role of household agency in shaping 

migration flows and structures of families.   

 

For this purpose, between October 2006 and May 2007, primary data were collected using 

a household questionnaire survey to reflect a cross-section of the migrant population in the 

four case study locations: Wealden, Crawley, Lewes, and Brighton (see Chapter 5).  The 

following section will provide a detailed discussion of the household survey. 

 

4.2.1 Household survey 
 

The household survey utilised a formal structured questionnaire (see Appendix 4.1) and 

was conducted using a random sample of recent migrants living in the four case study 

locations.  Such surveys are the most commonly used method within geographical 

investigations of interacting with, and talking to, people who are the object of study 

(Robinson, 1998).   Their principal attraction for this thesis was their ability to provide a 

rapid and relatively inexpensive way of discovering the characteristics and beliefs of a 

specific population (McLafferty, 2003).  Moreover, they produce data that can be analysed 

by standard procedures using a computer statistics package (Silverman, 2000).   

 

Respondents were asked questions in a door-to-door interview situation, and answers were 

recorded on a standardised answer sheet.  This offered some opportunity for explanation 

and assistance with any difficulties the respondents had in answering the questions, and 

enabled probing for clarification to take place (Robinson, 1998).  As McLafferty (2003) 

observes, the personal contact between interviewer and respondent often results in more 

meaningful answers and generates a higher rate of response.  Furthermore, face-to-face 

encounters with respondents greatly enhanced the ability to interpret some of the context in 

which questionnaire answers were set (Cloke et al., 2004).  Similarly, the data obtained 

using this method might be expected to be more detailed and rich, and the face-to-face 
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context allows some immediate means of validating the data for false information 

(Denscombe, 2007).  In addition, the subjective nature of the migration decision-making 

process lent itself to face-to-face interviews, allowing respondents’ views to be probed.  

Both telephone and postal questionnaire survey methods were rejected due to projected 

poor response rates, significant expense, and an inability to guarantee the completion of 

questions by relevant householders.  For example, face-to-face interviews were considered 

to be advantageous compared with self-completion or telephone formats, which only 

permit simple and straightforward questions, and complex filter instructions (such as 

gleaning information about all household members) are likely to fail (Davies, 2007).   

 

The advantages of the face-to-face method were weighed carefully against the 

disadvantages compared with postal or telephone questionnaire surveys.  Face-to face 

interviews require careful planning and preparation and are the most time-consuming 

survey strategies (Valentine, 2001).  Another drawback is the potential for interviewer-

induced bias.  The unequal relationship between interviewer and respondent, embedded in 

issues of age, gender, ethnicity, and power, can influence responses (Kobayashi, 2001).  

Although certain personal attributes could not be altered to suit the needs of each 

interview, attempts were made to minimise the impact of interviewer bias by adopting a 

passive and neutral stance (Davies, 2007).  These included: remaining neutral and non-

committal on the statements made by the interviewee, and; non-confrontational self-

presentation (conventional clothes, courtesy, etc.) – designed not to antagonise or upset the 

interviewee (Davies, 2007).  Overall, for the purposes of fulfilling the aims and objectives 

of this thesis, the perceived advantages of the face-to-face interview method were deemed 

to outweigh the possible disadvantages when compared with telephone interviews or postal 

questionnaires.   

 

In accordance with the thesis’ objectives, the household survey had four aims.  The first 

aim of the household survey was to examine the similarities and differences in migrant 

profile in the four case study locations.  For this purpose, data were gathered to ascertain 

the demographic and socio-economic characteristics of the sample.  As these questions 

involved the categorisation of migrants, and required ‘recognition’ from respondents, they 

appropriately took the form of closed questions.  Examining the family structure in place 

within each household was the most challenging aspect of the questionnaire survey design 

as information about relationships between different members of the household needed to 
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be established.  For this purpose, a system based on the 2001 GB Census form was utilised 

and respondents were asked to describe all members of the household in terms of their 

relationship to the respondent.  This question was left open-ended although prompts were 

provided (e.g. husband/ wife/ partner/ son/ step-son/ unrelated housemate etc.) (see 

Appendix 4.1).    

 

The second aim of the household survey was to discover the cultural characteristics and 

family forming practices of each migrant household, and to examine similarities and 

differences between the case study locations.  In contrast to the demographic and socio-

economic characteristics, these questions required a ‘recall’ from respondents.  These 

elements of the questionnaire, therefore, took the form of open-ended questions – this 

invited respondents to provide information that could not have been easily anticipated 

(Lindsay, 1997).   

 

The third aim of the household survey focussed on the attitudes of respondents towards 

various aspects of the migration process.  This was in order to understand how migrants in 

different locations have behaved in the past and how they are likely to behave in the future.  

Central to this aim was the need to measure opinions on the importance of different factors 

in the migration decision-making process and how the move had affected respondent’s 

lives.  This was facilitated by a series of closed questions in the form of ‘attitude batteries’.  

In the first instance respondents were invited to indicate on a scale 1-5 how important or 

unimportant a series of factors were in their decision to buy or rent their current home (1. 

Very unimportant. 2. Quite unimportant. 3. Neither. 4. Quite important. 5. Very important).  

In a similar fashion, the second element required respondents to determine how beneficial 

or detrimental their move had been in terms of various factors.  This method enabled some 

measure of the strength of opinions on different aspects to be quickly gauged without 

overburdening the respondent (Parfitt, 1997).   

 

Finally, the fourth aim of the household survey was to determine the effects of migration 

events upon family-work practices.  Key to this aim was measuring changes in economic 

activity, social economic group (SEG), and personal income.  Respondents were, therefore, 

required to answer these questions for both the time of the questionnaire survey (post-

migration) and the time immediately prior to their last move (pre-migration).   
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Prior to the commencement of the household survey proper, fifteen pilot questionnaires 

were undertaken to measure the effectiveness of the design.  The pilot questions were left 

open-ended and the answers provided were used in the construction of the closed questions 

categories in the main survey.  In addition, the pilot survey highlighted a number of 

weaknesses in the original design, which were rectified accordingly.  These chiefly 

included the order of questioning and insufficiently clear instructions in the household 

composition section. 

 

Ethics are an important concern for any research interested in collecting data from people 

(Oliver, 2003).  Arguably, it is the data-collection phase of research that generates most 

situations involving ethical issues, since there is the closest interaction between researcher 

and respondent (Oliver, 2003).  Several ethical considerations were undertaken during the 

data collection phase of the household survey.  Firstly, the informed consent of each 

respondent was obtained.  Secondly, the respondent was informed of the purpose of the 

survey, and that the data would be used in the production of a PhD thesis.  Thirdly, the 

right of the respondent to end involvement in the research at any time was respected.  

Fourthly, the right of respondents to refuse the disclosure of potentially sensitive material, 

such as age, income, or occupation was also respected.    

 

A difficulty of the household survey methodology was the recording of responses to open-

ended questions.  Responses were written down on the answer sheet at the time of the 

questionnaire.  However, there was some inevitable ‘editing’ of particularly detailed 

answers due to a difficulty in recording everything that was said verbatim by hand.  On 

reflection, the process might have been improved with the use of a tape-recorder to ensure 

all responses and remarks were documented.  However, this would have added complexity 

to the process of filling in the questionnaire and could conceivably have had a detrimental 

effect upon the response rate.  Furthermore, this difficulty was mitigated by carefully 

coding answers to open-ended questions for empirical analysis rather than using direct 

quotes (see Section 4.2.3). 
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4.2.2 Sampling frame and sampling administration 
 

Identifying migrants is a difficult task.  Historically, this issue has been a key problem for 

studies of family migration (Boyle et al., 2001).  As the household survey was aimed at 

recent migrants, traditional sources of sampling frames such as the Electoral Register or 

large-scale maps were of limited use.  Similarly, a household survey of a randomly 

generated sample of the population at large would be largely wasteful seeing as only 

around 10 per cent of households are considered migrant households by the 2001 GB 

Census.   

 

A novel approach was, therefore, required that would allow a sampling frame to be 

constructed from households made up of recent migrants.  Accordingly, a list of addresses 

in each case study location where properties had been purchased between October 2004 

and September 2006 was procured from the ‘Our Property’ website (Our Property, 2007).  

This website compiles property information from both the Land Registry of England and 

Wales and the Registers of Scotland.  Data collected includes full address, date of sale, cost 

of property and type of property (for example, terraced house, detached house, flat etc.) 

and the site is updated monthly.  The search engine within the site allows the user to search 

using date and post-code criteria.  For the purposes of this research, searches were limited 

to ‘last 2 years’ thus defining the term ‘recent migrant’ as an individual who had moved 

into a new property within the last 2 years.  The rationale for choosing this time period 

was, in part, driven by the limited options provided by the website - the only other option 

available on the site was ‘since 2000’, which was considered too broad in that a potential 

respondent who had moved in 6-7 years prior to the survey taking place would have 

difficulty accurately recalling information about their move.  In addition, a time frame of 2 

years is comparable to the 1 year time frame in the 2001 GB Census, which was used in 

the secondary data element of the analysis. 

 

This method allowed a sampling frame to be constructed of people who had been resident 

in their current home for less than 2 years, and is a pioneering means of identifying 

migrants within a specific location in GB.  Although there is an associated bias towards 

owner-occupiers with this method, privately renting migrants are included, owing to the 

fact that many of the residential property within the sampling frame were purchased on a 
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buy-to-let basis.  However, migrants within the socially rented sector are not included in 

the survey.  This group were considered likely to have a separate set of motives driving 

their decision-making process and to be less likely to move long-distances.  Moreover, 

previous studies have shown public housing as a barrier to long-distance migration (for 

example, see Boyle, 1995).  The exclusion of the socially rented sector was, therefore, 

considered beneficial to the overall aims of the survey.  

 

Household surveys were conducted within one ward from each of the four chosen case 

study locations.  The rationale for surveying in only one ward was driven by the difficulty 

in accessing diverse migrant respondents.  Although the secondary data analysis was 

conducted at LAD level, it was vital that the primary data collection was undertaken in the 

‘hot-spots’, or extreme wards within the case study locations.  This ‘purposeful sampling’ 

approach enabled the pronounced differences between the case study locations identified 

by 2001 GB Census data (see Chapter 6) to be explored.   

 

The approach to ward selection was twofold.  Firstly, only wards whose individual MFI 

group corresponded with the overall MFI group of the case study location were considered 

(see Chapter 5 for MFI groupings).  This indicated that selected wards were representative 

of the locality.  Secondly, overall levels of migration were observed and only wards with 

levels of migration above the mean for each case study location were considered.  This 

ensured that equal sample sizes were achievable in each case study location.  The wards 

selected for each case study location were as follows (see Chapter 6 for detailed contextual 

backgrounds): 

 

Case study location Ward

Wealden Hailsham East 
 Crawley Maidenbower 
 Lewes Lewes Priory 
 Brighton North Laine and St. Peter 
 

Postcode sectors that made up the selected ward were entered into the Our Property 

website and a list of addresses was compiled.  It was decided that a sample of 100 

respondents should be surveyed in each case study location, providing a total of 400 

questionnaire surveys.  This was considered to be the maximum sample realistically 
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achievable by a single researcher working with limited resources.  Nevertheless, it was felt 

a sample of this size could provide acceptable results provided its limitations were 

considered in terms of confidence levels at the analysis stage. 

 

Simple random sampling took place within each of the four selected wards, and a response 

rate of one in three was allowed for.  This expected response rate was based on previous 

door-to-door surveys, and accounted for negative responses and unanswered doors (see 

Higgs et al., 2001).  For example, in Hailsham East a population of 559 migrant 

households was gleaned from the Our Property website.  Using a random number 

generator, 300 addresses were selected from this list to allow 100 surveys to eventually be 

collected. In light of significant journey times to the case study locations, the use of the 

University of Brighton vehicle enabled the surveys to be completed over a 7 month period 

(October 2006 – May 2007).   

 

4.2.3 Data analysis 
 

Prior to the completion of the household survey, all closed question responses were coded 

and a coding schedule was constructed.   This process entailed allocating numbers to 

possible responses thus allowing such data to be analysed in quantitative terms 

(Denscombe, 2007).  Once the questionnaire survey had been completed, open-ended 

questions were also coded.  This practice involved categorising qualitative written data into 

codes, categories and concepts so that some generalised statements may be arrived at 

(Bryman, 2007).  This initial stage of coding aligned closely with the approach of ‘open 

coding’ (Glaser and Strauss, 1967).  The aim of open coding is to discover, name, and 

categorise phenomena to develop categories in terms of their properties and dimensions 

(Glaser and Strauss, 1967).  For example, respondents were asked to explain their reasons 

for moving to their destination.  The various responses were coded into eight broad 

categories: location – place-specific appeals; location – work/commute; liked house/ flat; 

economic factors; cultural factors (entertainment etc.); friends/family; children/schools, 

and; other (see Chapter 7).  This data could now be coded numerically in the same manner 

as the closed questions. 
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With coding complete, each standardised answer sheet was given a reference number so 

that it may be uniquely identified and the coded data were entered into the SPSS 14.0 for 

Microsoft Windows.  Frequency distributions were initially generated for each question 

that was asked, prior to more complicated cross-tabular and third variable analysis.  The 

scrutiny of this data forms the basis of Chapter 7. 

 

4.3 Conclusions 
 

This chapter has provided a discussion of the methodological approaches used in this 

thesis.  The chapter has shown how qualitative and quantitative methods were utilised in 

order to inform the aims and objectives of the thesis.  It has been demonstrated that a 

central element of the thesis’ methodology is to use secondary data to identify general 

patterns and trends, before using primary data to examine specific processes at a micro-

geographical level.  The following chapter will now examine in more detail the secondary 

data phase of the research methodology. 
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Chapter 5 

Conceptualising the Links between Diverse Family Migration and 

Family Structures 

Introduction 
 

This chapter seeks to use empirical census of population analyses to advance a rethinking 

of the ‘family’ within a revised conceptualisation of family migration, and explores some 

of the interconnections between family migration and family structure, as outlined in 

Chapters 2 and 3.  As noted in the previous chapters, this issue is important given 

contemporary social, cultural, and economic dimensions of family migration may 

contradict and/or consolidate the reproduction of female tied migrants within different 

geographic contexts.  With this in mind, this chapter builds upon the contention of an 

increasing diversity of family structures and different family and work cultures within 

different places (see Chapter 3).  The chapter, therefore, disentangles some of the ways in 

which different family structures and processes of family migration may mediate particular 

familial outcomes, and are connected to specific clusters of social groups in particular 

locations.  The chapter is organised into four sections.  The first section outlines the 

conceptual rationale which underpins the construction of a MFI.  The second section 

presents the results of the index, and proposes a four fold typology of MFI locations within 

GB.  The third section focuses on the South-east region of England and illuminates the 

selection of four case study locations.  Finally, the fourth section provides a summary of 

the main themes of the chapter. 

 

5.1 Creating an index of family migration 
 

Chapters 2 and 3 have suggested that family migration may be an important factor in 

reproducing and/or transforming statistically-dominant familial structures, and that there is 

a geographic dimension to this process.  With this in mind, it is useful to explore the inter-

connections between family migration, family structures, and geographical patterns.  This 
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can be facilitated via the construction of a geographical index – the MFI, to compare the 

relationships between the three elements of this contention.  This approach has been widely 

used by geographers to explore associations between demographic data and geographic 

location (for example, see Duncan and Smith, 2002; 2006). 

 

A central aim of the MFI is to distinguish between conventional and non-conventional 

processes of family migration.  Using 1991 GB Census data, Duncan and Smith (2002) 

measured conventional and non-conventional places by calculating the proportions of 

married domestic worker households and single or multi person same-sex households.  In 

particular, Duncan and Smith (2002) identify ‘conventional’ and ‘adult worker’ regions, 

and argue this is partly due to regional ‘gender cultures’ bound in historical gendered 

power relations.  According to this view, particular jobs, skills and occupations are 

differently distributed to different local labour markets – and hence job opportunities, the 

development of human capital and income levels will also vary on a local level. 

 

For the purposes of this thesis, ‘conventional’ families are defined as heterosexual 

partnerships in which the female partner’s employment status in the 2001 GB Census is 

either ‘part-time employee’ or ‘looking after home/ family’.  This definition indicates an 

adherence to the male breadwinner/ female homemaker model, yet is broader than the 

‘traditional family’ (see Chapter 3) as it includes unmarried couples, step-families, non-

biological parenting, and female partners who work part-time.  In contrast, families in 

which the female partner is engaged in full-time work are defined as ‘non-conventional’.  

Using notions of conventionality and non-conventionality in this way allows the thesis to 

examine elements of the ‘traditional family’ within a contemporary familial setting. 

 

Methodologically, the MFI component of the thesis is based on ‘extensive’ research, where 

statistical data is used to describe overall patterns and distinguishing features in the 

geography of family migration in GB.  At this stage, the methodology only allows 

speculation about how and why these patterns emerge (Davies, 2007).  It is intended that 

‘intensive’ research, using quantitative and qualitative methods, will access more directly 

the social and cultural processes creating these patterns (see Chapters 6 and 7). 

 

The MFI was constructed at GB LAD level using two variables extracted from the 2001 

GB Census using WICID: 
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1. Partnered Female Full-time Workers (PFFW) – Partnered female non-

migrants aged 16-64 and working full-time as a percentage of partnered 

female non-migrants aged 16-64 able to work. 

2. Partnered Female Full-time Migrants (PFFM) – Partnered female in-

migrants aged 16-64 and working full-time as a percentage of partnered 

female in-migrants aged 16-64 able to work. 

 

The MFI centres on the behaviour of partnered women.  This provides a focus on families 

with partnerships to examine geographical variations in family work practices.  More 

specifically, the MFI measures adherence to the male breadwinner/ female homemaker 

model in each LAD and observes how this may be changing via family migration 

processes. Accordingly, single females are omitted from the analyses as their inclusion 

would be detrimental to the overall aims of the MFI.  In particular, the inclusion of single 

females in locations with transient young migrant populations, such as university towns 

and cities, would obscure the identification of trends associated with family migration.  

Similarly, lone-parents are omitted from the MFI as the separate set of circumstances 

governing their movements require disaggregated analysis (May, 2004; Mitchell and 

Green, 2002). 

 

The first variable (PFFW) is a measure of partnered females who have been living in a 

LAD for more than a year and who work full-time.  This measure includes static non-

migrants and residential migrants who have changed address within the year prior to the 

census, but from within the same LAD.  A partnered female is defined in the census as 

‘living as a couple’ with either a husband or a cohabiting partner.  The variable is devised 

from the ‘economic status’ question in the 2001 GB Census.  Partnered females who are 

not working full-time, but who are considered to be able to work, are those ‘looking after 

the home/ family’ and those working part-time.  Importantly, the distinction has been made 

between full-time and part-time work because many females have conventionally 

combined looking after the home and family with some form of part-time employment.  

For example, many previous studies have associated female ‘tied migrants’ with part-time 

employment after relocation has taken place (Bielby and Bielby, 1992; Cooke, 2001; 

Halfacree and Boyle, 1999).  Part-time work is defined in the 2001 GB Census as working 

less than 30 hours per week.   



78

Unemployed partnered females are considered to be actively seeking full-time work and 

are, therefore, included in the working full-time group.  According to the Department for 

Work and Pensions (2006), in order to be eligible for unemployment benefit, claimants 

must be capable of working, available for work and actively seeking work.  On this basis, 

it is assumed ‘unemployed’ females are available for and actively seeking full-time work. 

 

Partnered females who are either in full-time education, suffering from a limiting long-

term illness, retired, or ‘other’ (e.g. living on benefits or unearned income), are removed 

from the data.  The PFFW, therefore, provides a score for the incidence of partnered 

females in/ looking for full-time work as opposed to those looking after the home/ family 

or working part-time.   

 

The PFFW provides a good indicator of the dominant family forms in the non-migrant 

population of each district.  LADs with a low PFFW score contain high numbers of 

partnered females who look after the home/ family and partnered females who work part-

time.  This would suggest these LADs are more likely to be made up of ‘conventional’ 

family households.  Meanwhile, LADs with a high PFFW score have more partnered 

females who work full-time, suggesting ‘non-conventional’ family forms, such as dual-

career/income couples, female breadwinner households, and LAT relationships, are more 

prominent. 

 

The second variable (PFFM) is a measure of working age partnered female in-migrants 

moving into a LAD, and determines the percentages who are working full-time.  An in-

migrant is defined as a person who had an address in a different LAD one year prior to the 

day of the census.  The PFFM is calculated in the same way as the PFFW, but provides an 

indicator of adherence to conventionality within the inter-LAD migrant population. 

 

This provides a good indicator of conventional and non-conventional forms of family 

migration.  LADs with a low PFFM score experience high levels of migration from 

partnered females who look after the home/ family and partnered females who work part-

time.  This suggests these LADs attract migration from the ‘conventional’ family forms 

typified by the heterosexual ‘male breadwinner/ female homemaker’ model. 
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Conversely, in LADs with high PFFM scores, there is an elevated incidence of migration 

from partnered females who work full-time.  This indicates that these LADs are drawing 

migration from ‘non-conventional’ family structures. 

 

5.2 MFI (GB) 
 

Mean values were calculated for both the PFFW and the PFFM.  This enabled the creation 

of the MFI (Figure 5.1).  The mean values are 48 per cent for the PFFW and 64 per cent for 

the PFFM, and are depicted in Figure 5.1 as vertical (PFFW) and horizontal (PFFM) lines.  

In other words, on average 48 per cent of partnered female non-migrants who were able to 

work were working full-time.  Meanwhile, an average of 64 per cent of partnered female 

migrants, who were able to work, were working full time at the time of the 2001 GB 

Census.  Each marker on the matrix represents one of the 404 LADs in GB. 

 

Using the national mean values in this way allows the LADs to be divided into four 

‘migrant-family locations’ (Figure 5.1).  These migrant-family locations are LADs with 

similar conventionality characteristics.  The first ‘migrant-family location’ (labelled ‘1’ in 

Figure 5.1) is formed of LADs with a PFFW score lower than the national mean.  This 

means that the static non-migrant partnered female population are less likely to work full-

time, and more likely to look after the home/ family or work part-time.  The first ‘migrant-

family location’ is also formed of LADs experiencing in-migration from conventional 

families as the PFFM is also lower than the national mean.  This indicates that female 

‘tied’ migration is taking place and prominent levels of conventional ‘male breadwinner/ 

female homemaker’ families are moving in.  The first ‘migrant-family location’, therefore, 

may be termed ‘conventional’, in which conventional family practices are reproduced 

through processes of in-migration by comparable family units. 
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Figure 5.1: MFI (GB).  Rate of partnered female non-migrants in full-time work (PFFW) vs. rate of 
partnered female in-migrants in full-time work (PFFM) in each GB LAD.  
Source: 2001 GB Census, Crown Copyright. 

 

The second ‘migrant-family location’ (2) is formed of LADs where the PFFW scores are 

higher than the national mean.  This signifies that the static non-migrant partnered female 

population are more likely to work full-time, and suggests that non-conventional family 

work practices are relatively significant.  However, the in-migrants mirror those in the first 

‘migrant-family location’ in terms of conventionality.  The PFFM rate is lower than the 

nation mean, pointing to conventional forms of family in-migration.  This second ‘migrant-

family location’, which has a non-conventional static population but a conventional in-

migrant population, may be termed ‘increasing conventionality’. That is, the family work 

cultures have been relatively non-conventional, with females more likely to work full-time 

than the national mean.  However, in-migrants to these areas display the hallmarks of 

conventionality, suggesting these areas may be undergoing a process of reconstruction 

towards more conventional family attitudes. 
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In the third ‘migrant-family location’ (3), the PFFW rate is lower than average, signifying 

a conventional non-migrant population in terms of family form.  On the other hand, these 

LADs are attracting forms of non-conventional family in-migration.  The PFFM rate is 

higher than average, denoting that female in-migrants are more likely to work full-time.  

This may imply that a significant level of ‘untied’ female migration takes place, for 

example from women in dual-career/income couples and female-breadwinner households.  

The third ‘migrant-family location’, therefore, has a conventional non-migrant population 

and a non-conventional migrant inflow.  On this basis, the third ‘migrant-family location’ 

can be termed ‘increasing non-conventionality’. Conventional family forms have been 

dominant in these LADs, but recent migration trends have seen forms of non-conventional 

family structure established. 

 

The fourth ‘migrant-family location’ (4) is formed of LADs that have a relatively non-

conventional non-migrant population, as their PFFW score is higher than the national 

mean.  These LADs also draw migration from non-conventional family forms as they have 

a higher PFFM rate than the national mean.  With this in mind, the fourth ‘migrant-family 

location’ may be termed ‘non-conventional’, in which non-conventional family practices 

may be reproduced through processes of in-migration by like-minded individuals.  Table 

5.1 summarises the descriptions for each of the four ‘migrant-family locations’. 

 

Table 5.1: ‘Migrant-family location’ descriptions. 

‘Migrant-
family 

location’ 

PFFW PFFM ‘Migrant-family location’ 
description 

1 Conventional Conventional ‘Conventional’ 
2 Non-conventional Conventional ‘Increasing conventionality’ 
3 Conventional Non-conventional ‘Increasing non-conventionality’ 
4 Non-conventional Non-conventional ‘Non-conventional’ 

Conceptualising the data in this way has allowed, albeit rather crudely, four types of 

‘migrant-family locations’ within GB to be deciphered.  It is important to reiterate 

however, that this notion is, at this stage, merely a conceptual contention.  The index 

provides a good theoretical starting point and is designed to raise further questions.  These 

questions can then be investigated through further analysis and research in Chapters 6 and 

7.    
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5.2.1 Conceptualising ‘migrant-family locations’ 
 

The MFI has identified four ‘migrant-family locations’; for the next stage of the analysis, it 

is useful to recognise which LADs are in each ‘migrant-family location’.  Using a GIS, the 

data were mapped at LAD level (Figure 5.2).  Initial inspections of Figure 5.2 reveal 

ostensibly clear geographical patterns to the ‘migrant-family locations’.  The four 

‘migrant-family locations’ are not randomly scattered, rather there is a clustering effect at 

work with LADs in the same grouping.  For example, the ‘conventional’ group appears to 

be concentrated around the coastal regions of England and Wales, and some coastal parts 

of Scotland.  Meanwhile, the ’increasing conventionality’ group seem to occupy much of 

Scotland, Mid-Wales and Northern England, especially more rural areas.  The ‘increasing 

non-conventionality’ group is prominent throughout much of the Midlands and Southern 

England.  However, the ‘non-conventional’ group appear to consist predominantly of 

urban LADs, particularly those in and around London – although there are also clusters of 

relatively rural LADs to the north and west of London. 

 

The initial findings displayed in Figure 5.2 consolidate previous work on family 

conventionality in GB, which states that, in general, a ‘geography of family formations’ is 

visible (Duncan and Smith, 2002). 
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Figure 5.2: Map showing the ‘migrant-family location’ classifications of each GB LAD.  
 

Image not available due to copyright restrictions



84

The categorisation of the four groups was explored further by examining the ONS 2001 

Area Classification for LADs.  The 2001 Area Classification is used to group together 

geographic areas according to key characteristics common to the population in that 

grouping (ONS, 2005).  The ONS 2001 Area Classification is devised through the 

statistical analysis of a range of 2001 GB Census variables, and is used by government 

departments and academics for analysis and comparison (ONS, 2005). 

 

This Area Classification groups LADs into ‘clusters’ based on similar characteristics.  The 

largest of these clusters is called a ‘supergroup’, of which there are eight in total.  

However, one of the supergroups – ‘Northern Ireland Countryside’ – is not of relevance to 

this thesis, leaving seven: Cities and Services; London Suburbs; London Centre; London 

Cosmopolitan; Prospering UK; Coastal and Countryside, and; Mining and Manufacturing.  

A map detailing the locations of the supergroups is provided in Figure 5.3.   

 

These supergroup classifications were cross-referenced with the ‘migrant-family location’ 

classifications shown in Figure 5.2 in order to develop a location profile for each of the 

four ‘migrant-family locations’.  The percentages of LADs from each ‘migrant-family 

location’ that are classified in each ONS supergroup were calculated and are shown in 

Table 5.2. 

 

Table 5.2: ‘Migrant-family location’ categories broken down by ONS 2001 Area Classification supergroups.  
 1.Conventional 2. Increasing 

conventionality 
3. Increasing non-

conventionality 
4. Non-

conventional 
N % n % n % n %

Cities and Services 19 14.4 19 27.5 3 3.5 13 10.9 
London Suburbs 0 0 1 1.4 1 1.2 10 8.4 
London Centre 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 5.0 
London Cosmopolitan 0 0 0 0 1 1.2 6 5.0 
Prospering UK 40 30.3 13 18.8 62 72.9 69 58.0 
Coastal and Countryside 37 28.0 14 20.3 9 10.6 3 2.5 
Mining and Manufacturing 36 27.3 22 31.9 9 10.6 12 10.1 
Total 132 100 69 100 85 100 119 100 
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Figure 5.3: Map showing the Office for National Statistics 2001 Area Classification supergroup cluster of 

each GB LAD (ONS, 2005).  

Image not available due to copyright restrictions
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There are 132 LADs in the ‘conventional’ group, the largest of the four ‘migrant-family 

locations’.  This suggests there is a diversity of social groups within the ‘conventional’ 

category.  Although there are no London LADs, the ‘conventional’ group is spread 

relatively evenly between the remaining four supergroups.  Approximately 30 per cent of 

these are classified as ‘Prospering UK’ by the ONS.  Similarly, about 30 per cent of LADs 

in the ‘conventional’ group are classified as ‘Coastal and Countryside’, more than in any 

other ‘migrant-family location’.  There is also a considerable proportion (27 per cent) in 

the ‘Mining and Manufacturing’ category, second only to the ‘increasing conventionality’ 

group.  LADs classified as ‘Cities and Services’ made up 14 per cent of the ‘conventional’ 

group, confirming ‘conventional’ family areas are an urban as well as a rural construct.  

There would also appear to be a mixture of social classes prominent in the ‘conventional’ 

group, with large proportions of LADs classified as both ‘Prospering UK’ and ‘Mining and 

Manufacturing’. 

 

The ‘increasing conventionality’ group consists of 69 LADs, smaller than any other 

‘migrant-family location’.  In a similar manner to the ‘conventional’ group, there is a 

relatively even spread between the four supergroups of ‘Cities and Services’, ‘Prospering 

UK’, ‘Coastal and Countryside’, and ‘Mining and Manufacturing’.  This once more 

indicates there is a diversity of social groups evident in the ‘increasing conventionality’ 

category.  However, the main difference in the ‘increasing conventionality’ group, when 

compared to the ‘conventional’ group, is that there is approximately double the percentage 

of LADs in the ‘Cities and Services’ category.  Vice versa, the proportion of LADs 

classified as ‘Prospering UK’ is roughly halved when compared to the ‘conventional’ 

group.  This suggests that places that are restructuring as ‘conventional’ family locations 

are more likely to be urban areas and less likely to be associated with affluence.  Notably, 

the proportion of the ‘increasing conventionality’ group classified as ‘Cities and Services’ 

(28 per cent) is larger than in any other ‘migrant family location’.  However, in contrast, 

the 19 per cent within ‘Prospering UK’ is by far the lowest of the four ‘migrant family 

locations’.  Elsewhere, more than 30 per cent of the LADs within the ‘increasing 

conventionality’ group are categorised as ‘Mining and Manufacturing’, this is a higher 

proportion than in any other ‘migrant family location’.  Meanwhile, a notable proportion of 

around 20 per cent of the ‘increasing conventionality’ group are contained within the 

‘Coastal and Countryside’ classification, second only to the ‘conventional’ group.   
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In contrast to the ‘conventional’ and ‘increasing conventionality’ groups, the ‘increasing 

non-conventionality’ group is far less spread with almost three quarters of LADs classified 

in just one supergroup.  A large majority (73 per cent) of the 85 LADs in the ‘increasing 

non-conventionality’ group are defined as ‘Prospering UK’.  This is by far the largest 

proportion of the four ‘migrant-family locations’.  The ‘Coastal and Countryside’ and 

‘Mining and Manufacturing’ supergroups each contain around 10 per cent of the 

‘increasing non-conventionality’ group, while only a small minority are classified as 

‘Cities and Services’.  This suggests there may be an association between places 

restructuring as ‘non-conventional’ locations, and factors such as social class and 

affluence.  

 

There are 119 LADs in the ‘non-conventional’ group.  Of these, a high proportion (58 per 

cent) are categorised as ‘Prospering UK’, the second largest proportion behind the 

‘increasing non-conventionality’ group.  This indicates once more that there may be a link 

between prosperity and ‘non-conventionality’.  In support of this view, all six of the 

‘London Centre’ LADs and six of the seven ‘London Cosmopolitan’ LADs are in the ‘non-

conventional’ group.  The remaining LADs are spread throughout the other three 

supergroups with ‘Cities and Services’ and ‘Mining and Manufacturing’ occupying around 

10 per cent each, while only 3 per cent of ‘non-conventional’ LADs are classified as 

‘Coastal and Countryside’.   

 

Generally, this would suggest that places that have restructured as non-conventional 

locations are largely restricted to London and the surrounding prosperous suburbs but are 

rare in rural and more industrial locations. 

 

The percentage breakdowns of each ‘migrant-family location’ by ONS supergroup are 

displayed by pie charts in Figure 5.4.  Overall it can be seen that in the ‘conventional’ and 

‘increasing conventionality’ groups there is a fairly even spread of LADs classified as 

‘Cities and Services’, ‘Prospering UK’, ‘Coastal and Countryside’, and ‘Mining and 

Manufacturing’.  However the ‘increasing non-conventionality’ and ‘non-conventional’ 

groups are dominated by LADs classified as ‘Prospering UK’. 
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Mining and Manufacturing

Figure 5.4: Pie charts showing the proportions of each ‘migrant-family location’ classified in each ONS 

supergroup. 
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Figure 5.5 provides an alternative view by displaying the proportions of selected ONS 

supergroups made up of the four ‘migrant-family locations’.  As Figure 5.5 clearly shows, 

LADs classified as ‘Cities and Services’ are evenly split between the ‘conventional’, 

‘increasing conventionality’, and ‘non-conventional’ groups, while the ‘increasing non-

conventionality’ group is underrepresented.  It is also worthy of note that all but three of 

the 25 LADs classified as ‘London Suburbs’, ‘London Centre’, and ‘London 

Cosmopolitan’ are in the ‘non-conventional’ group (not shown). 

 

The ‘Prospering UK’ supergroup is relatively evenly divided between the ‘conventional’, 

‘increasing non-conventionality’, and ‘non-conventional’ groups, with the ’increasing 

conventionality’ group underrepresented.  Meanwhile, it is striking that the ‘Coastal and 

Countryside’ and ‘Mining and Manufacturing’ LADs are dominated by the ‘conventional’ 

group. 

 

At this point, a broad location profile for each of the four groups may be constructed: 

 

1. Conventional -   Prospering UK, Coastal and Countryside, Mining   

 and Manufacturing.    

 

2. Increasing conventionality -  Cities and Services, Coastal and Countryside,  

 Mining and Manufacturing. 

 

3. Increasing non-conventionality – Prospering UK, Coastal and Countryside, Mining  

 and Manufacturing. 

 

4. Non-conventional –   Cities and Services, London, Prospering UK,  

 Mining and Manufacturing. 
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3. Increasing non-conventionality

4. Non-conventional
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2. Increasing conventionality
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Figure 5.5: Pie charts showing the proportions of selected ONS supergroups made up of each ‘migrant-
family location’. 
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However, ‘Cities and Services’, ‘Prospering UK’, and ‘Mining and Manufacturing’ appear 

to be too broad to provide clear insights into the geography of family migration and family 

structure as they feature a considerable number of LADs from all four ‘migrant-family 

locations’.  It is necessary, therefore, in order gain more detail about the LADs in these 

classifications, to examine the smaller ONS cluster ‘sub-groups’.  These sub-groups divide 

‘Cities and Services’, ‘Prospering UK’, and ‘Mining and Manufacturing’ into smaller 

categories.   

 

The supergroup of ‘Cities and Services’ is divided into three sub-groups of ‘Regional 

Centres’, ‘Centres with Industry’ and ‘Thriving London Periphery’.  ‘Prospering UK’ is 

classified into three sub-groups of ‘Prospering Smaller Towns’, ‘New and Growing 

Towns’, and ‘Prospering Southern England’.  Finally, the ‘Mining and Manufacturing’ 

supergroup is separated into two categories; ‘Industrial Hinterlands’ and ‘Manufacturing 

Towns’.  Table 5.3 shows the percentage breakdown of these sub-groups into the four 

‘migrant-family locations’. 

 

Table 5.3: ONS sub-groups broken down by ‘migrant-family location’. 

1. 
Conventional 

2. Increasing 
conventionality 

3. Increasing 
non-

conventionality 
4. Non-

conventional Total 
n % n % n % n % n %

Cities and 
Services  

Regional Centres 11 45.8 6 25.0 2 8.3 5 20.8 24 100 
Centres with 

Industry 8 38.1 12 57.1 1 4.8 0 0.0 21 100 
Thriving London 

Periphery 0 0.0 1 11.1 0 0.0 8 88.9 9 100 
Prospering UK  
Prospering Smaller 

Towns 29 25.0 11 9.5 40 34.5 36 31.0 116 100 
New and Growing 

Towns 6 26.1 2 8.7 6 26.1 9 39.1 23 100 
Prospering 

Southern England 5 11.1 0 0.0 16 35.6 24 53.3 45 100 
Mining and 
Manufacturing  

Industrial 
Hinterlands 19 42.2 16 35.6 3 6.7 7 15.6 45 100 

Manufacturing 
Towns 17 50.0 6 17.6 6 17.6 5 14.7 34 100 
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Within ‘Cities and Services’, as Table 5.3 demonstrates, there are 24 LADs in the 

‘Regional Centres’ sub-group.  Almost half of these are from the ‘conventional’ ‘migrant-

family location’, while only 8 per cent are categorised as ‘increasing non-conventionality’.  

There are 21 LADs in the ‘Centres with Industry’ sub-group, the majority (57 per cent) of 

which are from the ‘increasing conventionality’ ‘migrant-family location’.  Meanwhile, 

almost 90 per cent of LADs classified in the ‘Thriving London Periphery’ sub-group are 

categorised in the ‘non-conventional’ ‘migrant-family location’.   

 

The largest sub-group of the ‘Prospering UK’ supergroup is that of ‘Prospering Smaller 

Towns’.  LADs from this sub-group are distributed fairly evenly between the 

‘conventional’, ‘increasing non-conventionality’, and ‘non-conventional’ groups, although 

the ‘increasing non-conventionality’ group has the highest proportion.  Meanwhile, the 

most notable proportion of ‘New and Growing Towns’ is found in the ‘non-conventional’ 

group.  Similarly, more than half of LADs in the ‘Prospering Southern England’ sub-group 

are also classified in the ‘non-conventional’ group. 

 

The ‘Mining and Manufacturing’ supergroup has two sub-groups.  The highest proportion 

of LADs categorised as ‘Industrial Hinterlands’ are from the ‘conventional’ group (42 per 

cent).  A further one-third are from the ‘increasing conventionality’ group, leaving 

relatively few LADs in the ‘increasing non-conventionality’ and ‘non-conventional’ 

groups.  Similarly, precisely one-half of the LADs defined as ‘Manufacturing Towns’ are 

classified in the ‘conventional’ group.  The remaining 50 per cent are distributed fairly 

evenly among the ‘increasing conventionality’, ‘increasing non-conventionality’, and ‘non-

conventional’ groups.  

 

The location profile for the four ‘migrant-family locations’ can now be revised in light of 

the sub-grouping of the ONS Area Classifications: 

 

1. Conventional -   Regional Centres, Coastal and Countryside,  

 Industrial Hinterlands, Manufacturing Towns.  

 

2.    Increasing conventionality -  Centres with Industry, Coastal and Countryside,  

 Industrial Hinterlands. 
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3.  Increasing non-conventionality –  Prospering Smaller Towns, Prospering Southern  

 England. 

 

4. Non-conventional –   Thriving London Periphery, London, New and  

 Growing Towns, Prospering Southern England. 

 

A more detailed location profile is developed (Table 5.4) by combining this information 

with specific examples identified from the GIS map in Figure 5.2. 

 

Table 5.4: Location profiles for the ‘migrant-family locations’. 

 1. Conventional 2. Increasing 
conventionality 

3. Increasing non-
conventionality 

4. Non-
conventional 

Migrant-
area 
description 

Conventional areas.  
Partnered female 
migrants do not 
enter full-time 
labour market on 
arrival 

Non-conventional 
areas.  Partnered 
female migrants do 
not enter full-time 
labour market on 
arrival. 

Conventional 
areas. Partnered 
female migrants 
enter full-time 
labour market on 
arrival. 

Non-conventional 
areas.  Partnered 
female migrants 
enter full-time 
labour market on 
arrival. 

Location 
type 
 

Examples 
 

Regional Centres, 
Coastal and 
Countryside, 
Industrial Regions 
 

Aberdeenshire 
 
Cornwall 
 
Norwich 
 
Sheffield 
 

Centres with 
Industry, Coastal 
and Countryside, 
Industrial 
Regions 
 

Angus 
 
Carmarthenshire 
 
Harrogate 
 
Liverpool 

Small Towns, 
Prospering 
Southern England 
 

Ashford 
 
Exeter 
 
Lewes 
 
York 

London, 
New/Growing 
Towns, 
Prospering 
Southern 
England 

Brighton 
 
Bristol 
 
Cardiff 
 
London 

The ‘conventional’ group is dominated by English rural and coastal areas (for example: 

Cornwall; Devon, and; East Anglia), more remote parts of Scotland (for example: 

Aberdeenshire; East Renfrewshire, and; Highland) and Wales (for example: Anglesey; 

Gwynedd, and; Pembrokeshire).  Industrial regions such as parts of North-east England 

and South Wales also feature prominently, along with urban regional centres including, for 

example, Norwich, Plymouth, and Sheffield.  These are areas where females have 
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traditionally looked after the home and family, and there is a process of reproduction at 

work here as these conventional practices continue to be reflected in the type of family 

migration that occurs.  

 

Similarly, the ‘increasing conventionality’ group largely consists of rural and coastal 

locations, but these are mostly restricted to Northern England (for example: Harrogate; 

Richmondshire, and; South Lakeland), Scotland (for example: Angus; Argyll and Bute, 

and; Perth and Kinross), and Wales (for example: Carmarthenshire; Ceredigion, and; 

Powys). Some urban centres with industry (for example: Aberdeen; Liverpool, and; 

Newcastle-upon-Tyne) also feature.  A striking feature of the ‘increasing conventionality’ 

group is the lack of LADs from the South-east of England; there are only two LADs from 

this region.  LADs in the ‘increasing conventionality’ group are often areas with a 

manufacturing or agricultural past, in which women traditionally formed a key part of the 

workforce (Duncan and Smith, 2002).  It is possible that in these locations there is a 

process of transformation underway and they are being restructured as conventional family 

areas adhering to the ‘male breadwinner/female homemaker’ model via family migration.   

 

The ‘increasing non-conventionality’ group is dominated by smaller towns (for example: 

Ashford; Lewes, and; Salisbury) and prospering rural locations (for example: South 

Buckinghamshire; South Gloucestershire, and; Tandridge) situated close to urban centres, 

and this is largely restricted to Southern England.  It is noticeable that, generally, there is 

an absence of LADs from Scotland and Wales.  This may be, in part, due to the distribution 

of census data in Scotland and Wales into larger areas, perhaps masking some of the 

micro-geographical subtleties within the data.  LADs in this group were in the past 

dominated by conventional family structures where a majority of females looked after the 

home and family.  There may also be a process of transformation occurring in the 

‘increasing non-conventionality’ group, therefore, as these locations are perhaps being 

restructured partly by means of non-conventional forms of family migration.  A key factor 

in this transformation is likely to be the high cost of living associated with these areas, 

particularly in the South-east of England.  Partnered female in-migrants may, therefore, be 

forced to seek full-time employment due to economic constraints where they otherwise 

may not.  
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The ‘non-conventional’ group is also largely made up of LADs located in the South of 

England.  Most strikingly, of the 25 LADs included in the London region, 22 fall into the 

‘non-conventional’ group (88 per cent).  PFFW scores are far higher in London than 

anywhere else in GB, with up to 65 per cent of partnered females working full-time (for 

example: Lambeth; Hammersmith and Fulham, and; Wandsworth) compared to a national 

mean of 48 per cent.  This is mirrored in the PFFM scores, where around 90 per cent of 

partnered female in-migrants in some London LADs work full-time (for example: 

Camden; Kensington and Chelsea, and; Wandsworth) in contrast to a national mean of 64 

per cent.  A significant factor in this is likely to be high property prices and associated 

higher costs of living, which for many partnered females may remove the option of staying 

at home to look after the home and family as dual-incomes are required.  Similarly, the 

London ‘commuter-belt’ towns account for many of the LADs in the ‘non-conventional’ 

group (for example: Cambridge; Reading, and; Watford).  The other facet of the ‘non-

conventional’ group is LADs that may be termed ‘bohemian’ urban centres.  These are 

gentrified cities with high levels of the ‘creative classes’, which include musicians, artists, 

scientists, and teachers (Florida, 2005).  Features of these cities include high levels of in-

migration, high numbers of single people, a relatively young population, and high graduate 

retention (Smith and Holt, 2005).  Examples in the ‘non-conventional’ group include 

Brighton, Bristol, Cardiff, Edinburgh, and Leeds. There is a reproduction at work in this 

group as the non-conventional family structures found in these places may be replicated 

via processes of in-migration. 

 

These overall findings, and the regional patterns witnessed in the PFFW variable, 

consolidate those from similar previous work.  Duncan and Smith (2002) found that 

‘conventional’ households (females withdraw long-term from the labour market when they 

become mothers) were common in areas of high economic growth such as South-east 

England and East Anglia as well as those with high job losses such as South Yorkshire and 

Nottinghamshire.  Using an alternative measure (ratio of married births: cohabiting births), 

Duncan and Smith (2002) observed conventional areas in much of rural/ small-town 

Northern England and Scotland.  In contrast, higher status towns such as Brighton and 

areas of Greater Manchester were found to be ‘non-conventional’.  These results were also 

replicated by Jarvis (1997) in a study of ‘conventional’ households in which men were in 

full-time work and women were working as full-time housewives.  The study again 

suggested ‘conventional’ households were most common in the South-east high growth 
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areas and least common in low growth Lancashire and Greater Manchester.  For Duncan 

and Smith (2002), these broad regional patterns are enduring and they argue that in GB the 

map of women’s work essentially remained the same between 1981 and 2001.   

 

The initial findings of this thesis tend to concur with those of previous work, and there is a 

consensus on the geographic location of some of the ‘conventional’ and ‘non-

conventional’ locations.  However, in contrast to previous studies, this thesis takes into 

account the influence of family migration.  It is with this factor, and the creation of the 

‘increasing conventionality’ and ‘increasing non-conventionality’ groups, that the findings 

begin to disrupt the results from previous studies.  Duncan and Smith (2002) show that 

adherence to male breadwinner/ female home-maker norms do not correspond with 

patterns of either economic growth or decline.  Furthermore their findings indicate there is 

no relationship between ‘conventional’ household structure and urban-rural differences.  In 

contrast, the findings of the MFI suggest that both of these factors (prosperity and 

urbanity/rurality) have an influence, particularly in the formation of the ‘increasing 

conventionality’ and ‘increasing non-conventionality’ groups – the LADs possibly being 

transformed via the family migration process.  For example, areas of high economic 

growth (LADs classified by the ONS as ‘Prospering UK’) are twice as likely to be in the 

‘increasing non-conventionality’ and ‘non-conventional’ groups as in the ‘conventional’ 

and ‘increasing conventionality’ groups.  This means migrant-families to these areas tend 

to be ‘dual-earner/ career’ households.  In contrast, rural areas (LADs classified by the 

ONS as ‘Coastal and Countryside’) are around four times more likely to be in the 

‘conventional’ and ‘increasing conventionality’ groups than in the ‘increasing non-

conventionality’ and ‘non-conventional’ groups.  In-migrant families to these areas, 

therefore, appear to be more prone to male breadwinner/ female home-maker norms.   

 

In summary, specific regions of GB have been shown to demonstrate specific ‘gender 

cultures’ (Duncan and Smith 2002; Jarvis 1997), indicating a level of adherence to the 

male breadwinner/ female homemaker model regardless of economic growth and urban-

rural differences.  The PFFW measure of non-migrant populations in GB LADs has been 

found to consolidate these earlier findings by showing that ‘conventional’ and ‘non-

conventional’ migrant-family locations on the PFFW scale to be constructed of both ‘rural’ 

and ‘urban’, and both ‘prosperous’ and ‘non-prosperous’ LADs.  However, the PFFM 

measure of in-migrant families contradicts these findings, suggesting both the level of 
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economic growth and urban-rural differences are important factors in family migration, 

and that this will have potential implications for changing family structures. 

 

5.3  MFI (South-east) 
 

In order to explore the robustness of these contentions, the selection of one case study 

location from each of the four ‘migrant-family locations’ is required.  With research taking 

place at the University of Brighton and the pragmatic concerns of funding issues such as 

travel and accommodation, case studies were selected in the South-east region of England.   

 

The South-east is one of twelve Government Office Regions (GORs) in GB.  These GORs 

were set up in 1994 as a response to European Union insistence that all regional aid be 

based on well defined regions (Hardill et al., 2001).  The South-east consists of Berkshire, 

Buckinghamshire, East Sussex, Hampshire, Isle of Wight, Kent, Oxfordshire, Surrey and 

West Sussex (Government Office for the South-east (GOSE), 2008).  London is treated as 

a separate GOR, however, it has often been included in regional literature and statistics, 

and operates as the functional heart of the South-east economy (Hardill et al., 2001).   

 

The South-east is arguably the most dynamic GOR in terms of migration ‘turn-over’ 

outside of London (GOSE, 2008), and has been central to contemporary debates such as 

the ‘north-south divide’ (Champion, 2000) and the Government’s proposed location of new 

houses (Communities and Local Government, 2008).  Most inter-regional migration has 

been shown to take place between the South-east, London, and Eastern regions (Champion, 

2005).  This is consistent with the ‘social escalator’ function performed by the South-east, 

as identified by Fielding (1992).  The South-east region had the largest population of any 

GOR, at 8,122,200 in 2004, and the population increased by an estimated 1.3 per cent 

between 2001 and 2004, above the average for GB (South-east Regional Assembly, 2006).  

Figure 5.6 depicts the MFI, using the same national means, but shows only LADs located 

in the South-east. 

 



98

MFI: South-east
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Figure 5.6: MFI: South-east.  Rate of partnered female non-migrants in full-time work (PFFW) vs. rate of 
partnered female in-migrants in full-time work (PFFM) in each South-east LAD.  
Source: 2001 GB Census, Crown Copyright. 

 

As Figure 5.6 clearly shows, the majority of the 67 LADs in the South-east are categorised 

as ‘conventional’ (labelled ‘1’ in Figure 5.6) (28 per cent), ‘increasing conventionality’ (3) 

(34 per cent), and ‘non-conventional’ (4) (34 per cent), and only 3 per cent are in the 

‘increasing conventionality’ (2) group.  This means 68 per cent of LADs in the South-east 

have non-conventional in-migrant populations (the ‘increasing non-conventionality’ and 

‘non-conventional’ groups).  These figures suggest LADs in the South-east are more likely 

to receive migration from non-conventional family forms than from conventional families. 

 

To aid the process of selecting case study locations, a GIS map was constructed showing 

the ‘migrant-family location’ classifications of all South-east LADs (Figure 5.7).  As 

Figure 5.7 demonstrates, the majority of ‘conventional’ LADs are located along the South 

Coast, while the bulk of ‘non-conventional’ LADs are located to the north of the region, 

directly west and north-west of London.   
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Figure 5.7: Map of the South-east showing the ‘migrant-family location’ classifications of each LAD.  

The criteria for case study location were threefold: 

 

1. The case study location should not lie close to the centre of the MFI, where 

the PFFW and PFFM national means cross (Figure 5.6).  The ‘out-lying’ 

LADs are of more interest because those near the centre could be classified 

into a different ‘migrant-family location’ if there were only a relatively small 

change in the migration figures.  Thus the more outlying LADs are clearly 

good examples of the migrant-family locations. 

 

2. The case study locations should be located close to each other.  This is to 

minimise externalities that will affect migration patterns and family work 

cultures.  For example, it would be difficult to compare four case study 

locations situated 100 kilometres from each other because contributing factors 

such as level and type of employment, gender work cultures, house prices, and 

proximity to London may be completely different in each one.  By choosing 
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four nearby case study locations, the impact of such externalities is 

minimised. 

 

3. Due to the unique economic circumstances in London LADs, the case study 

locations will ideally not be situated adjacent to a London LAD as this would 

inevitably have an influence upon results. 

 

Taking into account this rationale, the following four case study locations were chosen:  

1. Wealden;  

2. Crawley;  

3. Lewes;  

4. Brighton*.   
 

* The LAD of Brighton and Hove –in the interests of clarity the case study location is referred to as 
‘Brighton’ throughout this thesis. 

 

Figure 5.8: Map of the South-east showing the four case study locations. 
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MFI: Case study locations
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The location of these LADs is shown in Figure 5.8.  The case study locations were chosen 

because they meet the criteria set out above.  They provide an interesting study location as 

it is unusual in the South-east region to have four nearby LADs each from a different 

‘migrant-family location’.  This provides an opportunity to investigate different processes 

of family migration within the same locale, thus minimising the threat of external 

influences.  The case study locations also offer a diversity of places, from urban to rural, 

and affluent to deprived. Figure 5.9 reveals the positioning of the case study locations on 

the MFI.  

Non-conventional 

3 Brighton          4

Lewes 
 

Crawley 
 

1 Wealden         2

Conventional Non-conventional 

Figure 5.9: MFI: Case study locations.  Rate of female non-migrants in full-time work (PFFW) vs. rate of 
female in-migrants in full-time work (PFFM) in each case study location.  
Source: 2001 GB Census, Crown Copyright. 
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5.4 Conclusions 

This chapter has explored some links between migration and family structure using a 

geographical index derived from 2001 GB Census variables.  Using the national mean 

figures from the MFI, the chapter has divided the LADs of GB into four ‘migrant-family 

locations’; conventional, increasing conventionality, increasing non-conventionality, and 

non-conventional.  By comparing these findings with the ONS 2001 Area Classifications, 

the chapter has constructed location profiles for each group.  ‘Conventional’ locations are 

shown to be prevalent in both countryside and industrial regions such as North-east 

England and Northern Scotland.  Centres with industry in Northern England, and coastal 

regions of parts of Scotland and Wales are demonstrated to be locations of ‘increasing 

conventionality’.  Smaller urban areas, particularly in prospering Southern England, are 

revealed as places of ‘increasing non-conventionality’ (for example, Ashford, Lewes, 

Salisbury).  Meanwhile, LADs within London and ‘bohemian’ urban centres such as 

Brighton and Edinburgh are shown to be ‘non-conventional’ locations. 

 

These location profiles have been compared and contrasted to results from previous similar 

work.  The chapter has highlighted that findings from non-migrant populations reflecting 

adherence to male breadwinner/ female homemaker norms concur with previous studies of 

conventionality in GB.  However, the introduction of the family migration dimension in 

this thesis disrupt the results from prior research by suggesting that economic growth/ 

decline, and urban-rural differences are significant factors in the forming of the ‘increasing 

conventionality’ and ‘increasing non-conventionality’ ‘migrant-family locations’. 

 

It has been observed that due to migration patterns, uneven geographies exist within the 

LADs of GB in terms of adherence to family conventionality.  To allow this suggestion to 

be explored in more depth, the chapter has used MFI data to select four case study 

locations in the South-east region.  These case study locations will be investigated via 

analysis of demographic 2001 GB Census data in Chapter 6, and with the use of a 

household survey in Chapter 7. 
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Chapter 6 

Contextualising ‘Migrant-family Locations’ 
 

Introduction 
 

This chapter draws upon 2001 GB Census data to explore the demographic characteristics 

of four case study locations – Wealden, Crawley, Lewes, and Brighton.  The demographic 

structures of these four different places are examined, with a focus on familial diversity.  

The chapter is structured into five main sections.  The first section provides location 

profiles of the four case study locations.  The second section provides an examination of 

partnering practices by using 2001 GB Census data to highlight the prominence of various 

types of family structure at six levels: first marriage; remarriage; divorce; single (never 

married); cohabitation, and; same-sex couples.  The third section investigates differential 

parenting practices, and explores differences in the proportions of: individuals married 

with children; step-families; lone-parents, and; female homemakers.  In addition, both the 

second section and the third section outline the GB context for each of these demographic 

characteristics with the aid of GIS mapping at LAD level.  The fourth section analyses the 

scale and characteristics of migration flows in the four case study locations, considering 

the net gains and net losses of particular family types in each location.  Finally, the fourth 

section draws conclusions from these findings. 

 

6.1 Contextualising the case study locations 
 

This section briefly examines each of the four case study locations, providing some 

descriptive historical and socio-economic contextual background.  The discussion sets the 

context for an analysis of partnering and parenting practices by exploring factors such as 

location, population, historical development, industry, transport links and cultural 

significance. 

 



104

6.1.1 Wealden 
 

Wealden is a large, mainly rural LAD in the county of East Sussex.  The district covers 

two main upland areas: the section of the High Weald within East Sussex; and the eastern 

end of the South Downs, between which lies the Vale of Sussex (Wealden District Council, 

2007).  There are four main urban settlements in Wealden: Hailsham, Crowborough, 

Heathfield, and Uckfield.   

 

The largest town in terms of area is Hailsham, which is located 55 miles from central 

London in a southerly direction, 23 miles east of Brighton, and 8 miles north of the South 

Coast at Eastbourne (see Figure 6.1).  Hailsham has a population of approximately 20,000 

(19,658 - 2001 GB Census) and originally grew as an agricultural centre.  As Wealden is a 

largely rural district, Hailsham serves many surrounding villages with basic service 

industry facilities.  These are mostly situated in the small Town Centre in the Vicarage 

Fields area of the town (Plate 6.1).  

 

Figure 6.1: Location map of Wealden. 
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There are several main roads crossing Wealden. The major trunk road is the A22, London 

to Eastbourne.  There are also three west-east roads: the A259 coastal route; next inland is 

the A27 Pevensey - Brighton trunk road; and further to the north the A272 cross-country 

route to Winchester.  The East Coastway Line, serving Eastbourne and Hastings, uses the 

Vale of Sussex; whilst only other railway line in the District is the Oxted Line branch 

terminating at Uckfield.  There are reasonable road transport links in Hailsham, serving 

several employment centres, but the town is no longer served by the railway after the 

closure of Hailsham Station in 1968 (Hailsham Town Council, 2007).   

 

Plate 6.1: Vicarage Fields, Hailsham 

 

Hailsham’s traditional industry was rope making.  However, only light industry now 

remains in the form of two small industrial estates to the east of the town.  Hailsham’s 

agricultural past is still evident in the form of the Cattle Market, which serves the South-

east region and is the only remaining livestock market in Sussex (South-east Marts, 2007) 

(see Plate 6.2).  The service industry was the largest sector at the time of the 2001 GB 

Census, employing 66 per cent of all workers (EDINA, 2007b). 
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The price of property in Wealden as a whole is one of the highest in the South-east region - 

the mean price for a 3-bedroom property in Wealden in December 2007 was £342,127 

(home.co.uk, 2007).  However, there is considerable variation and at £236,987 (mean price 

for a 3-bedroom property) (home.co.uk, 2007), Hailsham is currently one of the least 

expensive residential locations in the South-east region (home.co.uk, 2007). 

 

Plate 6.2: Hailsham Market (South-east Marts, 2007). 

 

6.1.2 Crawley 

Crawley is a town and LAD in West Sussex.  The town is located approximately 

equidistant from London and Brighton (30 miles south of central London and 23 miles 

north of Brighton) (see Figure 6.2).   

 

Crawley had a population of 99,744 at the time of the 2001 GB Census.  The town 

developed slowly as a market town until the Second World War.  Since then, rapid 
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development has been maintained by the ‘new town status’ proposed by the New Towns 

Act of 1946 and the growth of nearby Gatwick Airport (Crawley Borough Council (CBC), 

2007).  The airport plays an important role in the town; it is the sixth busiest international 

airport in the world and employs 25,000 individuals on site, with an additional 14,000 

related jobs elsewhere in the borough (GOSE, 2008).  SEEDA (2005) have identified 

Crawley’s strategic location in the ‘Gatwick Diamond’ development area of the South-east 

region (see Figure 6.3). 

 

Figure 6.2: Location map of Crawley. 
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Figure 6.3: Crawley’s strategic location in the ‘Gatwick Diamond’ (SEEDA, 2005). 

 

By the time the new town was developed, Crawley was already a modest industrial centre 

with building and construction an important trade.  Throughout the mid to late twentieth 

century, with the implications of the New Towns Act, the town was developed first as a 

centre for manufacturing and light-industry and later to encompass new technologies, 

service industries, and commerce (see Plate 6.3).  In 2001,  the service industry was the 

largest sector of the local economy, employing 58 per cent of all workers (EDINA, 2007b).  

More specifically, key sectors in Crawley include: airport and related industries; hotels, 

retail and leisure; business support, including financial and legal, and; advanced 

manufacturing (GOSE, 2008). 

 

Image not available due to copyright restrictions
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Plate 6.3: Offices and industrial premises at the north end of Crawley High Street. 

 

According to SEEDA (2005), there are more than 73,000 jobs available in Crawley in 

3,380 businesses, and average household income is above the regional average.  However, 

the report finds the economy is underperforming, owing, in part, to social inequalities, 

inadequate workforce skills, and affordable housing shortages (SEEDA, 2005). 

 

Crawley has excellent transport links and attracts 30,000 in-commuters each day (CBC, 

2007).  As well as Gatwick airport, the UK’s second busiest airport after Heathrow, 

Crawley is served by mainline rail services, which connect to both central London and 

Brighton in approximately half-an-hour.  Furthermore, the town has easy access to both the 

M23 and M25 road networks. 

 

The mean price for a 3-bedroom property in Crawley in December 2007 was £246,446 

(home.co.uk, 2007).  This means that residential property in Crawley is generally more 

expensive than in Hailsham, yet considerably less expensive than in both Lewes and 

Brighton. 
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6.1.3 Lewes 
 

Lewes is a town and LAD in the county of East Sussex, located 9 miles north-east of 

Brighton and 7 miles north of the port of Newhaven (see Figure 6.4).  It is also the county 

town of East Sussex, although it is smaller than several other towns in the county.   

 

Figure 6.4: Location map of Lewes. 

 

The town has a population of approximately 16,000 (2001 GB Census) and is situated in a 

gap in the South Downs (see Plate 6.4).  The Downs have been designated an Area of 

Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), and are the subject of a proposed National Park 

(Natural England, 2007).  Lewes is largely built on a hill and is home to several historic 

buildings, including Lewes Castle (Plate 6.5), the remains of Lewes Priory, and ‘Anne of 

Cleves House’ (which was owned by but never lived in by the divorced queen).   
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Plate 6.4: Lewes and the South Downs landscape (Wright, 2000). 

 

The Saxons founded the town and the steep High Street follows one of their cross-country 

trading routes (Lewes District Council, 2007).  Increased prosperity meant Lewes was one 

of the first towns settled by the Normans after 1066.  The Georgian period saw Lewes 

become an administrative and social centre for the county. Great town houses were built 

and some old timber framed flint buildings gentrified by the addition of Georgian facades. 

Lewes has a large and fine surviving collection of such buildings, which characterise the 

location.  Today, Lewes is the administrative centre of East Sussex housing the 

headquarters of fire, police, ambulance, health authority services and three tiers of local 

government. These together with Lewes Prison are the town's major employers (Lewes 

District Council, 2007).  In 2001, the service industry was the largest sector of the local 

economy, employing 70 per cent of all workers (EDINA, 2007b). 

 

Image not available due to copyright restrictions
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Plate 6.5: Lewes Castle (East Sussex County Council, 2007). 

 

It has been shown that Lewes has witnessed processes of gentrification since the mid-

1970s (Smith and Holt, 2007).  The mean price for a 3-bedroom property in Lewes in 

December 2007 was £368,956 (home.co.uk, 2007).  This means Lewes is currently the 

most expensive case study location to live in and one of the most expensive locations in the 

region.  Residential property prices clearly show the town suffers from a lack of affordable 

housing (home.co.uk, 2007). 

6.1.4 Brighton 
 

Brighton is located on the South Coast of England, and lies 53 miles due south of central 

London (Figure 6.5).  Together with its immediate neighbour Hove, Brighton forms the 

city of Brighton and Hove, which at the time of the 2001 GB Census had a population of 

approximately 250,000 (247,820).   

 

Image not available due to copyright restrictions
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Figure 6.5: Location map of Brighton. 

 

The ancient settlement of Brighthelmston dates from before the Doomsday Book (1086) 

(Carder, 1990), but it emerged as an important health resort during the eighteenth century 

and became a popular destination for day-trippers after the arrival of the railway in 1841 

(Carder, 1990).  This led to rapid population growth from around 7,000 in 1801 to over 

120,000 in 1901.  In the early twentieth century, the land area of Brighton expanded 

significantly and several large housing estates were created, including substantial 

quantities of council housing after the Second World War (Carder, 1990).   

 

Brighton is a popular place to visit, with attractions such as Brighton Pier (Plate 6.6) and 

Brighton Pavilion (Plate 6.7) attracting around 8 million tourists per year (Brighton and 

Hove City Council, 2007).  This supports the local economy and the city has a significant 

number of hotels, restaurants, shops and entertainment facilities which additionally serve a 

substantial business conference industry.  The service industry was the largest sector of the 

local economy at the time of the 2001 GB Census, employing 70 per cent of all workers 

(EDINA, 2007b).  Of this, the tourism sector supports over 6,000 full-time equivalent jobs 

(GOSE, 2008). 
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Plate 6.6: Brighton Pier. 

 

More recently, urban gentrification of much of Brighton has seen a return of the highly 

fashionable image which had characterised the growth of the Regency period (Morton-

Clark, 2003).  The North Laine area of Brighton is typical of this ‘trendy’ image, with 

gentrified terraced housing interspersed with café’s, bars, and independent retail outlets 

(see Plate 6.8).  This fashionable image, coupled with the fast rail links to central London, 

has resulted in Brighton becoming popular with commuters working in the capital.  

Moreover the city is commonly referred to, and marketed as, ‘London-by-sea’ (Morton-

Clark, 2003). 
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Plate 6.7: Brighton Pavilion. 

 

Plate 6.8: Cafes and independent retail in North Laine, Brighton. 
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The good transport links to London, a healthy local economy and a perceived high ‘quality 

of life’ factor for those living in the city has led to high demand for housing and high 

property costs.  The mean price for a three-bedroom property in Brighton in December 

2007 was £361,201 (home.co.uk, 2007).  This means Brighton is similarly priced to Lewes 

- the most expensive case study location, and is also one of the most expensive locations in 

the region (home.co.uk, 2007).  The city contains internationally renowned regency 

terraces, as well as a number of attractive open spaces, the seafront and the South Downs.  

Every May the city hosts the largest arts festival in England and in August attracts 

thousands to its 'Pride festival' (GOSE, 2008). 

 

Brighton has a substantial Lesbian, gay, bisexual and transgender (LGBT) community 

served by a high number of shops, bars and nightclubs.  The city is often referred to in the 

media as the ‘gay capital of Britain’ (BBC, 2005) and has been identified as the district 

with the highest rate of same-sex couples in the country (Duncan and Smith, 2004). 

 

6.2  Partnering practices 
 

The first section of the chapter has outlined some locational, historical and socio-economic 

background of the four case study locations.  This provides a contextual basis for the 

analysis of the demographic characteristics which are prevalent in each case study location.  

This section examines partnering practices in the four case study locations by investigating 

the rates of first marriage, remarriage, divorce, single individuals, and same-sex couples.  

Further, the section outlines the national context for each variable to provide a framework 

for the analysis. 

 

6.2.1 First marriage 
 

The ‘first marriage’ variable measures the proportion of adults aged 20-59 years who 

indicated on the 2001 GB Census form that they were married to their first partner.  The 

age range has been restricted to mitigate a bias toward locations with a more mature age 

structure, which would affect proportions of single-person households.   
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Figure 6.6: Individuals in their first marriage and aged 20-59 years as a percentage of all individuals aged 
20-59 years in each LAD of GB.  Source: 2001 GB Census, Crown Copyright. 
 

Image not available due to copyright restrictions
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This variable was selected as it demonstrates an adherence to ‘conventional’ partnering 

norms (Duncan, 1991), and is widely viewed as the pre-eminent setting for the raising of 

children (Keirnan, 2004).   

 

Figure 6.6 outlines the GB context at LAD level, and demonstrates that the mean 

proportion of individuals aged 20-59 who are in their first marriage is 48 per cent (i.e. the 

mid-point of the 2nd and 3rd quartile).  This ranges from 24 per cent in the lowest ranked 

LAD, to 60 per cent in the highest ranked LAD.  As Figure 6.6 clearly shows, the lowest 

rates of first marriage appear to be found in gentrified ‘urban’  

LADs such as those located in London (for example, Islington (Ranked 404), Lambeth 

(403), Camden (402)), as well as Manchester (400), Brighton (396), and Nottingham (395).  

Meanwhile, the highest rates of first marriage appear to be found in ‘rural’ LADs, such as 

some larger LADs in parts of Scotland (for example, East Renfrewshire (1), East 

Dunbartonshire (2), and Aberdeenshire (3)), and parts of Northern England (for example, 

Chiltern (4), Hambleton (5), and Castle Morpeth (10)). 

 

Table 6.1 provides a breakdown of the proportions of individuals aged 20-59 years who are 

married to their first partner in each case study location.  Also shown is the ranking of each 

case study location within all the LADs of GB, where ‘1’ is the district with the highest 

rate of first marriage and ‘404’ is the district with the lowest rate. 

 

Table 6.1: Individuals in their first marriage and aged 20-59 as a percentage of all individuals aged 20-59 by 
case study location. 

 First marriage (20-59)  
n %

Rank (1-404) 

1. Wealden 36296 52.4 49 
2. Crawley 24982 45.1 307 
3. Lewes 21121 47.2 244 
4. Brighton 43484 30.2 396 
National Mean 34613 48.4 -

Source: 2001 GB Census, Crown Copyright. 

 

Overall, it can be seen that the rate of first marriage is appreciably higher in Wealden than 

in the other three case study locations.  Wealden is placed within the top 50 districts in GB 

in terms of first marriage, consolidating the image of the location as reflective of 

‘conventional’ family practices.  The most dramatic finding demonstrated by Table 6.1 is 
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that only around 30 per cent of 20-59 year olds in Brighton are currently in their first 

marriage, the ninth lowest rate in the country and considerably less than the national mean 

of 48 per cent.  This finding suggests a rejection, or at least postponement of marriage in 

this location; a trait which is synonymous with many portrayals of the young urban 

professional gentrifier (Filion, 1991; Smith, 2004).  Rates of first marriage in both Crawley 

and Lewes meanwhile are typical of the national average, with proportions comparable to 

the national mean of 48 per cent. 

 

6.2.2 Remarriage 
 

The ‘remarriage’ variable measures the proportion of individuals aged 30-59 years who 

stated on the 2001 GB Census form that they are married, but not to their first partner.  The 

age range has been restricted further because the rate of remarriage is so low in the 20-30 

age range that locations with a large population in this age range (for example students) 

would otherwise receive misleadingly low rates of remarriage.  This variable again 

illustrates a ‘conventional’ attitude to partnering, but is included to tease out differences in 

the likelihood to remarry in different types of locations.   

 

Figure 6.7 outlines the national context for remarried individuals, and shows the mean 

proportion of individuals aged 30-59 who are remarried is 11 per cent.  The proportion for 

remarriage ranges from 4 per cent in the lowest ranked LAD, to 15 per cent in the highest 

ranked LAD.  As can be seen from Figure 6.7, there is a clustering of LADs that are ranked 

lowest for remarriage in large urban areas such as: London (for example, Islington (404), 

Hackney (403), Brent (402)); Glasgow (398), and; Liverpool (391).  On the other hand, 

there is a clustering of LADs ranked in the highest quartile for remarriage in the South-

west of England (for example, Restormel (2), Weymouth and Portland (3), and Caradon 

(4)),  and the East Coast of England (for example, East Lindsey (1), South Holland (8), and 

North Norfolk (9)).  These are locations described as ‘escape areas’ by Duncan and Smith, 

(2002). 

 

Table 6.2 reveals the proportions of 30-59 year olds in each case study location who have 

remarried to a second or subsequent partner.  
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Figure 6.7: Individuals who are remarried and aged 30-59 years as a percentage of all individuals aged 30-59 
years in each LAD of GB.  Source: 2001 GB Census, Crown Copyright. 

Image not available due to copyright restrictions
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Table 6.2: Individuals who are remarried and aged 30-59 as a percentage of all individuals aged 30-59 by 
case study location. 

 Remarriage (30-59) 
n %

Rank (1-404) 

1. Wealden 7764 13.2 38
2. Crawley 4399 10.7 220 
3. Lewes 4805 12.9 49 
4. Brighton 7986 7.9 359 
National Mean 5806 10.7 -

Source: 2001 GB Census, Crown Copyright. 

 

Substantial rates of remarriage are clearly noticeable in Wealden and Lewes, with both 

ranked in the highest quartile.  This may indicate a conventional approach to partnering in 

both locations.  An interesting feature of these findings is the high ranking of Lewes when 

compared to the first marriage results in Table 6.1.  Lewes is ranked a low 244 of for rate 

of first marriage, but it is in the upper quartile for incidence of remarriage, ranked 49.  A 

possible explanation for this may be that there is a relatively older age structure in place 

within the population - thus a comparatively large number of individuals who are likely to 

remarry living in the location.  Alternatively, this may reflect the migration habits of 

remarried couples.   

Brighton is placed in the lowest quartile with a remarriage rate of only 8 per cent.  

Strikingly, this is the sixth lowest rate in GB, and, is consistent with the portrayal of 

Brighton as a location of marriage rejection (Duncan and Smith, 2004).  Furthermore, this 

specific result suggests that, where marriage does occur; it is unlikely to lead to a 

subsequent remarriage.  Rather, individuals in Brighton who have experienced a 

breakdown in marriage are more likely to stay single or form more non-conventional 

partnerships.  This is possibly a result of marriage generally occurring later in life, or it 

may reflect the attitude of in-migrants who are attracted to a ‘non-conventional’ location 

such as Brighton.  Similarly to the previous results for first marriage, rates of remarriage in 

Crawley are consistent with the national mean. 
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6.2.3 Divorce 
 

The ‘divorce’ variable measures the proportion of adults in each case study location who 

were divorced at the time of the 2001 GB Census.  This is a measure of all individuals who 

answered ‘divorced’ to the marital status question on the census form and does not include 

those who are ‘separated but still legally married’ or those who have divorced and 

subsequently remarried.  In a similar way to the ‘remarriage’ variable, the age range has 

been limited to 30-59 in order to adjust for bias in locations with high populations of young 

adults.  High divorce rates are seen by many commentators as evidence of ‘non-

conventional’ partnering practices (Mitchell and Green, 2002; Williams, 2004).  Together 

with other recent demographic changes, such as increasing levels of cohabitation and more 

children born outside of marriage, relatively high divorce rates are seen as integral to the 

general decline of the ‘conventional’ family (Cherlin, 2004).   

 

Figure 6.8 outlines the national context for rates of divorce, and demonstrates the national 

mean proportion for divorced 30-59 year olds is 12 per cent.  The rate of divorced 

individuals aged 30-59 ranges from 7 per cent in the lowest ranked LAD to 18 per cent in 

the highest ranked LAD.  Additionally, it can be observed in Figure 6.8 that the lowest 

rates of divorce appear to occur in both Scotland (for example, East Renfrewshire (404), 

East Dunbartonshire (403), and Aberdeenshire (402)), and parts of Southern England and 

the ‘Home Counties’ (for example, Chiltern (403), Ealing (402), and, Epsom and Ewell 

(397).  In contrast, high rates of divorce are noticeable in coastal towns (for example, 

Blackpool (1), Hastings (3), and Eastbourne (5)).  A possible explanation for this lies in the 

migration patterns of divorcees, who perhaps seek ‘a fresh start’ in these ‘escape areas’ 

(Duncan and Smith, 2002).  

 

Table 6.3 provides a breakdown of the proportions of 30-59 year olds who are divorced in 

each case study location.   
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Figure 6.8: Individuals who are divorced and aged 30-59 years as a percentage of all individuals aged 30-59 
years in each LAD of GB.  Source: 2001 GB Census, Crown Copyright. 

Image not available due to copyright restrictions
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Table 6.3: Individuals who are divorced and aged 30-59 as a percentage of all individuals aged 30-59 by 
case study location. 

 Divorce (30-59) 
n %

Rank (1-404) 

1. Wealden 6617 11.2 261 
2. Crawley 5344 12.9 120 
3. Lewes 4609 12.5 171 
4. Brighton 14027 13.8 60 
National Mean 7005 11.7 -

Source: 2001 GB Census, Crown Copyright. 

 

Table 6.3 reveals that Wealden has a relatively low rate of divorce at 11 per cent, this is in 

line with its ‘conventional’ representation and the marriage statistics witnessed in sections 

6.1 and 6.2.  The divorce rates in Crawley and Lewes are roughly in line with the national 

mean of 12 per cent.  Brighton has a higher rate of divorce at 14 per cent, placing it in the 

top 60 LADs in the country for divorce.  This high position is in one sense surprising, 

considering Brighton was ranked so low for first marriage and remarriage.  On the other 

hand, this consolidates the earlier suggestion that individuals in Brighton once divorced 

choose to remain single rather than remarrying.  The high rate may also indicate that 

Brighton is a place divorcees migrate to after separation in order to begin a new life.   

 

6.2.4 Single (never married) 

The ‘single’ variable measures the proportion of adults aged 20-59 years who have never 

married.  This variable is indicative of a ‘non-conventional’ approach to partnering in 

many ways and symbolises the increasing ‘retreat from marriage’ witnessed generally in 

developed countries (Cherlin, 2004).  Of course, many of the individuals captured in the 

‘single’ variable will be part of a cohabiting couple and some will already have children, 

therefore, reflecting ‘non-conventional’ attitudes to partnering and parenting.   

 

In Figure 6.9, the GB context for 20-59 year olds who have never married is outlined.  At a 

national level, the mean proportion for single adults is 29 per cent.   
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Figure 6.9: Individuals who are single (never married) and aged 20-59 years as a percentage of all 
individuals aged 20-59 years in each LAD of GB.  Source: 2001 GB Census, Crown Copyright. 
 

Image not available due to copyright restrictions
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This ranges from 21 per cent in the lowest ranked LAD, to 61 per cent in the highest 

ranked LAD.  It is also notable in Figure 6.9 that low rates of single individuals are 

attributable to ‘remote’ locations in the South-west (for example, East Dorset (404), West 

Devon (400), and Caradon (395)) and the North of England (for example, North Kesteven 

(403), Hambleton (402), and Selby (399)).  Conversely, high rates of single adults appear 

to be prevalent in London (for example, Lambeth (1), Hammersmith and Fulham (2), and 

Islington (3)) as well as other ‘University towns’, such as Oxford (7), Cambridge (9), 

Manchester (11), and Brighton (15).  Of course, these results are connected to the age 

structure in place in each LAD, and locations with high populations of young adults and 

students are more likely to have high rates of adults who have never married. 

 

Table 6.4 shows the number of individuals aged 20-59 who are single (never married) in 

each case study location.  The most notable feature of Table 6.4 is that just over half of 20-

59 year olds in Brighton are single individuals, ranking it the fifteenth highest district in 

GB.  This concurs with the earlier suggestion of a rejection of marriage in Brighton and 

consolidates it as a place of ‘non-conventional’ family structure.  

 

Table 6.4: Individuals who are single (never married) and aged 20-59 as a percentage of all individuals aged 
20-59 by case study location. 

 Single (20-59) 
n %

Rank (1-404) 

1. Wealden 15667 22.6 401 
2. Crawley 17951 32.4 92 
3. Lewes 12146 27.1 251 
4. Brighton 72105 50.1 15 
National Mean 24938 28.5 -

Source: 2001 GB Census, Crown Copyright. 

 

Another notable characteristic of Table 6.4 is the very low rate of single individuals in 

Wealden.  Only 23 per cent of 20-59 year olds in Wealden have never married, which is 

the fifth lowest rate in GB.  This reinforces the suggestion that Wealden is a ‘conventional’ 

location and is consistent with the high rates of marriage and remarriage found in Tables 

6.1 and 6.2.  There is a high rate of single individuals in Crawley (32 per cent), placing the 

town among the top 100 LADs for single individuals.  In contrast, Lewes has a relatively 
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low population of single individuals.  This suggests non-conventional and conventional 

approaches to partnering are prevalent in Crawley and Lewes respectively. 

 

6.2.5 Cohabitation 
 

The ‘cohabitation’ variable measures the proportion of adults who are living as part of a 

cohabiting couple.  The variable is selected as an indicator of ‘non-conventional’ 

partnering practices.  According to Selzer (2004), cohabitation is now accepted as an 

alternative to marriage and more than one-third of cohabiting couples live with children 

under 15.   The 2001 GB Census defines a cohabiter as someone ‘living as a couple’ with a 

partner they are not married to.  This is shown as a percentage of all individuals living in a 

household; therefore, those living in a communal establishment such as a prison or halls of 

residence are not included. 

 

Figure 6.10 highlights the national context for cohabiters in GB.  As can be seen in Figure 

6.10, the national mean proportion of adults aged 20-59 who are living as a cohabiting 

couple is 13 per cent.  This ranges from 7 per cent in the lowest ranked LAD to 20 per cent 

in the highest ranked LAD.  Figure 6.10 also illustrates that levels of cohabitation are 

lower in ‘remote’ locations in Northern Scotland (for example, East Dunbartonshire (404), 

East Renfrewshire (403), and Inverclyde (401)), and Western Wales (for example, Neath 

and Port Talbot (393), Merthyr Tydfil (384), and Carmarthenshire (383).  In addition, a 

low rate of cohabitation is notable in some London suburbs (for example, Harrow (403), 

Newham (400), and Redbridge (397)).  In contrast, high rates of cohabitation are evident in 

parts of the urban South-east of England (for example, Brighton (1), Reading (4), and 

Dartford (5)). 

 

Table 6.5 reveals the number of individuals aged 20-59 who are cohabiting in each case 

study location.   
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Figure 6.10: Individuals aged 20-59 who are living as a cohabiting couple as a percentage of all individuals 
aged 20-59 living in a household in each LAD of GB.  Source: 2001 GB Census, Crown Copyright. 
 

Image not available due to copyright restrictions
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Table 6.5: Individuals aged 20-59 who are living as a cohabiting couple as a percentage of all individuals 
aged 20-59 living in a household by case study location. 

 Cohabitation (20-59) 
n %

Rank (1-404) 

1. Wealden 8469 12.4 284 
2. Crawley 7963 14.4 80 
3. Lewes 6154 13.9 127 
4. Brighton 27828 19.8 1
National Mean 9856 12.8 -

Source: 2001 GB Census, Crown Copyright. 

 

The most striking finding in Table 6.4 is that Brighton is ranked first of the 404 LADs 

nationally for cohabitation.  One in five adults (20 per cent) aged 20-59 in the city live as a 

cohabiting couple, notably more than the national mean of 13 per cent.  This reaffirms the 

notion of a rejection of marriage in Brighton and may be a reflection of a relatively young 

population.   

 

To a lesser extent, a further contributing factor to this is likely to be the high number of 

same-sex partnerships in Brighton (see Section 6.6); given that in 2001 same-sex couples 

had no form of legally recognised marriage available to them.  Crawley also has a 

relatively high rate of cohabitation at 14 per cent.  This places it within the top 80 LADs 

nationally and suggests non-conventional approaches to partnering may be prevalent.  In 

contrast, Wealden has a relatively low rate of cohabitation, and is ranked 284 with only 12 

per cent of 20-59 year olds living as a cohabiting couple.  Meanwhile, rates of cohabitation 

in Lewes are about average and are roughly comparable to the national mean of 13 per 

cent.  As expected, the results are broadly a reversal of the first marriage findings in 

section 6.1.  This suggests couples in ‘conventional’ locations such as Wealden are more 

likely to marry, whereas couples in ‘non-conventional’ locations such as Brighton are more 

prone to a prolonged period of cohabitation prior to, or instead of, marriage. 

 

6.2.6 Same-sex couples 
 

The rate of same-sex couples in each case study location provides further evidence of ‘non-

conventional’ partnering practices.  This variable records the number of same-sex couples 

in each LAD as a proportion of all couples – that is adults living in the same household and 
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who have reported their living arrangements as ‘living as a couple’ on the 2001 GB Census 

form. 

 

The national context for same-sex couples is outlined in Figure 6.11.  The first observation 

that emerges from Figure 6.11 is the rarity of reported same-sex couples.  As Duncan and 

Smith (2004) acknowledge, these figures from the 2001 GB Census are a significant 

underestimation of the reality, as not all same-sex couples would have formally identified 

themselves as such.  As Figure 6.10 shows, at GB level the mean proportion of couples 

who are defined as same-sex couples is approximately one-fifth of 1 per cent.  This ranges 

from less than one-tenth of 1 per cent in the lowest ranked LAD to almost 3 per cent in the 

highest ranked LAD.   

 

As Figure 6.11 shows, the highest proportions of same-sex couples are evident in 

gentrified urban locations such as Brighton (1), Glasgow (13), and Manchester (14).  

Similarly, nine of the highest ten ranked LADs for same-sex couples are located in London 

(for example, Islington (2), Lambeth (3), and Camden (4)).  In contrast, six of the lowest 

ten LADs for proportions of same-sex couples are located in the North-east of England (for 

example, Redcar and Cleveland (404), Teesdale (403), and Wansbeck (400)).  This region 

is identified as a region of high ‘family conventionality’ by Duncan and Smith (2002). 

 

Table 6.6 reveals the number of same-sex couples in each case study location as a 

proportion of all couples living together including married couples. 

 



131

Figure 6.11: Same-sex couples as a percentage of all couples in each LAD of GB.   
Source: 2001 GB Census, Crown Copyright. 
 

Image not available due to copyright restrictions
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Table 6.6: Same-sex couples as a percentage of all couples by case study location. 
 Same-sex couples 

n %
Rank (1-404) 

1. Wealden 90 0.26 144 
2. Crawley 94 0.41 49 
3. Lewes 137 0.63 26 
4. Brighton 1277 2.67 1
National Mean 105 0.21 -

Source: 2001 GB Census, Crown Copyright. 

 

Aside from the apparent rarity of same-sex couples, the most striking feature of Table 6.6 

is the relatively high percentage of same-sex couples in Brighton when compared to the 

other case study locations.  Notably, 3 per cent of Brighton’s couples are recorded as same-

sex partnerships, higher than in any other LAD in GB.  Brighton’s status as the ‘gayest 

town in Britain’ (Duncan and Smith, 2004) confirms its non-conventional approach to 

partnering practices and may have played a role in influencing attitudes to partnering 

among straight couples in the city. 

 

More surprisingly, Crawley and Lewes join Brighton in the top 50 districts for same-sex 

couples.  Only Wealden has a rate of same-sex couples outside the top quartile, with a rate 

comparable to the national mean.  The high rates in Crawley, Lewes and to a lesser extent 

Wealden are likely to be due to their close proximity to Brighton – ‘the gay capital of GB’ 

(BBC, 2005).  For example, same-sex couples may have formed in Brighton before 

migrating inland to Lewes or Crawley in search of larger or more affordable housing. 

 

Overall, the partnering practices in Wealden and Brighton appear to have relatively clear 

cut patterns.  There is evidence of conventional partnering in Wealden with high levels of 

first marriage and remarriage, yet low levels of divorce, single (never married) and 

cohabitation.  In contrast, evidence exists of non-conventional partnering in Brighton with 

low rates of marriage and remarriage, yet high rates of divorce, single (never married), 

cohabitation, and same-sex couples.  However, the partnering patterns in both Crawley and 

Lewes are more mixed, suggesting a possible disruption to the MFI. 
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6.3 Parenting practices 
 

The previous section highlighted variations in partnering practices in the different case 

study locations.  This section outlines the national context for parenting practices, and 

examines differences in the ways children are raised in diverse places.  More specifically, 

this section focuses on similarities and differences in the proportions of married couples 

with children, step-families, female homemakers, and lone-parent families, in the four case 

study locations.  

 

6.3.1  Married with children 

The ‘married with children’ variable measures the proportion of households containing a 

married couple, and at least one dependent or non-dependent child.  This variable is an 

indicator of ‘conventional’ parenting practices, and a marker of the prevalence of the 

‘traditional family’.  This nuclear family form, according to Popenhoe (1999), consists of a 

monogamous married couple living with their children, apart from other relatives.  

Furthermore, the ‘traditional family’ has been described as the dominant ideal in developed 

countries since the Victorian era, and a construction of what family life should look like 

(Williams, 2004).   

 

Figure 6.12 outlines the national context for the proportion of households defined as 

‘married couple with children households’.  As Figure 6.12 demonstrates, at a GB level, 

the mean percentage for married with children households is 24 per cent.  This ranges from 

11 per cent in the lowest ranked LAD to 34 per cent in the highest ranked LAD.  It is 

illustrated by Figure 6.12 that LADs with the lowest rates of married with children 

households are located in London (for example, Westminster (404), Islington (403), and 

Camden (402)).  Similarly, urban centres such as Manchester (396), Brighton (395), and 

Glasgow (393) all have relatively low proportions of households composed of married 

couples with children.  It is also notable from Figure 6.12 that coastal LADs of GB have 

lower rates of married with children households than central LADs – of course, this may be 

connected to differences in age structure. 
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Figure 6.12: Households containing a married couple with children as a percentage of all households in each 
LAD of GB.  Source: 2001 GB Census, Crown Copyright. 
 

Image not available due to copyright restrictions
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In contrast, Figure 6.12 shows that some parts of Scotland (for example, East Renfrewshire 

(1), East Dunbartonshire (2), and Aberdeenshire (5)) are notable for relatively high rates of 

married couple with children households.  Similarly, relatively high proportions of married 

couples with children are evident in the ‘Home Counties’ (for example, Wokingham (3), 

Hart (4), Chiltern (7)). 

 

As Table 6.7 illustrates, there are lower rates of households containing married couples 

with children in both Lewes and Brighton.  The rate is particularly low in Brighton where 

only 15 per cent of households are inhabited by a ‘traditional family’.  This represents the 

tenth lowest rate in GB, and is considerably lower than the national mean (24 per cent).  

Meanwhile, there are average proportions of ‘married with children’ households in both 

Wealden and Crawley.   
 

Table 6.7: Households containing a married couple with children as a percentage of all households by case 
study location. 

 Married with children 
N %

Rank (1-404) 

1. Wealden 14661 25.2 179 
2. Crawley 10050 24.9 192 
3. Lewes 8723 22.0 328 
4. Brighton 17108 14.9 395 
National Mean 13818 24.3 -

Source: 2001 GB Census, Crown Copyright. 

 

The rate in Wealden is slightly higher than the national mean, yet is perhaps lower than 

expected, with only approximately one-quarter of households containing a ‘traditional 

family’.  This unexpectedly low figure is perhaps caused by a high number of older 

married couples in Wealden whose children have left home - this variable only measures 

households in which the children of married couples also reside in the household.  This 

factor may be significant as the population in Wealden tends to contain a relatively old age 

structure when compared to Crawley and Brighton (see Chapter 7). 
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6.3.2 Step-families 
 

This section measures the proportion of families in each case study location who are 

defined as step-families.  A step-family is defined as one where there is a child (or 

children) conceived by only one member of a married or cohabiting couple.  This measure 

represents a break from conventional nuclear family norms, in that parenting of non-

biological offspring is involved.   In this sense, the step-families variable is an indicator of 

‘non-conventional’ parenting practices, although this may obscure more conventional 

attitudes of some individuals concerned (i.e. a belief in living as a (married) couple with 

children and apart from other relatives). 

 

Figure 6.13 outlines the national context for rates of step-families.  As can be seen from 

Figure 6.13, the national mean proportion of families who are defined as step-families is 5 

per cent.  This ranges from 3 per cent in the lowest ranked LAD, to 9 per cent in the 

highest ranked LAD.  It is clear from Figure 6.13 that there are low proportions of step-

families in some relatively affluent parts of London (for example, Westminster (404), 

Richmond upon Thames (403), and Wandsworth (400)), as well as much of Scotland (for 

example, East Dunbartonshire (402), East Renfrewshire (401), Glasgow (398), and 

Edinburgh (397)).  In contrast, rates of step-families were noticeably high in parts of 

Lancashire (for example, Hyndburn (1), Pendle (2), and Burnley (3)).    

 

Table 6.8 demonstrates the percentage breakdown of step-families in each case study 

location.  As Table 6.8 illustrates, Crawley has a high step-family rate of 6 per cent, 

placing it in the top 100 LADs.  Wealden and Brighton both have lower rates of 5 per cent, 

while Lewes’ rate is consistent with the national mean.   
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Figure 6.13: Step-families as a percentage of all families in each LAD of GB.   
Source: 2001 GB Census, Crown Copyright. 
 

Image not available due to copyright restrictions
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Table 6.8: Step-families as a percentage of all families by case study location. 
Step-families 

N %
Rank (1-404) 

1. Wealden 2046 4.9 289 
2. Crawley 1725 6.0 91 
3. Lewes 1462 5.5 190 
4. Brighton 2991 4.8 307 
National Mean 2128 5.2 -

Source: 2001 GB Census, Crown Copyright. 

 

Interestingly, the rate of step-families is lower in the ‘conventional’ and ‘non-

conventional’ locations (Wealden and Brighton) than in the ‘increasing conventionality’ 

and ‘increasing non-conventionality’ locations (Crawley and Lewes).  This may provide 

evidence that comparatively large numbers of step-families are linked with locations in 

transition in terms of adherence to conventional or non-convention parenting norms.  

However, it is noticeable that there is a short range of only 1 per cent between the lowest 

(Brighton, 5 per cent) and the highest (Crawley, 6 per cent). 

6.3.3 Female homemakers 

The ‘female homemakers’ variable measures the proportions of working age females (16-

64) whose economic status is recorded as ‘stay at home looking after home/ family’ on the 

2001 GB Census form.  This variable is indicative of ‘conventional’ parenting practices 

and is considered the defining characteristic of the ‘traditional family’ (Popenhoe, 1999).   

 

In Figure 6.14, it is notable that the national mean proportion of working age females who 

are defined as female homemakers is 11 per cent.  This ranges from 8 per cent in the 

lowest ranked LAD to 19 per cent in the highest ranked LAD.  As Figure 6.14 confirms, 

the lowest rates of female homemakers are evident in ‘University towns’ with high student 

populations (for example, Dundee (404), Edinburgh (403), Cambridge (402), and Oxford 

(400)).  It is also notable from Figure 6.14 that rates of female homemakers are generally 

low in the North-west of England (for example, South Ribble (401), Ribble Valley (399)), 
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and Lancaster (386)), as well as in Scotland (for example, Renfrewshire (396), Midlothian 

(391), and East Dunbartonshire (390)).  These regions have been identified as ‘adult 

worker’ regions (Duncan and Smith, 2002).  Here, females were traditionally full-time 

workers in manufacturing or agricultural industries, and there appears to be evidence of 

historical lags, where current gender geographies can be seen as a hang-over from earlier 

economic conditions (Duncan and Smith, 2002).  In contrast, the highest rates of female 

homemakers appear to be concentrated in parts of the South-east, and in particular in 

LADs in East London and areas east of London (for example, Newham (1), Elmbridge (2), 

Barking and Dagenham (3), and Basildon (5)).   

 

As Table 6.9 illustrates, overall there is an appreciably higher rate of female homemakers 

in Wealden than in any of the other case study locations.  Relatively high proportions (13 

per cent) of females stay at home to look after the home/ family, placing Wealden in the 

top quintile of LADs.  This is notable given its location in the South-east of England where 

the rate of female homemakers may be lower than in other parts of the country due to 

economic influences.  In contrast, Brighton’s rate of 10 per cent ranks among the lowest 

quintile of all LADs.  Similarly, low rates of female homemakers are observed in Crawley 

and to a slightly less extent Lewes (11 per cent).   
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Figure 6.14: Working age females who stay at home looking after home/family as a percentage of all 
working age females in each LAD of GB.   
Source: 2001 GB Census, Crown Copyright. 
 

Image not available due to copyright restrictions
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A contributing factor to these findings is likely to be the South-east of England location, 

where the increased cost of housing in comparison to other regions perhaps influences the 

need for females to work. 

 

Table 6.9: Working age females who stay at home looking after home/family as a percentage of all working 
age females. 

 Female homemakers 
N %

Rank (1-404) 

1. Wealden 6712 13.2 64 
2. Crawley 3831 10.5 319 
3. Lewes 3698 11.1 251 
4. Brighton 9753 10.4 325 
National Mean 6051 11.4 -

Source: 2001 GB Census, Crown Copyright. 

 

6.3.4 Lone-parent households 

The ‘lone-parent household’ variable measures the number of lone-parent households as a 

proportion of all households.  A lone-parent household may be defined as one comprised 

of a male or female non-partnered parent who lives in a household with one or more 

dependent and/or non-dependent children. 

 

Figure 6.15 outlines the GB context for lone-parent households, and illustrates the national 

mean proportion for lone-parent households is 9 per cent.  The lone-parent household rate 

ranges from 6 per cent in the lowest ranked LAD, to 17 per cent in the highest ranked 

LAD.  The lowest rates of lone-parent households exist in affluent ‘rural’ LADs in: Eastern 

England (for example, East Cambridgeshire (404), South Cambridgeshire (402), and Mid 

Suffolk (400)), and; South-east England (for example, Mole Valley (403), Tandridge 

(399), and South Buckinghamshire (396)).   

 

Conversely, the highest rates of lone-parent households are found in relatively 

economically deprived inner-city locations such as in: Merseyside (Knowsley (1), 

Liverpool (2)); London (Newham (3), Barking and Dagenham (4), Lewisham (7)); 

Glasgow (5), and; Manchester (6).  Similarly, high rates of lone-parent households can be  
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Figure 6.15: Lone-parent households as a percentage of all households in each LAD of GB.   
Source: 2001 GB Census, Crown Copyright. 
 

Image not available due to copyright restrictions
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observed in the relatively deprived areas of South Wales and the North-east of England 

(Figure 6.15). 

 

Table 6.10 shows the proportions of lone-parent households in each case study location.  

The most notable feature of Table 6.10 is the very low rate of lone-parent households in 

Wealden; indicating a conventional approach to parenting practices is prevalent.  Only 7 

per cent of households in Wealden are recorded as lone-parent households, the 26th lowest 

of all LADs in GB.   

 

Table 6.10: Lone-parent households as a percentage of all households. 
 Lone-parent households 

n %
Rank (1-404) 

1. Wealden 3763 6.5 380 
2. Crawley 4045 10.0 115 
3. Lewes 2860 7.2 316 
4. Brighton 9835 8.6 203 
National Mean 5643 8.7 -

Source: 2001 GB Census, Crown Copyright. 

 

Similarly, a comparatively low lone-parent rate was observed in Lewes (7 per cent).  This 

is expected in an affluent location such as Lewes, where residential property prices are 

high.  The rate for Brighton meanwhile was about average at 9 per cent, which is similar to 

the national mean.  This indicates a less conventional level of parenting may be prevalent 

in Brighton when compared to Wealden or Lewes.  However, the proportion of lone-parent 

households is perhaps lower in Brighton than other non-conventional locations due to 

inflated property costs.  Meanwhile, a higher than expected rate was recorded in Crawley, 

where 10 per cent of dwellings are classified as lone-parent households.  This places 

Crawley in the third quartile nationwide (ranked 115), and suggests there is evidence of 

non-conventionality in terms of parenting practices among the population of Crawley. 

 

Overall, the patterns of parenting practices in the four case study locations appear to mirror 

those of partnering practices witnessed in Section 6.2.  That is: clear evidence of 

conventional practices in Wealden (for example, high levels of female homemakers and 

married couples with children); clear evidence of non-conventional practices in Brighton 
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(for example, low levels of female homemakers and high levels of lone-parent 

households), and; a more mixed patterns in both Crawley and Lewes.  

6.4 ‘Making sense’ of the diverse partnering and parenting practices in 

the four case study locations 
 

This section summarises the occurrence of the different partnering and parenting practices 

in each case study location, and considers the implications for the MFI categories used to 

characterise these case studies.  The data is divided into four quartiles, with a ‘very low’ 

occurrence representing a score in the lowest 25 per cent of the data (1st quartile), which 

includes ranks 304-404.  A ‘low’ occurrence indicates a rank of 203-303 (2nd quartile), 

while a ‘high’ occurrence refers to a rank of 102-202 (3rd quartile).  Accordingly, a ‘very 

high’ occurrence represents a score in the top 25 per cent of all LADs (4th quartile), and 

includes ranks 1-101.  This coding procedure is summarised in Table 6.11.   

 

Table 6.11: Quartile coding summary. 
Quartile Rank Label 

1st quartile 304-404 ‘Very low’ 

2nd quartile 203-303 ‘Low’ 

3rd quartile 102-202 ‘High’ 

4th quartile 1-101 ‘Very high’ 

In-line with this procedure, Table 6.12 rates the occurrence of the different conventional 

and non-conventional partnering and parenting practices in each case study location. 

 



145

Table 6.12: A ‘snap shot’ of family life in the four case study locations. 
 

Wealden Crawley  Lewes Brighton  
First marriage Very high Very low Low Very low 
Remarriage Very high Low Very high Very low 
Female homemakers Very high Very low Low Very low 

C
on

ve
nt

io
na

l
Married with children High High Very low Very low 
Divorce Low High High Very high 
Single (never married) Very low Very high Low Very high 
Lone-parent households Very low High Very low High 
Step-families Low Very high High Very low 
Cohabitation Low Very high High Very high 

N
on

-c
on

ve
nt

io
na

l

Same-sex couples High Very high Very high Very high 

Wealden is the ‘conventional’ case study location according to the MFI, and this is 

confirmed by partnering and parenting practices.  Table 6.12 demonstrates that this is a 

district of very high levels of first marriage, remarriage, and female homemakers, and, in 

addition, high levels of ‘married with children households’.  Conversely, there are low 

rates of step-families, cohabitation, and divorce in Wealden.  Furthermore, the rate of 

single individuals and lone-parent households is very low.  These findings suggest 

Wealden is a district where marriage is the dominant family form and adherence to the 

male breadwinner/ female homemaker norm is commonplace.   Alternative family forms 

such as step-families and lone-parent households are relatively rare as are ‘non-

conventional’ lifestyle choices such as staying single and cohabitation.  Overall, it is clear 

that Wealden is a place where conventional forms of partnering and parenting are 

dominant. 

 

Crawley is the ‘increasing conventionality’ case study location according to the MFI.  As 

Table 6.12 reveals, Crawley is a district of very high rates of single adults, step-families, 

cohabitation and same-sex partnerships, whilst levels of divorce and lone-parent 

households are also high.  Conversely, there are very low levels of first marriage and 

female homemakers, and remarriage is also low.  However, the non-conventional context 

is disrupted by a high number of households composed of a married couple with children.  

In general, this suggests Crawley is a relatively ‘non-conventional’ location where 

marriage in the ‘male breadwinner/ female homemaker’ model fails to dominate.  More 

atypical partnering practices such as cohabitation and same-sex couples flourish, as do the 

‘non-conventional’ parenting practices associated with lone-parent households and step-
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families.  This clearly jars with the portrayal of Crawley as a place that is being 

restructured by migration as a ‘conventional’ family location.  These findings suggest that 

Crawley’s non-migrant population, which is considered to be ‘non-conventional’, 

dominates the ‘conventional’ in-migrant patterns (as discussed in Chapter 5).   These 

complex and contradictory features will be examined further in the survey analysis in 

Chapter 7. 
 
Lewes is the ‘increasing non-conventionality’ case study location.  Table 6.12 confirms 

that there appears to be low rates of conventional practices in Lewes – for example, there 

are very low levels of ‘married with children households’, and low rates of first marriage 

and female homemakers.  However, this is disrupted by very high rates of remarriage.  In 

contrast, non-conventional practices appear relatively prevalent in Lewes.  There are very 

high rates of same-sex partnerships, and high rates of divorce, step-families, and 

cohabitation.  However, this is disrupted by very low rates of lone-parent households and 

low proportions of adults who have stayed single.  On the whole, this suggests Lewes is a 

district where some ‘non-conventional’ forms of partnering such as cohabiting couples and 

same-sex couples are common.  However, other forms of ‘non-conventional’ families such 

as lone-parent households are less prevalent, which may reflect property prices and levels 

of affluence.  There is also some evidence of a rejection of marriage with a low incidence 

of first marriage.  Furthermore, there appears to be little adherence to the ‘male 

breadwinner/ female homemaker’ norm.  These results indicate that the ‘non-conventional’ 

in-migrant population in Lewes, as identified in Chapter 5, have begun to dominate the 

‘conventional’ non-migrant population, suggesting that the process of transition is further 

developed than in the Crawley case study.  

 

Brighton is the ‘non-conventional’ case study location according to the MFI.  As Table 

6.12 demonstrates, this is a location of very high rates of divorce, single individuals, 

cohabitation, and same-sex partnerships.  Additionally, the levels of lone-parent 

households are also high.  In contrast, there is a very low rate first marriage, remarriage, 

female homemakers and marriage with children.  This suggests there has been a rejection 

of marriage in Brighton, and individuals have widely chosen to remain single or live as 

cohabiting couples.  Overall, it is clear that non-conventional forms of partnering and 

parenting are significant in Brighton.  However, the oddity in Brighton of step families is 

an indicator that non-conventional family structures vary geographically and not all types 
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of non-conventionality are found in all non-conventional locations.  This confirms a 

broader point made by this thesis about the need for studies of family diversity to 

understand geographical difference. 

 

6.5 Migration flows of family types 
 

Section 6.4 asserts that conventional family practices dominate in Wealden and non-

conventional forms of partnering and parenting are influential in Brighton.  It is also 

suggested that, in Crawley, a location in transition, non-conventional family practices 

remain significant despite the in-migration of ‘conventional’ families reported in Chapter 

5.  Furthermore, the previous section postulates that Lewes is further along the process of 

transformation, and there is a balance of conventional behaviour in non-migrants and non-

conventional behaviour in recent in-migrants.  This section investigates these findings 

further by analysing migration data taken from the 2001 GB Census.  Inflows and outflows 

of different family types are measured in each case study location. 

 

6.5.1 Family practices of in-migrants 
 

Table 6.13 illustrates the family type of in-migrants to the four case study locations.  Using 

the WICID tool, as outlined in Chapter 4, in-migrants that transcended an LAD boundary 

in 2000-2001 to a new address within one of the case study locations have been isolated 

from the 2001 GB Census data.   

 

Four possible categories of family type have been identified from the data available in 

WICID: 1) living alone (defined as not in a family); 2) living with others in a household 

(defined as not in a family); 3) living in a couple family (as a member of a couple or as a 

(non)dependant child), and; 4) living in a lone-parent family (as a parent or as a 

(non)dependant child).  Those individuals living in a communal establishment (such as 

university halls of residence or a prison) have been removed from the data. 
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Table 6.13: Family type of in-migrants to the four case study locations 2000-2001. 
 Wealden Crawley Lewes Brighton 
Family type n % n % N % n %
Not in a family: Living alone 142 9.2 474 12.8 209 11.2 2216 19.2 
Not in a family: Living with 
others in household 81 5.2 302 8.2 423 22.6 3216 27.9 
In couple family 1206 78.1 2569 69.5 1052 56.4 5366 46.6 
In lone-parent family 116 7.5 349 9.4 183 9.8 721 6.3 
Total 1544 100 3694 100 1867 100 11519 100 

Source: 2001 GB Census, Crown Copyright. 

 

Table 6.13 clearly demonstrates that a considerable majority of in-migrants to Wealden (78 

per cent) are living in couple families.  Meanwhile, relatively few in-migrants live alone, 

with others in household, or in lone-parent families.  This confirms Wealden as a location 

receiving in-migration from ‘conventional’ families, hence reproducing the district as a 

place of conventionality.  In contrast, Brighton is shown to receive relatively high rates of 

in-migration from individuals living alone (19 per cent) or living in HMOs (28 per cent), 

yet comparatively low proportions of in-migrants in couple families (only 47 per cent).  

This substantiates the reproduction of Brighton as a non-conventional location by 

processes of in-migration. 

 

More interestingly, it is shown that noteworthy proportions of in-migrants to Crawley 

reside in couple families (70 per cent).  This suggests that a more conventional approach to 

partnering and parenting may be prevalent among Crawley in-migrants, when compared to 

the population at large in Crawley – confirming the view that the location could be 

undergoing a process of transformation – but this is yet to alter the main patterns of 

partnering and parenting.  Similarly, a relatively low rate of Lewes in-migrants reside in a 

couple family (56 per cent) while a comparatively considerable proportion live in HMOs 

(23 per cent).  This is in contrast to Crawley and represents evidence that Lewes is a place 

of ‘increasing conventionality’.  

 

6.6 Conclusions 
 

This chapter has analysed data from the 2001 GB Census to investigate partnering and 

parenting practices in four case study locations.  The findings broadly support views 
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founded in Chapter 5 – that Wealden is a ‘conventional’ place, Crawley is a place of 

‘increasing conventionality’, Lewes is a place of ‘increasing non-conventionality’, and 

Brighton is a ‘non-conventional’ place in terms of family structure and family work 

practices.  The findings indicate that conventional measures of family life, such as married 

individuals, female homemakers, and married couples with children, are prevalent in 

Wealden.  In contrast, non-conventional indicators such as same-sex couples, divorce, 

single individuals, and cohabitation, are dominant in Brighton.  The analysis also provides 

evidence that Crawley and Lewes are places being transformed as ‘increasing 

conventionality’ and ‘increasing non-conventionality’ respectively through processes of in-

migration.  However, the impacts in Crawley are yet to change the social characteristics of 

the area significantly. 

 

The chapter has highlighted certain environmental, sociological, and economic variations 

in the four locations that might account for these patterns, and provided a contextual 

background for the analysis.  Wealden is shown to have historic and socio-economic routes 

in agricultural industries and connotations of ‘rural/small town’ identities.  Crawley’s 

history as a post-war ‘new town’ may be important, and the town’s associated rapid 

development as an employment centre is emphasised.  Lewes is shown to have powerful 

associations with the South Downs AONB and to have a strong historical significance, 

represented in the landscape through various buildings and building styles.  Lewes is, 

therefore, an appealing place for affluent households seeking a semi-rural ‘small town’ 

location, and one typified by deeply embedded processes of small-town gentrification 

(Smith, 2008).  Finally, Brighton’s cultural significance as a tourist attraction, centre for 

the arts, and as ‘the gay capital of Britain’ is highlighted.  Brighton is the quintessential 

‘gentrified coastal town’ in the South-east of England, connected to the place marketing of 

‘London-by-sea’. 

 

The next chapter will explore the economic, social, and environmental factors that lie 

behind migrant movements in an attempt to explain how family migration shapes the social 

structure of an area. 
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Chapter 7 

Household Survey  

Introduction 
 

This chapter presents findings from 400 questionnaire surveys undertaken with recent 

migrants in four case study locations.  The main aims of the chapter are three-fold.  First, 

the chapter explores processes of change and contribute to conceptual debates surrounding 

the human capital model and the gender role perspective introduced in Chapter 2.  Second, 

the discussion explores how the empirical findings concur and/or contradict the findings 

from the analysis of the secondary 2001 Census data (see Chapters 5 and 6).  Third, the 

chapter examines the complexity and diversity of family migrants and processes of family 

migration.  Key here is the need to interrogate the survey data to pin down the similarities 

and differences between in-migrants in the four case study locations, and to unpick 

differential demographic, socio-economic and cultural characteristics.  Most notably, the 

chapter will examine the prevalence of ‘conventionality’ in Wealden, ‘non-

conventionality’ in Brighton, and the evidence of ‘increasing conventionality’ and 

‘increasing non-conventionality’ in Crawley and Lewes respectively. 

 

The chapter is divided into 5 main sections.  Section 1 examines the demographic and 

socio-economic characteristics of the respondent households.  Variations in the distances 

moved, family structure, partnership type, age structure, educational background, socio-

economic group and household income are shown for the case study locations.  Section 2 

focuses on the key cultural characteristics and family forming practices of respondent 

households.  In doing so, migration profiles are constructed for each case study location by 

investigating the reasons for moving from places of origin, and for selecting particular 

destinations.  The analysis uncovers significant geographical differences in the 

motivational factors that underpin processes of family migration, and suggests that 

previous studies of family migration may have understated the influence of cultural factors 

- although many studies of family migration have discussed cultural factors (particularly in 

rural studies, for example, Halliday and Coombes, 1995), the economic (human capital) 

and the social (gender role) have tended to dominate the cultural (Hardill, 1997). 
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In addition, an emphasis is placed on the importance of family forming practices, as 

evidenced by the distinction between ‘wholly moving’ and ‘(re)forming’ households.  In 

Section 3, attitudes toward various components of the migration process are examined.  

Included here are the levels of importance placed on different factors, such as the type of 

property, journey to work, in the migration decision-making process, and the impact of the 

migration event upon different lifestyle indicators such as career, financial stability, and 

health.  In line with Halfacree and Boyle’s (1993) call for a biographical approach to 

migration studies, this section is important in understanding how migration patterns may 

have developed in the past and how they are likely to develop in the future.  Section 4 

examines the effects of the migration process upon the economic activity, Social Economic 

Group (SEG), and personal income of the respondent household members.  This allows a 

geographical investigation of the tied migrant thesis (Smith, 2002) to be undertaken, and 

differences in the effects of migration upon family work practices in different types of 

family migrant destination are evaluated.  Finally, Section 5 draws overall conclusions 

from the data presented.   

 

7.1 Demographic and socio-economic household characteristics 
 

This section examines the demographic and socio-economic characteristics of all 

respondents from a sample of privately owned/rented households.  This is valuable for 

contextualising the households and individuals moving into each of the four case study 

locations, and establishing a starting point to conceptually discuss the migration patterns 

and processes.  The section is divided into eight further sub-sections, which investigate: 

distance moved; family structure; household size; housing tenure; partnership type; age 

structure; educational background, and; social-economic group.   

 

7.1.1 Distance moved (type of migrant) 
 

Table 7.1 makes the distinction between residential migrants, short-distance migrants and 

long-distance migrants, based on where a respondent lived immediately prior to their 

current address.  ‘Residential migrants’ are defined as moving a distance of 0-9km; ‘short-
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distance migrants’ as moving from elsewhere within a 50km radius, and ‘long-distance’ 

migrants are defined as moving a distance of 50km or more within the UK.  This 

distinction is in accordance with previous studies of family migration that has 

distinguished between short- and long-distance in-migrants, most notably the studies of 

Boyle et al. (1999; 2000; 2001). 

 

At a national scale, distances moved can be calculated from the data contained in the 

Individual Sample of migrants of Anonymised Records (ISAR) component of the 2001 

Census records.  The results show that 66 per cent of people changing address within GB 

in the year prior to the 2001 Census moved a distance of 0-9km (residential migrants), 16 

per cent were short-distance migrants (10-49 km), and 18 per cent were long-distance 

migrants (50km+) (Table 7.1). 

 

Table 7.1: Distance moved GB migrants 2000-2001. 

 GB migrants 
%

Residential migrant (0-9 km) 66 
Short-distance migrant (10-49 km) 16 
Long-distance migrant (50km+) 18 
Total 100 

Source: 2001 Census Individual SAR – Office for National Statistics. 

 

Importantly, focussing on the survey data for the four case study locations, Table 7.2 

demonstrates an uneven set of geographies.  This expresses the differing levels of 

magnitudes of family migration at different scales in GB. 

 

Table 7.2: Distance moved (type of migrant).  (All respondents). 

 Wealden Crawley Lewes Brighton 
% (n=100) % (n=100) % (n=100) % (n=100) 

Residential migrant (0-9 km) 79 44 66 50 
Short-distance migrant (10-49 km) 21 16 18 18 
Long-distance migrant (50km+) 0 40 16 32 
Total 100 100 100 100 
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Perhaps the most striking finding is the relatively high incidence of local in-migrants 

within Wealden when compared to the national figures, with 79 per cent of respondents 

defined as residential migrants, and 21 per cent having migrated a distance of less than 

50km.  This suggests that processes of long-distance migration are not significant factors in 

Wealden, which is perhaps tied to the relatively few employment opportunities in 

Wealden, and the relatively significant distance from other centres of employment 

opportunities.  

 

In contrast to Wealden, it is notable that a relatively high proportion of the Crawley sample 

of migrants is defined as long-distance migrants (40 per cent).  At the same time, relatively 

low numbers of respondents in Crawley have relocated from within a 0-9 km radius (44 

per cent).  One reason for the relatively high number of long-distance migrants in Crawley 

may be the proximity, and relatively efficient rail and road links, to London.  Therefore, it 

is plausible that individuals and households are more likely to relocate to Crawley, when 

compared to Wealden, to seek or take-up employment opportunities in the global city of 

London, as well as the ‘M23 corridor’ (see SEEDA (1999) for a fuller discussion on the 

economic structure of the M23 corridor).  These employment factors are explored later in 

the chapter in a discussion of motivations for migration. 

 

In tandem with the national means, approximately two-thirds of the Lewes sample of 

migrants is made up of residential migrants, whilst a considerable 18 per cent are short-

distance migrants.  Overall, the percentages in Lewes are similar to Wealden, yet it will be 

shown later that different processes of change are pivotal here and significant differences 

exist between Wealden and Lewes. 

 

Meanwhile, Brighton is notable for a relatively large proportion of long-distance migrants 

(32 per cent), and comparatively low number of residential migrants (50 per cent).  These 

characteristics are similar to those displayed by the Crawley sample of migrants.  

However, and as will be argued in later sections of this chapter, different processes of 

family migration are clearly evident in Brighton and Crawley.  Although the proximity of 

the London labour market is important for understanding processes of family migration in 

Brighton, place-specific appeals of non-conventional social and cultural structures are 

equally important for understanding the scale of family migration in Brighton. 
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7.1.2 Family structure 

The family structure variable measures the type of family structure for each respondent 

household.  The findings suggest a clear dominance of married and cohabiting couple 

households, and only small proportions of one person and lone-parent households.  As 

Table 7.3 shows, similar family structures are evident in Wealden and Lewes.  Married 

couples with children are dominant in both locations, accounting for 72 per cent of Lewes 

households and 80 per cent of Wealden households.  Meanwhile, in Crawley it is notable 

that approximately one-third of households are inhabited by married or cohabiting couples 

without children.  In Brighton, it is clear the family structure is less conventional.  Only 20 

per cent of households include couples with children while 35 per cent of the sample of 

migrants consists of ‘non-family’ households such as one person or ‘other’ households.  

These ‘other’ households are mostly Houses of Multiple Occupation (HMOs) or 

accommodation shared by unrelated house/flat mates.   

 

Table 7.3: Family structure.  (All households).   
Wealden Crawley Lewes Brighton 

% (n=100) % (n=100) % (n=100) % (n=100) 
One person household 6 1 4 11 
Married couple no dependant children 4 7 7 5 
Married couple with dependant children 80 48 72 17 
Cohabiting couple no dependant children 6 25 4 39 
Cohabiting couple with dependant children 3 8 11 3 
Lone-parent household 0 3 0 1 
Other household (non-family) 1 8 2 24 
Total 100 100 100 100 

Overall, this suggests that private sector migration is so dominated by couples (i.e. 

families) (except in Brighton), that they will be the source of migration as a driver for 

social change. 

 

In Table 7.4, the family structure variable is broken down by migrant type.  In Wealden, it 

is notable that there is little difference between residential and short-distance migrants, 

with high proportions of married couples with children (80 per cent and 81 per cent 
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respectively).  Although married couples with children are significant for short-distance 

migrants in Crawley (75 per cent), relatively high proportions of cohabiting couples 

without children are prevalent for residential migrants (36 per cent) and long-distance 

migrants (23 per cent).  This tends to parallel residential migrants (44 per cent), short-

distance migrants (33 per cent) and long-distance migrants (34 per cent) in Brighton.   

 

Interestingly, in line with Wealden, married couples with children dominate among 

residential migrants (73 per cent), short-distance migrants (72 per cent) and long-distance 

migrants (69 per cent) in Lewes.  However, short-distance migrants and long-distance 

migrants in Brighton are more mixed in terms of family structure.  Surprisingly, short- and 

long-distance migrants in Brighton are more likely to be married couples than residential 

migrants, particularly long-distance migrants – with 38 per cent who are married couples 

compared to only 4 per cent of residential migrants (small cell sizes).  A possible reason 

for this is that this figure reflects a significant number of affluent established partnered 

families who have moved to Brighton from London for lifestyle reasons, whilst retaining 

the same places of employment in London. 

 

Table 7.4: Family structure by type of migrant.  (All households).   
Wealden Crawley Lewes Brighton 
R SD R SD LD R SD LD R SD LD 

%
(n= 
79) 

%
(n= 
21) 

%
(n= 
44) 

%
(n= 
16) 

%
(n= 
40) 

%
(n= 
66) 

%
(n= 
18) 

%
(n= 
16) 

%
(n= 
50) 

%
(n= 
18) 

%
(n= 
32) 

One person household 5 10 0 0 3 6 0 0 12 6 13 
Married couple no 
dependant children 5 0 7 6 8 3 0 31 0 17 6 
Married couple with 
dependant children 80 81 39 75 48 73 72 69 4 17 38 
Cohabiting couple no 
dependant children 6 5 36 0 23 6 0 0 44 33 34 
Cohabiting couple with 
dependant children 3 5 7 0 13 9 28 0 2 11 0 
Lone parent household 0 0 5 0 3 0 0 0 2 0 0 
Other Household 1 0 7 19 5 3 0 0 36 17 9 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

(R=Residential migrants, SD=Short-distance migrants, LD=Long-distance migrants.) 
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7.1.3 Household size 
 

Table 7.5 presents the dwelling sizes of respondent households.  This is clearly linked to 

the family structures outlined in the previous Table 7.4, and, in particular, is connected to 

the prevalence of couples with dependant children.   

 

Table 7.5: Number of bedrooms.  (All households).   

Wealden Crawley Lewes Brighton 
% (n=100) % (n=100) % (n=100) % (n=100) 

1 bedroom 4 0 2 11 
2 bedrooms 25 34 9 45 
3+ bedrooms 71 66 89 44 
Total 100 100 100 100 

Most notably, Table 7.5 highlights the predominance of properties with three or more 

bedrooms in Lewes (89 per cent), and to a lesser extent in Wealden (71 per cent) and 

Crawley (66 per cent).  In Brighton, only 44 per cent of households have three or more 

bedrooms, which may indicate a significant prevalence of childless living.  Of course, there 

is a need to acknowledge that this data reflects housing stock differences, for example the 

conversion of houses into flats was a more common practise in Brighton than in the other 

case study locations). 

Table 7.6 demonstrates the number of inhabitants in each respondent household.  Wealden 

has the largest household size with a mean average of 3.7 people.  Lewes has the next 

largest household size with a mean of 3.3 people.  Crawley has a mean average of 2.9 

inhabitants, while the smallest household sizes were found in Brighton (2.4 inhabitants). 

 

Table 7.6: Number of inhabitants.  (All households).   

 Wealden Crawley Lewes Brighton 
% (n=100) % (n=100) % (n=100) % (n=100) 

1 person 6 1 4 12 
2 people 10 39 13 51 
3 people 18 35 41 23 
4 people 43 22 38 11 
5+ people 23 3 4 3 
Total 100 100 100 100 
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7.1.4 Housing tenure 
 

Table 7.7 demonstrates the housing tenure of respondent households, and can be taken as a 

proxy for levels of economic capital and affluence.  It is striking that in-migrant 

respondents who own their home outright were most significant in Brighton (7 per cent), 

compared with 4 per cent in Crawley, 2 per cent in Lewes, and 0 per cent in Wealden.  Not 

surprisingly, buying a home with a mortgage was the most popular form of housing tenure 

in all four locations.  This is significant in Crawley (88 per cent), Lewes (79 per cent), 

Wealden (72 per cent), and to a lesser extent, in Brighton (57 per cent).  More than one-

third and 28 per cent of respondents in Brighton and Wealden respectively privately rented 

their homes.   In Lewes, 19 per cent of the sample of migrants resided in privately rented 

accommodation, yet only 8 per cent of the Crawley sample of migrants privately rented 

accommodation. 

 
Table 7.7: Housing tenure.  (All households).   

 Wealden Crawley Lewes Brighton 
% (n=100) % (n=100) % (n=100) % (n=100) 

Owner (owned outright) 0 4 2 7 
Owner (buying/ mortgage) 72 88 79 57 
Privately rented 28 8 19 36 
Total 100 100 100 100 

Table 7.8 illustrates that, in Wealden, residential migrants (56 per cent) are more likely to 

be home owners (with a mortgage), than their short-distance migrant counterparts (38 per 

cent).  Short-distance migrants in Wealden have a tendency to be tenants in the private 

rented sector.  Similar patterns are observed in Crawley, where 91 per cent of residential 

migrants are home-owners, more than in the short-distance sample of migrants (81 per 

cent).  This may indicate a short-term nature to short-distance moves to more 

‘conventional’ locations, but cell sizes are too small to draw definitive conclusions here.  

 

In contrast, short-distance migrants in both Lewes and Brighton are more likely than 

residential migrants to have some form of owner-occupier status.  In Lewes, for example, 

100 per cent of short-distance migrants are owners (owned outright or buying/ mortgage) 

compared with 72 per cent of residential migrants. 
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Table 7.8: Housing tenure by type of migrant.  (All households).   

 Wealden Crawley Lewes Brighton 
R SD R SD LD R SD LD R SD LD 

%
(n= 
79) 

%
(n= 
21) 

%
(n= 
44) 

%
(n= 
16) 

%
(n= 
40) 

%
(n= 
66) 

%
(n= 
18) 

%
(n= 
16) 

%
(n= 
50) 

%
(n= 
18) 

%
(n= 
32) 

Owner (owned outright) 0 0 0 0 10 2 6 0 4 0 16 
Owner (buying/ mortgage) 56 38 91 81 88 70 94 100 52 72 56 
Rented 44 62 9 19 3 29 0 0 44 28 28 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

(R=Residential migrants, SD=Short-distance migrants, LD=Long-distance migrants.) 
 

Long-distance migrants are the most likely group to be both outright owners and owner-

occupiers overall.  In Crawley, 98 per cent of long-distance migrants are owner-occupiers, 

including the 10 per cent who own their property outright.  Similarly, 100 per cent of long-

distance migrants in Lewes are owner-occupiers.  The proportion of long-distance migrants 

who are owner-occupiers is 72 per cent in Brighton, including a significant 16 per cent 

who own their property outright.  This is to be expected and reflects the notion that long–

distance moves are more expensive (for example, higher search costs) so are generally 

completed by more affluent individuals who are able to own their property. 

 

So far, the chapter has discussed ‘housing’ issues, establishing important differences in 

family structure, household size and housing tenure within the different case study 

locations and the different types of migrant.  The chapter will now examine the respondent 

households further by analysing the demographics within the household by exploring 

partnership types, age structure, educational background and socio-economic group (SEG). 

 

7.1.5 Partnership type 
 

This particular section focuses on the married and cohabiting couple households 

highlighted in Section 7.1.2, who made up 339 of the 400 respondents (85%).  Seven types 

of partnerships, centred upon work practices, are identified.  This allows possible 
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differences in levels of conventional and non-conventional family practices to be analysed 

in the four case study locations. 

 

For the purposes of this thesis, dual-career couples are defined as those in which both 

partners are in managerial or professional occupations as defined by the 2001 GB Census.  

These are the types of occupation which tend to place particular demands on the individual 

and emphasise career commitment (Hardill, 2002) (see Chapter 2).  Therefore, dual-career 

couples differ from dual-income couples, where both partners are in paid full-time 

employment, but where either or both are in jobs with less distinct career paths (Halfacree 

and Boyle, 1999).  These jobs are defined as those outside of the managerial and 

professional occupation groups compiled by the 2001 Census.  Female flexible couples are 

those where the female partner is in part-time paid employment and the male partner is in 

full-time paid employment.  These female flexible couples are considered examples of 

conventional gender work cultures as they often involve the sacrificing or compromising of 

the female partner’s career for childcare or domestic labour (Duncan, 2003).  Analysis of 

the survey data found there were no examples of male flexible couples, where the male 

partner worked part-time and the female partner worked full-time (and hence the absence 

of this category in Tables 7.9 and 7.10).  ‘Male breadwinner/ female homemaker’, ‘female 

breadwinner/ male homemaker’ and ‘same-sex’ couple households are also included, along 

with the ‘other partnered household’ category, which encompasses couples where one or 

both partners are full-time students, retired or permanently sick/ disabled (see Boyle et al.,

1999 for a fuller discussion of family employment structures). 

 

Table 7.9 clearly shows that couples in Wealden tend to conform to conventional work 

practices, 61 per cent are defined as male breadwinner/ female homemaker households 

while a further 16 per cent are defined as female flexible.  Importantly, no partnerships in 

Wealden are defined as dual-career couples.  This may suggest the relative lack of 

professional/ managerial employment opportunities in Wealden, which may impact upon 

the family structures.  In Crawley, more than half the couples adhere to conventional work 

practices, with 38 per cent defined as male breadwinner/ female homemaker households, 

and a further 17 per cent as female flexible.  However, by contrast to Wealden, a 

significant number of dual-career couples (11 per cent) are evident in Crawley.  This 

perhaps reflects the differences in the access to professional/ managerial employment 

opportunities in the two locations, given the diverse economic contexts.     
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Table 7.9: Partnership type.  (All couple households).   
Wealden Crawley Lewes Brighton 

% (n=93 ) % (n=88) % (n=94) % (n=67) 
Dual-career 0 11 26 31 
Dual-income 20 28 24 30 
Female flexible 16 17 5 1 
Male breadwinner/ female homemaker 61 38 32 15 
Female breadwinner/ male homemaker 0 2 1 0 
Same-sex 0 1 0 10 
Other partnered household 2 2 12 12 
Total 100 100 100 100 

The overall representation of work patterns within Lewes would appear to be less 

conventional.  In exactly half of the couple households in Lewes, both partners are 

employed in full-time work.  Additionally, 26 per cent of couples are defined as dual-

career households, while a further 24 per cent of couples are defined as dual-income 

households.  Approximately one-third of couples are defined as male breadwinner/ female 

homemaker households, indicating the significant presence of conventional families in 

Lewes.  However, by contrast to both Wealden and Crawley, relatively low proportions (5 

per cent) of Lewes partnership households are defined as female flexible.  A plausible 

explanation for this may be a significant level of affluence among the Lewes sample of 

migrants, which perhaps renders as unnecessary the need for female partners in 

conventional family structures to seek part-time work.  Also notable within Lewes is the 

relatively high number of ‘other partnered households’ (12 per cent).  This is most likely 

due to the relatively high numbers of retired people among the Lewes sample of migrants, 

as will be seen later in the chapter. 

 

In Brighton, non-conventional practices dominate, and the majority of partnership 

households are those where both partners are in full-time work.  Of these households, 31 

per cent are defined as dual-career couples, and a further 30 per cent are defined as dual-

income couples.  Both of these figures are relatively high, possibly reflecting good access 

to employment opportunities in the location and a relatively expensive housing market 

which demands more than one income from households to absorb mortgage costs.  In a 

similar vein to Lewes, a relatively high proportion of partnership households in Brighton 
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are defined as ‘other partnered households’ (12 per cent).  However, by contrast to Lewes, 

this may be explained by relatively high numbers of full-time students in Brighton, as 

identified in a later section.  Furthermore, 10 per cent of all partnership households in 

Brighton are defined as same-sex couples.  This is in line with research based on 2001 

Census data, which describes Brighton as ‘the gay capital of Britain’ (Duncan and Smith, 

2006).    

 

Table 7.10 cross-references the partnership household categories with the type of migrants 

in each case study location.  In Wealden, it is notable that there is relatively little difference 

between residential migrants and short-distance migrants, with approximately 60 per cent 

of partnerships defined as male breadwinner/ female homemaker in both cases.   It is 

notable in Crawley that in-migrant groups tend to be more conventional than residential 

migrants.   For example, both short-distance migrants and long-distance migrants (46 per 

cent and 44 per cent respectively) include considerably higher proportions of male 

breadwinner/ female homemaker households than residential migrants (28 per cent).  

Similarly, approximately one-quarter of short-distance migrants and long-distance 

migrants comprise female flexible households compared to only 8 per cent of residential 

migrants in Crawley.  These findings are perhaps evidence of increasing conventionality in 

Crawley and, as later sections will discuss, are perhaps tied to the age structure and stage 

of life-course of the different migrant groups.  However, cell sizes are small. 

 

Table 7.10: Partnership type by type of migrant.  (All couple households).   

Wealden Crawley  Lewes Brighton  
R SD R SD LD R SD LD R SD LD 
%

(n=
74) 

%
(n= 
19) 

 % 
(n=
39) 

%
(n= 
13) 

%
(n= 
36) 

%
(n= 
60) 

%
(n= 
18) 

%
(n= 
16) 

%
(n= 
28) 

%
(n= 
14) 

%
(n= 
25) 

Dual-career 0 0 13 8 8 13 44 50 25 21 44 
Dual-income 18 32 44 23 17 22 28 31 46 14 20 
Female flexible 19 5 8 23 25 7 6 0 0 0 4 
Male breadwinner/ female 
homemaker 62 58 28 46 44 48 6 0 4 21 24 
Female breadwinner/ male 
homemaker 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 
Same-sex 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 18 7 4 
Other partnered household 1 5 0 0 6 10 17 13 7 36 4 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

(R=Residential migrants, SD=Short-distance migrants, LD=Long-distance migrants.) 
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In contrast to Crawley, there is evidence of increasing non-conventionality in Lewes.  

Many residential migrants tend to conform to conventional gender work practices, while 

recent in-migrants to Lewes have a less conventional propensity.  For example, it is a 

striking finding that almost half (48 per cent) of residential migrants are defined as male 

breadwinner/ female homemaker households, compared to only 6 per cent of short-distance 

migrants and none of the long-distance migrants.  Meanwhile, only 13 per cent of 

residential migrants are defined as dual-career households, whereas this is the most 

common form of couple households among short-distance and long-distance migrants (44 

per cent and 50 per cent respectively).  As with the Crawley findings, the role of age 

structure should not be ignored as later sections will demonstrate.  For example, a plausible 

explanation for the lack of male breadwinner/ female homemaker households among the 

in-migrant groups is a relatively old age structure.  This conceivably results in significant 

numbers of ‘other households’ as former male ‘breadwinners’ encounter retirement age.  

Alternatively, former female ‘homemakers’ may return to work as there children reach 

their teenage years and beyond. 

 

There is a comparatively unconventional breakdown of couple household type in each of 

the Brighton migrant groups.   However, it is clear that residential migrants adhere to less 

conventional family work practices than recent in-migrants.  Only 4 per cent of residential 

migrants are defined as male breadwinner/ female homemaker households, a considerably 

smaller proportion than in both the short-distance (21 per cent) and long-distance (24 per 

cent) migrant categories.  At the same time, it is within the residential migrant group that 

both partners are most likely to be in full-time work.  A remarkable 71 per cent of 

partnerships among residential migrants both work full-time (dual-career or dual-income), 

in comparison to 35 per cent of short-distance migrants and 64 per cent of long-distance 

migrants.  This is perhaps a reflection of the fact that the residential migrants often 

consisted of partnerships that had recently formed but whose members had lived in 

Brighton individually for some time, and were working full-time before they formed a 

partnership.  On the other hand, in-migrants tended to be more established cohabiting or 

married couples.  Short-distance migrants were relatively likely to include ‘other partnered 

households’ - more specifically households where one or more partners were full-time 

students.  On the other hand, long-distance migrants showed more of a tendency towards 

dual-career households. 
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7.1.6 Age structure 

The next section examines the age structure of all adult (18+) inhabitants of respondent 

households, and distinguishes between patterns of migration within the context of key life-

course events.  This is achieved by combining the age-structure findings with those from 

previous sections on ‘family structure’ (see Section 7.1.2) and ‘partnership type’ (see 

Section 7.1.5). 

 

Table 7.11 identifies the number of individuals within the four age groups as a proportion 

of all adults living in respondent households.  It is notable that Lewes has the oldest age 

structure with 29 per cent aged over-50.  This is in contrast to only 5-15 per cent in the 

other case study locations.  Similarly, only 11 per cent of the Lewes sample of migrants are 

aged under-30 in contrast to the 46-48 per cent seen in the other case study locations.  

Crawley and Brighton have similarly young age structures, with the vast majority of cases 

shared approximately equally between the 18-29 and the 30-49 categories while only 

relatively few are aged over-50 (5 per cent in Crawley and 8 per cent in Brighton).  

Wealden meanwhile has similar numbers of 18-29 year olds to Crawley and Brighton (48 

per cent), but has less 30-49 year olds (37 per cent) and more over-50s (15 per cent). 

 

Table 7.11: Age structure.  (All inhabitants over-18).   
Wealden Crawley Lewes Brighton 

% (n=210) % (n=203) % (n=202) % (n=220) 
18-29 years 48 46 11 48 
30-49 years 37 48 60 44 
50-64 years 11 3 24 6 
65+ years 4 2 5 2 
Total 100 100 100 100 

In Table 7.12, the age structure in each case study location is broken down by migrant 

type.  In Wealden, no major differences in age structure are evident between residential 

migrants and short-distance migrants.  Moves are most commonly made by individuals at 

an early stage of their life-course, with 49 per cent of residential migrants and 43 per cent 
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of short-distance migrants within the 18-29 age group.  This would suggest that marriage 

and having children occurs at a relatively early age within Wealden, given that earlier 

sections have demonstrated the likelihood of these migrant groups to follow such a 

household structure.  Furthermore, the lack of difference in age structure between the two 

types of migrant suggests the processes of in-migration have the effect of reproducing the 

conventional family structures that are embedded in the location. 

 

Table 7.12: Age structure by type of migrant.  (All inhabitants over-18).   
Wealden Crawley Lewes Brighton 
R SD R SD LD R SD LD R SD LD 
%

(n= 
166) 

%
(n= 
42) 

%
(n= 
89) 

%
(n= 
33) 

%
(n= 
81) 

%
(n= 
130) 

%
(n= 
38) 

%
(n=
34) 

%
(n= 
114) 

%
(n= 
37) 

%
(n= 
67) 

18-29 years 49 43 61 21 41 11 16 6 62 27 34 
30-49 years 37 38 37 73 51 64 71 35 33 57 55 
50-64 years 11 12 2 6 4 22 13 39 4 3 10 
65+ years 3 7 0 0 5 3 0 19 0 14 0 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

(R=Residential migrants, SD=Short-distance migrants, LD=Long-distance migrants.) 
 

In contrast, there are clear differences in age structure evident between the Crawley 

migrant groups.  Residential migrants are significantly younger than the short-distance and 

long-distance migrants with 61 per cent under-30 and only 2 per cent over-50.  These 

residential migrants are generally at an early stage of their life-course and, as previous 

sections illustrate, tend to be dual-income or dual-career cohabiting couples with no 

children.  Approximately three-quarters of short-distance migrants and more than half of 

long-distance migrants are aged 30-49.  These groups are in the middle-phase of their life-

course and tend to be formed of married couples with children who conform to normative 

male breadwinner/ female homemaker or female flexible structures.  These observed 

patterns therefore support the contention of increasing conventionality in Crawley.   

 

In Lewes, two-thirds of residential migrants are at the mid-phase of their life-course at age 

30-49, while one-quarter are in the latter phase of the life-course as over-50 year olds.  

These groups tend to consist of married couple households with children that adhere to 

conventional male breadwinner/ female homemaker gender work practices.  Short-distance 

migrants are also predominantly at the mid-phase of their life-course.  A remarkable 71 per 
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cent of short-distance migrants in Lewes are aged 30-49.  These are married couples with 

children, but are also predominantly dual-career households.  Long-distance migrants in 

Lewes are the oldest group, more than half have entered the latter-phase of their life-course 

with 39 per cent aged 50-64 and a further 19 per cent aged over 65.  However, many of the 

long-distance migrants are married couples with no dependants.  Perhaps this suggests 

long-distance migrants in Lewes include married couples who have grown-up children that 

have left the family home.  Nevertheless, both short-distance and long-distance migrants 

tend to be dominated by dual-career and dual-income couples, while residential migrants 

consist largely of male breadwinner/ female homemaker households.  This therefore may 

provide evidence of increasing non-conventionality in Lewes. 

 

There is clearly a younger age structure in place among residential migrants than in short-

distance and long-distance migrants in Brighton.  Almost two-thirds of residential migrants 

are young adults aged 18-29 who are in the early phase of their life-course, while as little 

as 4 per cent are aged over-50.  This perhaps represents a high number of young people 

acting within a transient private rental sector.  As previous sections show, half of these 

individuals are not within partnership households.  Rather, a significant proportion of 

residential migrants in Brighton live alone or are members of shared HMOs.  Those who 

do live as part of a partnership household tend to be in recently formed cohabiting couples, 

where there are dual-incomes and no dependant children.  Short-distance migrants in 

Brighton tend to be formed of middle phase adults, with 57 per cent from within the 30-49 

age groups.  There are also relatively high numbers of over-65s (14 per cent).  This is in 

contrast to residential migrants and long-distance migrants in Brighton, where 0 per cent 

are aged over-65.  The short-distance migrants in Brighton who are in the over-65 age 

group are largely formed of married and cohabiting couples, some with dependant children 

and some without dependent children.  However, only a minority of this group practise 

conventional gender roles (21 per cent).  The majority are either dual-career/ dual-income 

households or ‘other partnered households’, whereby one or both partners are mature 

students or have retired.  The long-distance migrant category is constructed of two main 

groups.  First, there is the young adult group aged 18-29 (34 per cent).  This group tends to 

be formed of single people moving to one-person households or HMOs or cohabiting 

couples with no dependant children and dual-incomes.  Second, there is an older age group 

in the middle-to-latter phase of their life-course aged 30-49 (55 per cent) or 50-64 (10 per 

cent).  This group generally consists of dual-career married couples with dependant 
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children.  Overall, it can be seen that non-conventionality is reproduced through these 

migration patterns in Brighton. 

 

7.1.7 Educational background 

Table 7.13 shows the highest level of qualification attained by all inhabitants of respondent 

in-migrant households aged over 17.   

 

Table 7.13: Highest level of qualification attained.  (All inhabitants aged over-17).   

 Wealden Crawley Lewes Brighton 
% (n=189) % (n=190) % (n=153) % (n=214) 

No qualifications 11 3 7 2 
GCSE 58 52 39 13 
AS/ A-Level 10 15 10 16 
Degree 5 19 22 46 
Postgraduate qualification 0 0 6 10 
Professional qualification 0 2 6 8 
Other 15 6 10 5 
Total 100 100 100 100 

Observations from Table 7.13 reveal an increase in the level of educational credentials 

reading from Wealden to Crawley to Lewes to Brighton.  Wealden has the sample 

population with the lowest level of educational credentials.  11 per cent of respondents in 

Wealden have attained no qualifications, while 58 per cent are educated to GCSE or 

equivalent level and 5 per cent have a graduate degree or higher qualification.  In Crawley, 

the highest attainment of more than half the sample of migrants is GCSE level (52 per 

cent), although 21 per cent have attained a degree or higher.  More than one-third of the 

Lewes sample of migrants has achieved a graduate, postgraduate or professional 

qualification.  The Brighton sample of migrants provides the population with the highest 

level of educational credentials.  Only 13 per cent have GCSEs as their highest level of 

qualification, while a striking 64 per cent are educated to degree level or higher.   

 

As Table 7.14 shows, a common pattern in Wealden, Crawley and Lewes is that residential 

migrants tend to be the least well educated, while long-distance migrants tend to be the 
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most educated group.  For instance, only 8 per cent of Crawley’s residential migrants are 

educated to degree level or higher compared to 35 per cent of long-distance migrants.  

Similarly, the number of graduates in the Lewes long-distance group (75 per cent) is more 

than three times greater than the number in the residential migrant category (23 per cent).  

Meanwhile in Wealden, short-distance migrants (12 per cent) are four times more likely to 

have attained a degree than their residential migrant contemporaries (3 per cent).  This 

trend is disrupted somewhat in Brighton where the most educated group are the short-

distance migrants; of which a remarkable four in five short-distance migrants are educated 

to degree level or higher.   

 

Table 7.14: Highest level of qualification attained by type of migrant.  (All inhabitants aged over-17).   

 Wealden Crawley Lewes Brighton 
R SD R SD LD R SD LD R SD LD 

%
(n= 
155) 

%
(n= 
34) 

%
(n= 
82) 

%
(n= 
32) 

%
(n= 
76) 

%
(n= 
101) 

%
(n= 
32) 

%
(n= 
20) 

%
(n= 
110) 

%
(n= 
36) 

%
(n= 
68) 

No qualifications 13 6 4 9 0 6 3 0 2 6 0 
GCSE 60 50 74 34 41 48 38 5 6 6 28 
AS/ A-Level 9 15 13 28 13 9 13 10 22 6 12 
Degree 3 12 8 22 30 15 28 50 51 50 35 
Postgraduate qualification 0 0 0 0 0 4 9 10 5 19 13 
Professional qualification 0 0 0 0 5 4 6 15 6 11 10 
Other 15 18 1 6 11 12 3 10 8 3 1 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

(R=Residential migrants, SD=Short-distance migrants, LD=Long-distance migrants. 
 

A plausible conclusion to draw from these findings is that highly qualified individuals have 

a significant propensity to become long-distance migrants, possibly due to participation in 

more mobile employment markets and, more residential choices connected to higher levels 

of affluence and economic capital. 

 

In general, it would appear the non-conventional case study locations correlate with higher 

levels of educational attainment.  The conventional locations have a tendency of a lower 

level of academic attainment.  Within these broad categories, short- and long-distance in-

migrants tend to be more educated than their respective residential migrants.  
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7.1.8 Socio-economic group   
 

The socio-economic group (SEG) variable categorises respondent household members 

according to their occupation.  This is based on 2001 GB Census classifications and the 

analysis is only for inhabitants in full-time work. 

 

Table 7.15 reveals that Wealden has comparatively high rates of individuals within the mid 

and lower SEGs such as the ‘administrative and secretarial’, ‘personal service’, ‘process, 

plant and machinery’, ‘sales and customer service’, and ‘elementary occupations’ sectors.  

On the other hand, there are remarkably low rates of workers within the managerial and 

professional groups.  Only 2 per cent of the Wealden sample of migrants falls within these 

categories, compared with 19 per cent in Lewes and 37 per cent in Brighton. 

 

Crawley has high rates of workers in the mid SEGs but relatively low proportions in both 

the high and low SEGs.  For example, ‘associate professional and technical occupations’ 

account for one-quarter of the employment amongst full-time workers in Crawley.  Other 

sectors prominent in the workforce of Crawley are ‘process, plant and machine operative’ 

and ‘administrative and secretarial’.  However, like Wealden, Crawley has comparatively 

low numbers in the managerial and professional sectors (9 per cent combined).  Also 

notable in Crawley is the comparative lack of workers among the lowest SEGs, with only 1 

per cent in ‘sales and customer service’ and 4 per cent in ‘elementary occupations’. 

 
Table 7.15: SEG.  (All inhabitants in full-time work).   

Wealden Crawley Lewes Brighton 
% (n=143) % (n=179) % (n=125) % (n=176) 

Managers and senior officials 1 7 8 10 
Professional occupations 1 2 11 27 
Associate professional and technical 
occupations 12 24 15 27 
Administrative and secretarial 19 16 14 10 
Skilled trades 14 14 20 10 
Personal service 8 6 4 2 
Process, plant and machine operative 23 26 19 2 
Sales and customer service 13 1 6 3 
Elementary occupations 9 4 2 10 
Total 100 100 100 100 
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In Lewes, there is a tendency toward the higher SEGs than in Wealden and Crawley.  For 

example, a significant proportion of the Lewes sample of migrants (19 per cent) is made up 

of people working in managerial and professional occupations.  Interestingly, there are a 

greater proportion of ‘skilled trade’ workers than in the other locations, yet fewer 

individuals make up the lowest SEGs than in Wealden or Crawley. 

 

A remarkable 37 per cent of the Brighton sample of migrants includes individuals 

employed in the managerial and professional sectors; a greater proportion than in the other 

locations (2 per cent in Wealden, 9 per cent in Crawley, and 19 per cent in Lewes).  

Furthermore, it is striking that almost two-thirds of the Brighton sample of migrants is 

classified in the top three SEGs.  By way of contrast, there are relatively low rates of 

workers in most of the other sectors.  This is particularly evident in the ‘process, plant and 

machine operative’ group where only 2 per cent are classified – very low in comparison to 

around 20-25 per cent seen in the other locations.  The one exception to this trend is the 

‘elementary occupations’ group - 10 per cent of the Brighton sample of migrants are 

considered part of this SEG, slightly more than in any other location.  This is perhaps a 

reflection of the local economy and its abundance of low-skilled employment within the 

hotel and associated tourism trade (for example, see Seddon, 1999). 

 

Overall, the results suggest a connection between socio-economic grouping and levels of 

conventionality.  Wealden, the most conventional location in terms of family structure and 

practices, demonstrated the lowest overall levels of socio-economic groupings.  Crawley 

was next, followed by Lewes, while in Brighton, the highest overall levels of SEGs were 

observed. 

 

This is complicated by Table 7.16, which breaks down the SEGs in each case study 

location by migrant type.  In Wealden, it is notable that no significant differences in SEG 

exist between residential migrants and short-distance migrants.  However, within the 

Brighton sample of migrants, long-distance migrants tend to belong to higher social groups 

than short-distance migrants and residential migrants.  For example, around half (48 per 

cent) the long-distance migrant group have managerial or professional occupations 

compared to 38 per cent of the short-distance group and only 29 per cent in the residential 

migrant group.  This trend is perhaps a reflection of the relatively high cost of property in 

Brighton.  In other words, it is plausible that less affluent potential in-migrants are 
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discouraged by the expensive housing market in the city.  Anecdotally, when conducting 

the surveys and observing the distance moved, it was noted that many of the long-distance 

migrants in Brighton originated from London.  Given that large numbers work in the 

managerial and professional sectors, it is a plausible suggestion that these individuals have 

tended to remain in the same employment and now commute daily into London from their 

new homes in Brighton. 

 

Table 7.16: SEG by migrant type.  (All inhabitants in full-time work).   

Wealden Crawley Lewes Brighton 

R SD R SD LD R SD LD R SD LD 
%
(n= 
116) 

%
(n= 
27) 

%
(n= 
84) 

%
(n= 
29) 

%
(n= 
66) 

%
(n= 
86) 

%
(n= 
25) 

%
(n= 
14) 

%
(n= 
90) 

%
(n= 
26) 

%
(n= 
60) 

Managers and senior officials 2 0 1 17 9 12 0 0 7 15 13 
Professional occupations 1 4 1 3 3 12 12 7 22 23 35 
Associate professional and 
technical occupations 14 4 24 17 27 15 16 14 28 23 27 
Administrative and secretarial 20 15 15 17 17 15 16 7 14 4 7 
Skilled trades 12 22 17 7 14 16 20 43 9 23 7 
Personal service 7 11 6 7 5 3 4 7 1 8 0 
Process, plant and machine 
operative 22 30 29 24 23 17 24 21 7 4 0 
Sales and customer service 12 15 2 0 0 7 4 0 0 0 2 
Elementary occupations 11 0 5 7 3 2 4 0 12 0 10 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

(R=Residential migrants, SD=Short-distance migrants, LD=Long-distance migrants.) 
 

Similarly, the Crawley data also shows that in-migrants tend to belong to higher SEGs than 

residential migrants.  For instance, 20 per cent of short-distance migrants and 12 per cent 

of long-distance migrants work in the managerial and professional sectors compared to 

only 2 per cent of residential migrants.  This is perhaps an indication that some in-migrants 

relocate to Crawley, but are employed in London. 

 

Lewes residential migrants, in contrast, are likely to be of a higher SEG than their in-

migrant equivalents.  A substantial 24 per cent of the residential group are managers or 

professionals compared to 12 per cent of short-distance and only 7 per cent long-distance 

in-migrants.  It is conceivable this may be the product of high numbers of retired in-

migrants to Lewes blurring the higher SEG picture within the Lewes data.  That is, 
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individuals who would normally consider themselves to be in a high SEG in this case have 

not been included in the dataset because they no longer work full-time hours. 

 

Table 7.17 focuses upon partnered households and breaks down the SEGs in each case 

study location by gender in order to examine differences in family work practices in 

different migration destinations.  Most notably, Table 7.17 demonstrates the higher level of 

SEG among females in Brighton than in the other case study locations.  For example, 24 

per cent of partnered females in Brighton work full-time in managerial or professional 

occupations, compared to only 3 per cent in Lewes, 1 per cent in Crawley and none in 

Wealden.  It is also valuable to note that the number of partners in full-time work in each 

gender differs significantly in each case study location.  For example, in Wealden there are 

90 male partners and 19 female partners who are in couple households and in full-time 

work (a ratio of 4.7:1), whereas in Brighton there are 56 male partners and 44 female 

partners (a ratio of only 1.3:1).  This suggests female partners are more similar to male 

partners in their employment status and SEG in Brighton than in the other case study 

locations. 

 

Table 7.17: SEG by gender.  (All partners in couple households and in full-time work).   
Wealden Crawley Lewes Brighton 

Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female 
%

(n=90) 
%

(n=19) 
%

(n=84) 
%

(n=36) 
%

(n=82) 
%

(n=48) 
%

(n=56) 
%

(n=44) 
Managers and senior 
officials 2 0 12 0 10 0 17 4 
Professional occupations 2 0 3 1 17 3 32 20 
Associate professional and 
technical occupations 19 0 27 23 18 10 20 39 
Administrative and 
secretarial 10 38 7 29 2 42 6 14 
Skilled trades 22 0 23 3 34 0 11 12 
Personal service 3 21 1 12 0 11 0 3 
Process, plant and 
machine operative 14 35 18 31 13 20 2 4 
Sales and customer 
service 16 3 2 0 3 12 1 0 
Elementary occupations 11 3 6 1 3 1 11 3 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Interestingly, although there is a likely gender imbalance in Wealden in terms of numbers 

in full-time employment, those female partners who do work full-time are of relatively 

similar SEG to male partners.  Females in Wealden tend to be classified within the mid-
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range SEGs of ‘administrative and secretarial’, ‘personal service’ and ‘process, plane and 

machine operative’, while males are similarly likely to be defined within ‘associate 

professional and technical occupations’ (19 per cent), ‘skilled trades’ (22 per cent), and 

‘sales and customer service’ (16 per cent).  However, Crawley and Lewes demonstrate a 

significant variation of SEGs between genders overall.  This is perhaps attributed to the 

changing levels of conventionality in these locations due to migration patterns, and 

differences in gender work cultures, between residential migrants and in-migrants (see 

Duncan 1991).   

 

Overall, the demographic data collected from the survey on partnership type, age structure, 

educational background, and SEG generally confirms the 2001 GB Census data evidenced 

in Chapter 6, and suggests that the MFI categories are a useful way of summarising a 

location in terms of migration features.  The next section will examine this contention 

further by exploring the cultural aspects of family migration.   

 

7.2 Cultural characteristics and family forming practices 

This section investigates the importance of cultural factors and family forming practices 

upon the family migration process.  This will inform a key conceptual debate of the thesis; 

namely the suggestion that the economic and social components of family migration may 

have been overstated in the past, and cultural issues overlooked.  The section is divided 

into four sub-sections; which explore the reasons for moving from origin, reasons for 

moving to destination, other locations considered, and whether the moves were made by 

wholly moving or (re)forming households.   

 

7.2.1 Reasons for moving from origin 

This section investigates respondent’s reasons for moving from their place of origin.  

Respondents were asked to supply the primary reason for moving from their last address.  

Whilst requiring respondents to select one reason may potentially be constraining to the 

outcomes of the survey, it is a necessity to allow some analysis of primary motivations and 
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is an approach used in previous studies (for example, Cooke and Bailey, 1996).  Halfacree 

(1993; 1995) argues secondary reasons can be equally as important as primary reasons in 

the migration decision-making process.  Secondary reasons, therefore, are also explored 

through a series of attitude battery questions, and are presented later in Section 7.3. 

 

Table 7.18 reveals the primary reasons given by respondent migrants for moving from their 

place of origin.  The overall picture indicates labour-motivated migration may not be 

particularly significant, disrupting long-standing prioritisations of long-distance family 

migration research.  On the other hand, quality-of-life and property led issues are important 

and may have been under-stated in previous research. 

 

Table 7.18: Primary reason for moving from place of origin.  (All respondents). 

Wealden Crawley Lewes Brighton 
% (n=100) % (n=100) % (n=100) % (n=100) 

Employment 5 29 0 14 
Property  - property ladder 3 20 0 7 
Property  - upsize 30 31 25 8 
Property  - downsize 5 0 0 4 
Move in with partner 5 10 4 13 
Split up with previous partner 11 4 13 9 
Quality-of-life 18 1 41 23 
Retirement 5 0 17 2 
Previous rental contract ended 10 0 0 14 
Other 8 5 0 6 
Total 100 100 100 100 

In line with the previous section, Table 7.18 reveals some major differences between the 

four case study locations.  Moving home for employment reasons was a widespread 

occurrence in Crawley (29 per cent) and, to a lesser extent Brighton (14 per cent).  

However, this reason was limited in Wealden (5 per cent) and non-existent in Lewes (0 per 

cent).  Generally, popular reasons for moving were those connected with the property 

itself.  A desire to ‘get on the property ladder’ was a fairly common motivation in Crawley 

(20 per cent), suggesting a significant number of first-time buyers, but less so in the other 

three locations.  The most popular reason for moving overall was to ‘upsize’, in other 

words a desire for ‘more space’, ‘an extra bedroom’, ‘a bigger garden/garage/shed’ and so 

on.  This reason was given between 25-30 per cent in Wealden, Crawley and Lewes, but 
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only 8 per cent in Brighton, suggesting a prioritisation of factors other than space may be 

prevalent in this particular location. 

 

Interestingly, the number of respondents who recorded ‘quality-of-life’ as their primary 

reason for moving varied significantly across the case study locations.  In Lewes, a 

considerable 41 per cent gave this as their primary reason while, in contrast, only 1 per 

cent did so in Crawley.  Similarly, ‘retirement’ fluctuated between sample of migrants, 

with 17 per cent in Lewes but only 5 per cent or less in the other locations.  This again 

emphasises the importance of the ‘life-course’ effect and highlights the breadth of factors 

motivating the migration decision-making process. 

 

To explore the differentiation between the four case study locations in more detail, Table 

7.19 provides a breakdown of the primary reason for moving by migrant type.  These 

results indicate that residential migrants primarily move for reasons connected with 

property.  For example, 61 per cent of residential migrants in Wealden moved in order to 

‘upsize’, as did more than one-third of both Crawley and Lewes residential migrants.  

Meanwhile, more than one-third of Crawley’s residential migrants moved to ‘get on the 

property ladder’.  However, in Brighton residential migrants primarily moved for reasons 

associated with the transitory rental market, such as ‘moved in with friends/ partner’ or 

‘previous rental contract had expired’.  This would suggest that residential migrants in the 

‘non-conventional’ locations, are more fluid, and perhaps move more often than in the 

other case study locations, although such migration will be linked to the nature of the 

housing stock. 

 

A proportion of short-distance migrants moved for reasons of employment in three of the 

case study locations (Crawley 88 per cent, Brighton 28 per cent, Wealden 19 per cent).  By 

contrast, none of the short-distance migrants in Lewes moved for employment-related 

reasons.  Rather, ‘quality-of-life’ was cited by a striking 94 per cent of Lewes short-

distance migrants.  Similarly, ‘quality-of-life’ was given as the most popular reason for 

moving among short-distance migrants in Brighton.  This may indicate a significant 

propensity to move for reasons connected to lifestyle and culture within the ‘non-

conventional’ locations of Lewes and Brighton.  A plausible explanation for this trend is 

found in the place-specific appeals of these locations, and the cultural orientation of 

particular individuals and households.  
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Table 7.19: Primary reason for moving from place of origin by type of migrant.  (All respondents). 

Wealden Crawley Lewes Brighton 
R SD R SD LD R SD LD R SD LD 

%
(n= 
79) 

%
(n= 
21) 

%
(n= 
44) 

%
(n= 
16) 

%
(n= 
40) 

%
(n= 
66) 

%
(n= 
18) 

%
(n= 
16) 

%
(n= 
50) 

%
(n= 
18) 

%
(n= 
32) 

Employment 1 19 5 88 33 0 0 0 0 28 28 
Property  - property ladder 3 5 36 0 10 0 0 0 10 0 6 
Property  - upsize 61 0 36 13 33 38 0 0 12 0 6 
Property  - downsize 3 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 11 0 
Move in with partner 6 0 16 0 8 6 0 0 22 6 3 
Split up with previous partner 0 52 2 0 8 20 0 0 8 0 3 
Quality-of-life 23 0 2 0 0 21 94 63 6 39 41 
Retirement 4 10 0 0 0 15 6 38 0 0 0 
Previous rental contract ended 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24 6 3 
Other 0 0 2 0 10 0 0 0 14 11 9 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

(R=Residential migrants, SD=Short-distance migrants, LD=Long-distance migrants.) 
 

Similarly, clear differences exist between case study locations in the motivational factors 

influencing long-distance migrants.  In Crawley, long-distance migrants move for 

employment (33 per cent) or to upsize their property (33 per cent).  The latter group 

possibly contained London migrants with a desire to ‘upsize’, but who could not afford to 

do so in London.  Therefore, they relocated to Crawley in order to afford a larger property, 

but retained the capacity to commute into London for work, and to maintain contact with 

friends and family and social and cultural networks.   

 

On the other hand, long-distance migrants to Lewes cited quality-of-life (63 per cent) or 

retirement (38 per cent) as the primary reason for moving.  This suggests, as confirmed in 

earlier sections, there is an older population of long-distance movers in Lewes than in any 

other case study location, and that lifestyle issues are more important to this group than 

more pragmatic concerns connected with issues of employment.   

 

In Brighton, long-distance migrants primarily moved for quality-of-life (41 per cent), 

although a relatively high number (28 per cent) of respondents cited employment reasons.  

In terms of employment, some migrants commented on the good rail links with London 
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and job opportunities in Brighton, emphasising both the cultural, economic and physical 

attractions of Brighton (see Section 7.2.2).  

 

Overall, these findings suggest the complexity between particular types of family migrants 

and specific places of destination, clearly emphasising the need for more nuanced and 

place-specific accounts of family migration.  

 

7.2.2 Reasons for selecting destination  
 

This section examines the primary reasons given by respondents for selecting their 

particular place of destination.  For example, a respondent who cited ‘quality-of-life’ as the 

primary reason for moving from his or her place of origin, was then asked to give a 

primary reason for selecting their particular place of destination.  This may, for instance, 

have been an ‘economic factor’ such as cheaper housing, or a ‘cultural factor’ such as 

greater access to theatres, bars, clubs, and restaurants.  However, it is vital to note that this 

does not mean other factors were not considered important during the decision-making 

process.   
 

Table 7.20 illustrates that the place-specific appeals of Lewes (59 per cent), Brighton (50 

per cent) and Crawley (42 per cent) were significant.  In contrast, only 18 per cent of 

respondents selected Wealden primarily due to liking the location.  Rather, respondents in 

Wealden cited social factors such as ‘close to friends/ family’ (38 per cent) and ‘children/ 

schools etc.’ (13 per cent).  This suggests conventional nuclear and extended family 

connections are maintained at close scales in Wealden.  It is also notable that the commute 

to work was a significant factor in selecting Brighton as a destination (19 per cent) but not 

in the other three case study locations.  This again indicates that the fast rail link to London 

plays an important role in attracting migrants to Brighton. 
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Table 7.20: Primary reason for selecting destination.  (All respondents). 

Wealden Crawley Lewes Brighton 
% (n=100) % (n=100) % (n=100) % (n=100) 

Location – place-specific appeals 18 42 59 50 
Location - work/ commute 0 2 0 19 
Liked house/ flat 15 19 26 6 
Economic factors 12 7 7 4 
Cultural factors (entertainment etc.) 3 0 0 13 
Close to friends/ family 38 17 5 3 
Children/ schools etc. 13 8 3 2 
Other 1 5 0 3 
Total 100 100 100 100 

Table 7.21 demonstrates the primary reasons for selecting destinations broken down by 

migrant type in each case study location.   Residential migrants and short-distance migrants 

are remarkably similar in their rationales for selecting Wealden as a destination.  The only 

difference is that economic factors played a greater role for residential migrants, whereas 

cultural factors were considered more important by short-distance migrants.  

 

Table 7.21: Primary reason for selecting destination by type of migrant.  (All respondents). 

Wealden Crawley Lewes Brighton 
R SD R SD LD R SD LD R SD LD 

%
(n= 
79) 

%
(n= 
21) 

%
(n= 
44) 

%
(n= 
16) 

%
(n= 
40) 

%
(n= 
66) 

%
(n= 
18) 

%
(n= 
16) 

%
(n= 
50) 

%
(n= 
18) 

%
(n= 
32) 

Location – place-specific appeals 19 14 41 31 48 38 100 100 64 44 32 
Location - work/ commute 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 14 17 29 
Liked house/ flat 14 19 25 13 15 39 0 0 2 22 3 
Economic factors 15 0 7 6 8 11 0 0 6 6 0 
Cultural factors (entertainment etc.) 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 6 32 
Close to friends/ family 38 38 14 44 10 8 0 0 4 6 0 
Children/ schools etc. 13 14 7 0 13 5 0 0 4 0 0 
Other 1 0 7 6 3 0 0 0 2 0 6

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
(R=Residential migrants, SD=Short-distance migrants, LD=Long-distance migrants.) 
 

The place-specific appeals of Crawley played particularly significant roles in the 

movement of residential migrants (41 per cent) and long-distance migrants (48 per cent), 

whereas short-distance migrants moving to Crawley were more likely to cite contact with 

friends and family as a primary factor (44 per cent).  This perhaps suggests a significant 
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proportion of short-distance migrants were returning to Crawley having previously moved 

a short distance, possibly for education or employment purposes.   

 

In Lewes, residential migrants cited a variety of primary reasons including place-specific 

appeals (38 per cent), liked house/ flat (39 per cent) and economic factors (11 per cent).  

However, 100 per cent of both short-distance and long-distance migrants cited place-

specific appeals as their primary reason for selecting Lewes.  This is a significant finding, 

confirming earlier suggestions that Lewes in-migrants consider quality-of-life and lifestyle 

issues of primary importance. 

 

In contrast to the other case study locations, place-specific appeals of Brighton were more 

prominent among residential migrants (64 per cent) than short-distance (44 per cent) or 

long-distance migrants (32 per cent).  Due to high levels of in-migration, many residential 

migrants are former in-migrants who have resided in Brighton for relatively short periods 

of time, and this trend reflects that their subsequent moves within the residential housing 

market are driven, as shown in the next section, by a more informed knowledge of their 

preferred enclaves of the city.  Meanwhile, the commute to work (29 per cent) and cultural 

factors (32 per cent) were cited as primary reasons for selecting Brighton as a destination 

by significant proportions of long-distance migrants.  This implies that long-distance 

migrants are attracted by the cultural image of Brighton, yet are concerned with 

maintaining their previous careers so seek destinations with good transport links.  Short-

distance migrants are also concerned with finding a destination they can commute to work 

from (17 per cent) and perhaps move to Brighton from smaller surrounding towns and 

villages to facilitate working in London.  Short-distance migrants also demonstrate a 

greater knowledge of Brighton than long-distance migrants, and often select their 

destination primarily for the property itself (22 per cent).   

 

7.2.3 Other migration destinations in the search 
 

In this section, respondents were asked whether they considered moving to any other 

locations, either within the same town or city, or elsewhere.  In Table 7.22, it is clear that a 

larger percentage of respondents in Brighton (55 per cent) had considered moving 
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elsewhere, with a less significant proportion in Wealden (31 per cent), Lewes (36 per cent), 

and Crawley (42 per cent).    

 

Table 7.22: Responses to the question: ‘Did you consider moving to any other locations?’ (All respondents). 
Wealden Crawley Lewes Brighton 

% (n= 100) % (n=100) % n (n=100) % (n=100) 
Yes 31 42 36 55 
No 68 56 64 43 
Don't know 1 2 0 2 
Total 100 100 100 100 

Table 7.23 indicates that locational searches were highly focused in all case study 

locations. Most notably, the vast majority of respondents in Brighton (89 per cent) 

considered other enclaves of Brighton.  Interestingly, none of the Brighton sample of 

migrants considered any other Sussex locations, yet 11 per cent considered locations 

outside of Sussex.  All of these respondents were London migrants who had considered 

staying in London before moving to Brighton.  This suggests that respondents decide from 

the onset of the decision to move, they want to reside in Brighton and do not consider other 

locations in Sussex.  This is in marked contrast to respondents from Crawley, 48 per cent 

of whom considered other locations across Sussex, yet no respondents considered other 

locations.  This indicates that respondents of Crawley had a region in mind, yet not 

necessarily a specific location.  In both Wealden and Lewes, around two-thirds considered 

other locations within the same town, approximately one fifth considered other Sussex 

locations, while around one tenth considered locations elsewhere.  This suggests locational 

searches were wider than in Brighton and Crawley. 

 

Table 7.23: Other locations considered.  (All respondents who considered other locations). 

Wealden Crawley Lewes Brighton 
% (n= 31) % (n=42) % n (n=36) % (n=55) 

Other within same town/ city 68 52 67 89 
Other Sussex 19 48 25 0 
Other 13 0 8 11 
Total 100 100 100 100 
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Table 7.24 reveals the reasons given for not moving to the other locations that were 

considered.  Tellingly, 39 per cent of the respondents in Wealden did not move to another 

considered location because it was ‘too expensive’, while only approximately one-third (35 

per cent) preferred their location to other locations that they considered.  This suggests the 

importance of economic constraints in migration decision-making for respondents in 

Wealden.  Lewes, in contrast to Wealden, is a location the vast majority of respondents (75 

per cent) preferred to others they considered, whereas only 3 per cent felt other locations 

they contemplated were too expensive.  This again suggests that cultural and place-specific 

appeals may be important to respondents in Lewes.   
 

Table 7.24: Reasons for not moving to other considered location(s).  (All respondents who considered other 
locations). 

Wealden Crawley Lewes Brighton 
% (n= 31) % (n=42) % (n=36) % (n=55) 

Didn't find the right house 16 31 14 35 
This location was preferred 35 29 75 38 
Too far from the centre/ isolated 0 0 3 4 
Too expensive 39 12 3 22 
Other 10 28 6 2 
Total 100 100 100 100 

In Crawley, where locational searches often extended to other locations of Sussex, ‘didn’t 

find the right house’ (31 per cent) and ‘this location was preferred’ (29 per cent) were the 

most popular reasons for not moving to other considered locations.  Only 12 per cent of 

respondents in Crawley noted that other locations within their search were too expensive.  

This indicates that Crawley, as a location of increasing conventionality, attracts 

conventional families due to a suitable housing stock and family-orientated 

neighbourhoods, and not necessarily due to lower housing costs. 

 

In Brighton, a large majority of respondents confined their locational search within the 

city, with 35 per cent not finding the right house in other considered locations and 38 per 

cent preferring their eventual location to other considered locations.  A significant number 

(22 per cent) also cited that the other locations they considered were too expensive.    
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7.2.4 Wholly moving and (re)formed households 
 

This section examines the role of family forming practices and divides all respondent 

households into two groups.  Firstly, ‘wholly moving households’ are those where all 

persons in the household have moved as one group from the previous address.  Secondly, 

‘(re)formed households’ are all other types of move undertaken by a household.  This can 

include newly ‘formed’ households between a group of people who have not lived together 

before (for example, friends moving in together, a new cohabiting couple), or ‘reformed’ 

households (groups who have lived together previously but not directly prior to the move).  

Also included are individuals who used to live with other people but now live alone.  

 

As Table 7.25 shows, the Wealden (86 per cent) and Crawley (68 per cent) samples of 

migrants are predominantly made up of ‘wholly moving’ households.  However, in both 

Lewes and Brighton the breakdown is more evenly mixed with approximately equal 

numbers of ‘wholly moving’ and ‘(re)formed’ migrant households.  This suggests migrant 

households in the more conventional locations of Wealden and Crawley are more ‘stable’, 

and have been established for longer than in Lewes and Brighton where there are more 

newly formed household units.  This is perhaps connected to age and the phase of 

lifecourse experienced by migrants in different locations (as examined in Section 7.1.6). 

 

Table 7.25: Wholly moving versus (re)formed households.  (All respondent households). 
Wealden Crawley Lewes Brighton 

% (n=100) % (n=100) % (n=100) % (n=100) 
Wholly moving household 86 68 55 52 
(Re)formed household 14 32 45 48 
Total 100 100 100 100 

To explore this difference in detail, Table 7.26 breaks down the data by migrant type.  This 

analysis reveals that the groups with the highest rates of ‘wholly moving’ households are 

Wealden short-distance migrants (90 per cent), Wealden residential migrants (85 per cent), 

Crawley short-distance migrants (81 per cent), and Lewes long-distance migrants (81 per 

cent).  Meanwhile, groups with the greatest proportions of ‘(re)formed’ households are 

Brighton residential migrants (66 per cent), Lewes residential migrants (52 per cent), 
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Crawley residential migrants (45 per cent) and Lewes short-distance migrants (44 per 

cent). 

 

Table 7.26: Wholly moving versus (re)formed households by type of migrant.  (All respondent households). 
Wealden Crawley Lewes Brighton 
R SD R SD LD R SD LD R SD LD 

%
(n= 
79) 

%
(n= 
21) 

%
(n= 
44) 

%
(n= 
16) 

%
(n= 
40) 

%
(n= 
66) 

%
(n= 
18) 

%
(n= 
16) 

%
(n= 
50) 

%
(n= 
18) 

%
(n= 
32) 

Wholly moving household 85 90 55 81 78 48 56 81 34 67 72 
(Re)formed household 15 10 45 19 23 52 44 19 66 33 28 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

(R=Residential migrants, SD=Short-distance migrants, LD=Long-distance migrants.) 
 

Overall, it would appear that migrants in Wealden and Crawley are considerably more 

likely to have moved as part of a ‘wholly moving’ household than migrants in Lewes and 

Brighton.  This may suggest a more established household unit in the more conventional 

locations, when compared with the non-conventional locations.  This is particularly 

pertinent where residential migration is concerned.  For example, 85 per cent of Wealden’s 

residential migrant population are from ‘wholly moving’ households, compared with only 

34 per cent in Brighton. 

 

Table 7.27 establishes the reasons given by (re)formed household respondents for 

(re)forming a different post-migration household.  As Table 7.27 indicates, the most 

common reason given in all four locations was ‘moved in with partner’.  This process of 

family forming is particularly dominant in Crawley (57 per cent), indicating a relatively 

young age structure and a significant presence of ‘first-time buyers’.  Meanwhile, the older 

age structure in Lewes means that respondents were less likely to move in with a partner 

(47 per cent), yet were more likely to have formed a different post-migration household 

due to older children having moved out of the family home (26 per cent). 
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Table 7.27: Reason given for (re)forming a different post-migration household (All respondents in 
(re)formed households). 

Wealden Crawley Lewes Brighton 
% (n= 14) % (n=30) % (n=45) % (n=47) 

Moved in with partner 50 57 47 49 
Moved in with friends 0 17 14 21 
Split up with previous partner 36 17 0 9 
Living alone (used to live with other people) 14 0 9 11 
Children left home 0 0 26 0 
New child born 0 7 4 2 
Other reason 0 3 0 8 
Total 100 100 100 100 

In Wealden, a considerable 36 per cent of respondents had split up with their previous 

partner – a far greater proportion than in the other case study locations.  This suggests that 

although ‘conventional’ family practices are observed in Wealden, this is not inherently 

connected to life-long relationships.  Interestingly, none of the Wealden sample of 

migrants ‘moved in with friends’, by contrast to the other case study locations.  A plausible 

explanation here is that the respective respondents in Wealden were residing in established 

family units prior to their move; therefore any ‘(re)forming’ migrants were only moving as 

a direct result of a relationship breakdown.   

 

In contrast, the less conventional location of Brighton has comparatively high rates of 

migrants in the ‘moved in with friends’ group (21 per cent), and low proportions of people 

who have split up with a previous partner (9 per cent).  This is indicative of the younger 

age structure in Brighton, and perhaps suggests that long-term partnerships are not formed 

until later in the life-course of Brighton migrants. 

 

7.3 Migrant attitudes 
 

In this section, respondent attitudes towards various aspects of the migration process are 

examined.  The section is divided into two sub-sections.  First, the discussion investigates 

the level of importance placed upon different factors by respondents when deciding to 

purchase or rent their current home.  Second, the section examines how beneficial or 

detrimental respondents perceive the move has been in terms of a variety of outcomes. 
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7.3.1 The decision-making process 
 

Respondents were asked to rate the importance or unimportance of nine different factors in 

their decision to buy or rent their current property.  Attitudes were recorded on the 

following points scale: 1. Very unimportant. 2. Quite unimportant. 3. Neither. 4. Quite 

important. 5. Very important.  Table 7.28 details the findings; it shows the breakdown of 

respondents’ attitudes in each case study location, and provides each of the nine factors a 

score of importance.  As there are 100 respondents in each location, a maximum score of 

500 points is possible if all respondents were to give a score of 5 (very important).   

 

In Wealden, having friends and family in the location was considered the most important 

factor in choosing a property (451 points).  Over half the respondents classified this factor 

as ‘very important’, and a striking 97 per cent rated it as either very important or quite 

important.  Moreover, the presence of friends and family was ranked above even the cost 

of the property (441).  This is surprising given that economic concerns are an important 

factor in the migration decision-making process, not least in a comparatively less affluent 

sample of migrants such as Wealden’s.  This trend is in keeping with the local nature of 

migration turnover in Wealden, and suggests that migrants place great emphasis upon 

social ties to the location.  At the other end of the scale, a garden (340) was rated as the 

least important factor – a majority of respondents were apathetic, with 57 per cent rating a 

garden as neither important nor unimportant.  Interestingly, the next most unimportant 

factor was the likely increase in capital value of the property (346).   Although no 

respondents claimed this was ‘very unimportant’, a significant 15 per cent of respondents 

in Wealden rated it as ‘quite unimportant’.  This result suggests a relatively low presence 

of short-term migrants looking to make a profit from moving to the location for the 

purposes of property development.   
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Table 7.28: (Un)importance of different factors in the migration decision-making process. (All respondents). 
Wealden Crawley Lewes Brighton 

n Score n Score n Score n Score 
Type of property 

Very important 32 160 37 185 27 135 54 270 
Quite important 38 152 57 228 56 224 34 136 

Neither 17 51 6 18 13 39 6 18 
Quite unimportant 11 22 0 0 4 8 5 10 
Very unimportant 2 2 0 0 0 0 1 1

Total 100 387 100 431 100 406 100 435 
Likely increase in capital value of property 

Very important 15 75 29 145 26 130 37 185 
Quite important 31 124 59 236 63 252 20 80 

Neither 39 117 6 18 9 27 7 21 
Quite unimportant 15 30 3 6 1 2 16 32 
Very unimportant 0 0 3 3 1 1 20 20 

Total 100 346 100 408 100 412 100 338 
Cost of property/ rent 

Very important 55 275 54 270 60 300 74 370 
Quite important 34 136 42 168 37 148 23 92 

Neither 8 24 4 12 3 9 3 9
Quite unimportant 3 6 0 0 0 0 0 0
Very unimportant 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total 100 441 100 450 100 457 100 471 
Journey to work 

Very important 22 110 31 155 27 135 37 185 
Quite important 49 196 59 236 42 168 48 192 

Neither 29 87 10 30 8 24 12 36 
Quite unimportant 0 0 0 0 23 46 0 0
Very unimportant 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3

Total 100 393 100 421 100 373 100 416 
Social and cultural mix of location 

Very important 40 200 18 90 66 330 20 100 
Quite important 29 116 72 288 34 136 65 260 

Neither 31 93 9 27 0 0 10 30 
Quite unimportant 0 0 1 2 0 0 5 10 
Very unimportant 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total 100 409 100 407 100 466 100 400 
Friends/ family in the location 

Very important 54 270 17 85 19 95 24 120 
Quite important 43 172 55 220 53 212 34 136 

Neither 3 9 20 60 23 69 12 36 
Quite unimportant 0 0 8 16 4 8 23 46 
Very unimportant 0 0 0 0 1 1 7 7

Total 100 451 100 381 100 385 100 345 
Liked the house/ street 

Very important 29 145 36 180 49 245 40 200 
Quite important 60 240 57 228 39 156 52 208 

Neither 11 33 7 21 10 30 7 21 
Quite unimportant 0 0 0 0 2 4 1 2
Very unimportant 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total 100 418 100 429 100 435 100 431 
Liked the location 

Very important 36 180 44 220 69 345 56 280 
Quite important 50 200 49 196 31 124 41 164 

Neither 6 18 7 21 0 0 1 3
Quite unimportant 8 16 0 0 0 0 2 4
Very unimportant 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total 100 414 100 437 100 469 100 451 
Garden 

Very important 15 75 33 165 36 180 23 115 
Quite important 19 76 56 224 51 204 27 108 

Neither 57 171 8 24 11 33 15 45 
Quite unimportant 9 18 3 6 2 4 23 46 
Very unimportant 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 12 

Total 100 340 100 419 100 421 100 326 
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The cost of property (450) was the most important factor among the Crawley sample of 

migrants, with 96 per cent regarding property cost as either quite important or very 

important.  Meanwhile, ‘liked the location’ (437), ‘type of property’ (431), and ‘liked the 

house/ street’ (429), were other factors considered important by Crawley respondents.  On 

the other hand, having friends and family in the location (381) and the social and cultural 

mix of the location (407) were rated the most unimportant factors.  These findings are 

conducive with a location that is experiencing high rates of long-distance migration, and 

suggest that in-migrants are concerned primarily with finding a particular type of property 

in a location they like and at a price they can afford.  Although a broad region is likely to 

have been pre-defined, specific locations are interchangeable and social concerns are given 

a relatively low priority.  
 

The results from the attitudinal scales point to migrants seeking to consume a particular 

lifestyle when selecting Lewes as a destination.  ‘Liked the location’ (469) and ‘social and 

cultural mix of location’ (466) were regarded as the most important factors – remarkably, 

100 per cent of Lewes respondents rated both factors as either quite important or very 

important. This suggests Lewes migrants were specific about the type of location and 

perhaps the types of people living in the location prior to their move, and that community 

and lifestyle issues were given priority.  Meanwhile, their journey to work (373) and the 

presence of friends and family in the location (385) were considered the least important 

factors.  This again suggests moves were made for cultural reasons, as opposed to the 

convenience of situating near to work or friends and family. 

 

In Brighton, property costs (471) were considered the most important factor with around 

three-quarters of the sample of migrants recording a response of ‘very important’.  A 

plausible explanation for this finding may lie in the high cost of housing in Brighton.  The 

limited availability of affordable housing to either purchase or rent could conceivably 

result in significant importance being placed upon the economic implications.  Also 

regarded as important factors were whether or not respondents liked the location (451) and 

the type of property (435) suggesting that, in general, when compared to Wealden, 

Brighton migrants were exercising choice from positions of relative power in their 

migration decision-making and were not prepared to make too many compromises on the 

property and its location.  However, the size and existence of a garden (326), the likely 

increase in capital value of property (338), and whether there were friends and family in 
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the location (345) were considered to be the least important factors.  This indicates that, 

like many city-dwellers, Brighton migrants are less concerned about outside space and 

living close to friends and family.  More surprisingly, only 36 per cent of the sample of 

migrants considered the potential increase in the capital value of their property as quite 

unimportant or very unimportant.  This may reflect already high prices in Brighton and 

also the fact that a relatively high proportion of respondents were renting. 

 

7.3.2 The impacts of migration upon lifestyle 
 

In this section, respondents were asked if they perceived that their move had been 

beneficial or detrimental in terms of fourteen different factors.  In a similar way to the 

previous section, respondents were required to give each factor a score on the following 

attitudinal scale: 1. Very detrimental. 2. Fairly detrimental. 3. Neutral. 4. Fairly beneficial. 

5. Very beneficial.  Again, a maximum 500 points would be attained if all 100 respondents 

provided a score of 5 (very beneficial).  Table 7.29 provides a detailed breakdown of 

responses by case study location. 

 

In Wealden, respondents noted that their recent move had been most beneficial in terms of 

belonging to a community (439) and contacts with friends and family (406).  A majority of 

the sample of migrants (56 per cent) rated their migration experience as ‘very beneficial’ to 

their sense of belonging to a community while one-third recorded a similar verdict in 

connection with contacts with their friends and family.  These findings may corroborate 

earlier suggestions regarding the local nature of migration in Wealden, and the emphasis 

placed upon strong social networks.  Migrants in Wealden also perceived that their recent 

move had been beneficial, to a lesser extent, in terms of public services (e.g. healthcare, 

libraries) (366) and public transport (354).  This again indicates a strong interaction with 

community and communal facilities within the sample of migrants.  Respondents feel they 

are a part of the community in Wealden even though they have only recently moved into 

their current properties.  However, this is mainly due to the fact that they have only moved 

short distances and tend to have social networks already in place.   
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Table 7.29: Impacts of migration event upon different lifestyle factors. (All respondents). 
Wealden Crawley Lewes Brighton 

n Score n Score n Score n Score 
Career 

Very beneficial 2 10 18 90 7 35 27 135 
Fairly beneficial 18 72 54 216 33 132 12 48 

Neutral 75 225 28 84 60 180 61 183 
Fairly detrimental 5 10 0 0 0 0 0 0
Very detrimental 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total 100 317 100 390 100 347 100 366 
Employment conditions 

Very beneficial 11 55 19 95 17 85 21 105 
Fairly beneficial 30 120 50 200 34 136 15 60 

Neutral 48 144 31 93 41 123 62 186 
Fairly detrimental 11 22 0 0 8 16 2 4
Very detrimental 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total 100 341 100 388 100 360 100 355 
Financial stability 

Very beneficial 7 35 26 130 44 220 10 50 
Fairly beneficial 40 160 53 212 37 148 29 116 

Neutral 36 108 18 54 14 42 51 153 
Fairly detrimental 16 32 3 6 5 10 10 20 
Very detrimental 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total 100 336 100 402 100 420 100 339 
Health and well-being 

Very beneficial 7 35 29 145 39 195 21 105 
Fairly beneficial 33 132 54 216 58 232 45 180 

Neutral 52 156 17 51 3 9 30 90 
Fairly detrimental 8 16 0 0 0 0 4 8
Very detrimental 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total 100 339 100 412 100 436 100 383 
Belonging to a community 

Very beneficial 56 280 10 50 59 295 19 95 
Fairly beneficial 30 120 78 312 35 140 44 176 

Neutral 11 33 12 36 4 12 32 96 
Fairly detrimental 3 6 0 0 1 2 5 10 
Very detrimental 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0

Total 100 439 100 398 100 450 100 377 
Leisure/ recreation services 

Very beneficial 5 25 16 80 23 115 37 185 
Fairly beneficial 29 116 64 256 66 264 39 156 

Neutral 44 132 18 54 11 33 21 63 
Fairly detrimental 22 44 2 4 0 0 3 6
Very detrimental 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total 100 317 100 394 100 412 100 410 
Public services  

Very beneficial 14 70 16 80 9 45 41 205 
Fairly beneficial 40 160 61 244 27 108 36 144 

Neutral 44 132 21 63 50 150 21 63 
Fairly detrimental 2 4 2 4 14 28 2 4
Very detrimental 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total 100 366 100 391 100 331 100 416 
Public transport 

Very beneficial 20 100 18 90 37 185 59 295 
Fairly beneficial 25 100 57 228 21 84 16 64 

Neutral 44 132 16 48 38 114 22 66 
Fairly detrimental 11 22 9 18 4 8 3 6
Very detrimental 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total 100 354 100 384 100 391 100 431 
Quality of education 

Very beneficial 0 0 15 75 9 45 5 25 
Fairly beneficial 15 60 56 224 35 140 9 36 

Neutral 67 201 28 84 49 147 84 252 
Fairly detrimental 18 36 1 2 7 14 1 2
Very detrimental 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1

Total 100 297 100 385 100 346 100 316 
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Table 7.29 (continued): Impacts of migration event upon different lifestyle factors. (All respondents). 
Wealden Crawley Lewes Brighton 

n Score n Score n Score n Score 
Quality of groceries/ supermarkets 

Very beneficial 3 15 18 90 17 85 25 125 
Fairly beneficial 38 152 46 184 23 92 45 180 

Neutral 39 117 35 105 60 180 26 78 
Fairly detrimental 20 40 1 2 0 0 4 8
Very detrimental 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total 100 324 100 381 100 357 100 391 
Quality of retail services 

Very beneficial 0 0 10 50 17 85 40 200 
Fairly beneficial 25 100 56 224 42 168 40 160 

Neutral 55 165 30 90 41 123 17 51 
Fairly detrimental 20 40 3 6 0 0 3 6
Very detrimental 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0

Total 100 305 100 371 100 376 100 417 
Local environment 

Very beneficial 3 15 23 115 55 275 25 125 
Fairly beneficial 26 104 57 228 34 136 44 176 

Neutral 65 195 18 54 10 30 25 75 
Fairly detrimental 4 8 2 4 1 2 4 8
Very detrimental 2 2 0 0 0 0 2 2

Total 100 324 100 401 100 443 100 386 
Contacts with friends/ family 

Very beneficial 33 165 13 65 16 80 12 60 
Fairly beneficial 40 160 47 188 38 152 25 100 

Neutral 27 81 32 96 41 123 47 141 
Fairly detrimental 0 0 8 16 5 10 12 24 
Very detrimental 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4

Total 100 406 100 365 100 365 100 329 
Personal safety 

Very beneficial 7 35 13 65 15 75 7 35 
Fairly beneficial 19 76 45 180 51 204 30 120 

Neutral 58 174 42 126 34 102 52 156 
Fairly detrimental 12 24 0 0 0 0 10 20 

Very detrimental 4 4 0 0 0 0 1 1

Total 100 313 100 371 100 381 100 332 

In contrast, the sample of migrants in Wealden observed that their move had been least 

beneficial to the quality of education available (297) and the quality of retail services 

(305).  However, it should be noted that in both cases a majority of the respondents had 

recorded a verdict of ‘neutral’ for these factors  This is most likely due to the facilities 

being the same because only a small distance had been moved. 

 

Respondents in Crawley considered their health and well-being (412) and financial 

stability (402) as the factors that their move had the most beneficial effects upon.  For 

example, 83 per cent of the Crawley sample of migrants felt that migrating had been either 

‘fairly beneficial’ or ‘very beneficial’ to their health and well-being.  Meanwhile, a 

comparable proportion (79 per cent) reported similar attitudes toward their financial 

stability.  A possible explanation is that many of the Crawley respondents were first-time 

buyers and had moved to the location because of an employment opportunity.  Therefore, 
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in general, there were positive feelings associated with the move in terms of general 

happiness and financial position.   

 

At the other end of the scale, Crawley respondents felt their move had been least beneficial 

for their contacts with friends and family (365), personal safety (371) and quality of retail 

services (371).  A plausible reason for these factors scoring poorly is the large proportion 

long-distance migrants within the sample of migrants.  These in-migrants would naturally 

suffer detrimental effects upon their contacts with friends and family and arguably their 

feelings of personal safety and knowledge of quality retail provision could be impacted 

upon by living in a new environment. 

 

Lewes respondents, like the Wealden group, felt their move had been most beneficial to 

their sense of belonging to a community.  This factor scored a remarkable 450 out of 500 

with the Lewes sample of migrants, the highest score of any factor within any case study 

location.  Moving to a Lewes property was also deemed highly beneficial in terms of the 

local environment (443) and respondents’ health and well-being (436).  These findings are 

linked to earlier inferences that migration flows to Lewes are motivated by a desire to 

consume a particular lifestyle and belong to particular types of communities – it would 

appear from the results of the survey that these predefined requirements have, on the 

whole, been satisfied.  Factors deemed to have benefited least include public services 

(331), quality of education (346) and career (347).  However, further analysis reveals that 

the majority of respondents gave these factors a ‘neutral’ score, suggesting these were 

issues the sample of migrants felt less concerned about rather than elements of life that the 

move had had a detrimental effect upon.  For example, ‘public services’ was the lowest 

ranked factor, although 50 per cent of respondents provided a ‘neutral’ score and only 14 

per cent felt the move had been detrimental.  

 

In Brighton, attitudes among the sample of migrants indicated the factors that have 

benefited most from the migration process were access to various services and facilities.  

Public transport was given the highest score (431), followed by the quality of retail 

services (417), public services (e.g. healthcare, libraries) (416), and leisure/ recreation 

services (391).  This may in part reflect the central location of the study location, but also 

the number of young and childless adults among the sample of migrants.  Factors 

considered to have benefited the least were the quality of education (316) and contacts with 
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friends and family (329).  High levels of childlessness have clearly influenced the former 

(84 per cent provided a neutral score for quality of education), while the latter has been 

compounded by high levels of long-distance migration which has had a detrimental effect 

upon contacts with friends and family.  

7.4 The effects of migration upon family work practices 
 

This section investigates the effects of migration events upon family-work practices by 

comparing the pre- and post-migration status of respondents.  There are two aims of this 

section.  First, the section seeks to investigate the geographic magnitude of the tied-

migrant thesis in the four case study locations.  Second, analysis is undertaken to evaluate 

geographical differences in the effects of migration upon family-work practices.  The 

section is divided into three sub-sections, which examine changes in: economic activity; 

SEG, and; personal income.  Respondents were asked to answer these questions for both 

the time of the survey (post-migration), and the time immediately prior to their last move 

(pre-migration).   

 

7.4.1 Changes in economic activity  
 

In this section, changes in pre-migration and post-migration economic activity are 

observed.  Four categories of economic activity were recorded: 1.) Full-time (employee or 

self-employed); 2.) Part-time (employee); 3.) Looking after home/ family (LAHF), and; 4.) 

Other (including unemployed/ retired/ and permanently sick/ disabled).   

 

Table 7.30 expresses that in Wealden male partners almost exclusively experienced no 

change in economic status as a result of migrating, and continued to work full-time as they 

had done prior to moving (97 per cent).  The economic status of female partners also 

remained unchanged in the majority of cases (87 per cent).  However, the unchanged 

economic status among females was more likely to be LAHF (55 per cent), rather than 

‘full-time’ (17 per cent) or ‘part-time’ (15 per cent).  This would appear to consolidate the 

‘conventional’ nature of family-work practices in Wealden (see Section 7.1.5), and the 
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significant presence of male breadwinner/ female homemaker households.  In line with 

prevailing theorisations of the family context, these findings may demonstrate the 

dominant gender roles and gender identities which configure the lives of males and 

females in ‘conventional’ couple families (Cooke, 2001).   

 

Table 7.30: Changes in economic activity. (All partners in partnered households). 

 Wealden Crawley Lewes Brighton 

Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female 
Pre-
migration 

Post-
migration 

%
(n=93) 

%
(n=93) 

%
(n=88) 

%
(n=86) 

%
(n=94) 

%
(n=94) 

%
(n=71) 

%
(n=63) 

Full-time Full-time 97 17 94 35 87 49 85 68 
Part-time Part-time 0 15 0 12 0 0 0 0 
LAHF LAHF 0 55 1 29 0 20 0 2 
Other Other 2 1 0 2 5 1 4 3
LAHF Other 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0N

o
di

ff
er
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ce

Other LAHF 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0
Part-time Full-time 0 1 0 2 0 1 0 0
LAHF Full-time 0 1 0 2 0 1 0 0
LAHF Part-time 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other Full-time 0 1 3 2 0 0 10 8 In

cr
ea

se

Other Part-time 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Full-time Part-time 0 1 0 6 0 5 0 2
Full-time LAHF 0 2 1 3 1 7 0 10 
Full-time Other 1 0 0 0 6 0 1 3
Part-time LAHF 0 2 0 3 0 4 0 5D

ec
re

as
e

Part-time Other 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

(LAHF=Looking After Home/ Family.) 

 

Overall, respondents in Wealden were the least likely of the four case study locations to 

experience a post-migration change in economic status.  Only 1 per cent of males and 9 per 

cent of females experienced a change in economic status as a result of migrating.  This is 

perhaps due to the short-distances moved by Wealden respondents, and hence a high 

proportion of individuals who maintained the same place of employment before, during 

and after their move.  These patterns concur with the predefined expectations of a 

‘conventional’ location, which Wealden typifies.  The findings provide evidence to support 

the suggestion that conventionality is reproduced in locations within the ‘conventional’ 

group.  
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Generally, partnered males in Crawley were also in full-time employment both pre-

migration and post-migration (94 per cent).  However, partnered females in Crawley were 

less likely than in Wealden to remain LAHF (29 per cent), and more likely to continue in 

full-time work (35 per cent).  Changes in economic activity due to migration were more 

likely among Crawley respondents than in Wealden, with 5 per cent of males and 20 per 

cent of females experiencing some change in economic status as a result of migrating.  

This is not surprising given a large proportion of Crawley respondents overall were long-

distance migrants.  There is some evidence of a ‘tied-migrant effect’ in Crawley; 12 per 

cent of partnered females experienced a reduction in economic activity as a result of the 

move.  This appears to consolidate the predicted ‘increasing conventionality’ in Crawley, 

and includes females whose economic status changed from full-time to part-time (6 per 

cent), full-time to LAHF (3 per cent), and part-time to LAHF (3 per cent).  Although these 

findings may, in part, reflect a short-term post-migration reduction in economic status 

(Clark, 2005), they replicate similar levels reported in some studies on the tied-migrant 

effect, including Boyle et al. (2000) and Lee and Roseman (1999).  If it is true that a 

process of tied-migration is prevalent, the implication here is that moves to Crawley are 

made on the basis of rational economic logic, and families will relocate to benefit the male 

partner’s career because the sacrifice made by the female partner is offset by the net gain to 

the family (for example, see Lichter, 1983).  

 

In Lewes, partnered males largely experience no change in economic status (93 per cent).  

However, the proportion in full-time employment (87 per cent) is lower than in Wealden 

and Crawley.  Partnered females in Lewes appear less conventional than in Wealden and 

Crawley; approximately half remained in full-time work after moving, while only 20 per 

cent continued LAHF.  Despite this apparent non-conventionality, evidence of a tied 

migrant effect is also present.  Of the 23 per cent of partnered females who experienced 

some change in economic status, 21 per cent experienced a reduction in economic activity.  

This included full-time to part-time (5 per cent), full-time to LAHF (7 per cent), part-time 

to LAHF (4 per cent) and part-time to ‘other’ (4 per cent).  This is an interesting finding, 

and highlights the notion that, although Lewes is a location of ‘increasing non-

conventionality’ in the sense that labour participation among partnered females overall is 

escalating, many partnered females reduce their economic activity upon arrival.  This may 

be due to them coinciding moves with having children or perhaps ‘downsizing’ their 

careers to spend more time with dependent children.  On the other hand, as Lewes has been 
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identified as ‘increasing conventionality’ by the MFI, it is reasonable to expect a mix of 

both conventional and ‘non-conventional’ migration, which this finding may support. 

 

Brighton respondents demonstrated the least conventional partnerships, with 68 per cent of 

females remaining in full-time work before and after the move, and only 2 per cent whose 

status continued as LAHF.  Brighton also includes respondents who were most likely to 

have undergone changes; 11 per cent of partnered males and 27 per cent of partnered 

females experienced some alteration in economic activity.  The tied-migrant effect was 

evident in Brighton, where 19 per cent of partnered females experienced a post-migration 

reduction in economic activity.  More than half of cases were females who changed their 

economic status from full-time to LAHF (10 per cent), while females switching from full-

time to ‘other’ (3 per cent) and part-time to LAHF (5 per cent) are also evident.   These 

trends suggest that the reductions in economic activity may be temporary decisions made 

in order to look after dependent children and that they occur at the time of the move is 

perhaps no coincidence.   This example of conventional migration into a non-conventional 

area again demonstrates there will always be a mix of migrations to any area. 

 

7.4.2 Changes in socio-economic group 
 

This section investigates changes in SEG experienced by full-time partnered individuals in 

the four case study locations.  The nine SEGs are divided into 3 bands of Upper, Mid, and 

Lower to facilitate analysis across the four case study locations (see Table 7.31 for details). 

 

In Table 7.31, it is evident that a large majority of full-time workers experience no post-

migration change in their SEG band.  This is particularly significant in Wealden, where 

migrants are likely to maintain employment consistency due to short distances involved in 

the moves.   For instance, 92 per cent of partnered males and 84 per cent of partnered 

females in Wealden experienced no change in SEG band after their move. Meanwhile, 16 

per cent of females experienced a reduction in SEG band compared to only 3 per cent of 

males (all Mid to Lower).  This suggests that, in keeping with the conventional nature of 

gender work practices, migration patterns to and within Wealden have no significant effect 

on the socio-economic status of partnered males and an overall lowering effect, in terms of 
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SEG, on the status of partnered females.  This concurs with the image of Wealden as a 

location reproducing conventionality. 

 
Table 7.31: Changes in SEG. (All partners in partnered households and in full-time work). 

Wealden Crawley Lewes Brighton 

Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female 
Pre-
migration 

Post-
migration 

%
(n=90) 

%
(n=19) 

%
(n=84) 

%
(n=36) 

%
(n=82) 

%
(n=48) 

%
(n=56) 

%
(n=44) 

Upper SEG Upper SEG 21 0 35 17 41 4 54 57 
Mid SEG Mid SEG 33 53 24 42 23 46 16 14 N

o
di

ff
er

en
ce

Lower SEG Lower SEG 38 32 26 14 17 13 11 5 
Mid SEG Upper SEG 2 0 5 6 5 6 2 7
Lower SEG Upper SEG 0 0 4 3 0 2 14 2 

In
cr
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se

Lower SEG Mid SEG 2 0 7 0 13 4 0 5 
Upper SEG Mid SEG 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 7
Upper SEG Lower SEG 0 0 0 3 0 10 0 2 

D
ec
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e

Mid SEG Lower SEG 3 16 0 17 0 10 4 2 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

(Upper=Managers and senior officials/Professional occupations/Associate professional and technical 
occupations. Mid=Administrative and secretarial/Skilled trades/Personal service. Lower=Process, plant and 
machine operative/Sales and customer service/Elementary occupations). 
 

In Crawley, a significant proportion of males (15 per cent) experienced an elevation of 

SEG band.  This was made up of those moving from Mid to Upper (5 per cent), Lower to 

Upper (4 per cent), and Lower to Mid (7 per cent).   This group is likely to consist of 

relatively young males who have moved to Crawley to take up an employment 

opportunity.  The process confirms Crawley as part of the South-east ‘escalator region’ as 

first identified by Fielding (1992).  In particular, there is evidence of Crawley 

demonstrating hallmarks of a location in Stage 1 of the escalator region metaphor.  That is, 

attracting young people with promotion potential at the start of their working lives who are 

‘stepping on the escalator’ (Fielding, 1992).  In contrast, 19 per cent of females 

experienced a reduction in SEG band.  This included changes from Mid to Lower (17 per 

cent) and Upper to Lower (3 per cent), and suggests a tied-migrant effect among partnered 

females in full-time work may be prevalent.  This suggests partnered families who move to 

Crawley, are largely ‘conventional’ in their approach to family-work practices, and it is 

plausible that a significant proportion of long-distance moves were instigated for the 

benefit of the male partner’s career.  Overall, migration to and within Crawley appears to 

have an increasing effect on the SEG of partnered males, yet a lowering effect upon 
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partnered females.  This consolidates the description of Crawley as a location of 

‘increasing conventionality’.   

 

Impacts upon SEG bands would appear to be most significant in Lewes.  18 per cent of 

males experienced an increase in SEG band, including Mid to Upper (5 per cent) and 

Lower to Mid (13 per cent).  Meanwhile, no males experienced a reduction in SEG band.  

Similarly, 13 per cent of partnered females experienced an increase in SEG band, with 6 

per cent rising from Mid to Upper and 2 per cent from Lower to Upper.  As a result, only 

63 per cent of partnered females encountered no change in SEG band; the lowest of the 

eight categories.  This suggests Lewes may also be considered an ‘escalator region’, and 

particularly fulfils Stage 2 of Fielding’s (1992) elements of an escalator region model.  

These provide the context where, according to Fielding, in-migrants are ‘being taken up 

the escalator’, whereby they achieve accelerated upward social mobility.  However, in 

contrast, 25 per cent of females experienced a reduction in SEG band, including 

considerable proportions moving from Upper to Lower (10 per cent) and Mid to Lower (10 

per cent).  This is perhaps indicative of a ‘downsizing’ process occurring among some 

Lewes migrant households – it is possible here that those female partners in former dual-

career couples are voluntarily taking up Lower grade jobs for lifestyle reasons, such as for 

more free time and a greater quality-of-life for example.  Overall, there appears to be an 

increasing effect upon the SEG of partnered males, while partnered females seem to suffer 

reductions more often than increases.  This implies migration to and within Lewes is 

inherently linked to upward social mobility.  However, differences in family work 

practices result in a plurality of migration patterns, and an ultimate ‘increasing 

conventionality’. 

 

In Brighton, there is little evidence of gender differences.  Similar proportions of males (16 

per cent) and females (14 per cent) experienced an increase in SEG band.  Meanwhile, 

similar proportions of both males (80 per cent) and females (75 per cent) experienced no 

change in SEG band, and there was little gender difference in numbers remaining in Upper 

(54 per cent males, 57 per cent females) and Mid (16 per cent males, 14 per cent females) 

SEG bands.  Of the 16 per cent of males who experienced an increase in SEG band, a 

remarkable 14 per cent moved from Lower to Upper.  This perhaps includes recent 

graduates and individuals who worked in temporary jobs whilst training or looking for 

permanent employment.  Brighton also demonstrates elements in common with the 
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escalator region model.  In general, migration to and within Brighton appears to have a 

raising effect on SEG band for both partnered males and partnered females.  This suggests 

that, in common with Crawley and Lewes, migration to and within Brighton is intrinsically 

linked with upward social mobility.  However, by contrast to the aforementioned locations, 

in Brighton this process is combined with an unconventional attitude to family work 

practices both pre and post-migration, resulting in similar increases in SEG band for both 

males and females. 

 

7.4.3 Changes in personal income 
 

In this section, changes in pre-migration and post-migration levels of personal income in 

partnered households are examined.  Income levels were divided into 5 bands: 1.) No 

personal income (NPI); 2.) Less than £12000 per annum; 3.) £12000 to less than £30000 

per annum; 4.) £30000 to less than £50000 per annum, and; 5.) More than £50000 per 

annum.  These bands were used in order to increase the response rate; respondents have 

been shown to respond more positively to potentially sensitive questions when such a 

banding is implemented (Robinson, 1998).  However, a consequence of this method is that 

the information gathered is less precise (Bryman, 2007).  In this case, the range of the 

bands, as Table 7.32 confirms, results in the majority of respondents recording no change 

in personal income. 

 

This was particularly evident among migrants in Wealden, where 97 per cent of males and 

88 per cent of females experienced no change in income range.  Males typically continued 

to earn medium incomes of £12000 to less than £30000 (82 per cent), while it is notable 

that significant proportions of females continued to earn no personal income (59 per cent).  

This consolidates the ‘conventional’ status of Wealden, and the significant presence of 

male breadwinner/ female homemaker households. Of the 12 per cent of females whose 

personal income did change, 7 per cent experienced a decrease, of which 6 per cent 

witnessed a change from low and medium incomes to earning NPI.  These are perhaps 

relatively newly-formed partnerships, in which the female partner has exited the labour 

market to take up the role of looking after the home and family.   
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Overall, the findings point to movements to and within Wealden that are not made to 

increase personal income, and result in no change for male partners and only a slight 

decrease for female partners.  However, this slight decrease in personal income for 

partnered females is unlikely to be attributable to the move, and more likely a result of an 

optional withdrawal from the labour market due to conventional family work cultures. 

 

Table 7.32: Changes in personal income. (All partners in partnered households). 
 Wealden Crawley Lewes Brighton 

Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female 
Pre-
migration 

Post-
migration 

%
(n=93) 

%
(n=93) 

%
(n=88) 

%
(n=86) 

%
(n=94) 

%
(n=94) 

%
(n=71) 

%
(n=63) 

NPI NPI 0 59 1 29 0 20 0 2 
<£12k <£12k 2 12 0 13 2 5 4 3 
£12k - <£30k £12k - <£30k 82 17 60 34 80 45 23 30 
£30k - <£50k £30k - <£50k 13 0 26 3 16 11 42 32 

N
o

D
iff

er
en

ce

>£50k >£50k 0 0 0 0 1 0 8 0
NPI <£12k 0 1 0 0 0 6 0 0
NPI £12k - <£30k 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0
NPI £30k - <£50k 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
NPI >£50k 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
<£12k £12k - <£30k 0 2 3 5 0 0 7 11 
<£12k £30k - <£50k 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 2
<£12k >£50k 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
£12k - <£30k £30k - <£50k 2 0 8 3 0 0 11 5 
£12k - <£30k >£50k 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

In
cr

ea
se

£30k - <£50k >£50k 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
<£12k NPI 0 4 0 3 0 0 0 2
£12k - <£30k NPI 0 2 1 3 1 12 0 5 
£12k - <£30k <£12k 1 1 0 3 0 0 1 2
£30k - <£50k NPI 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
£30k - <£50k <£12k p.a. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
£30k - <£50k £12k - <£30k 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
>£50k NPI 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
>£50k <£12k 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
>£50k £12k - <£30k 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

D
ec

re
as

e

>£50k £30k - <£50k 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

(NPI=No Personal Income.) 

 

Partnered females in Crawley demonstrated little overall change in personal income.  

Approximately 80 per cent experienced no change, while 10 per cent were recorded in both 

the increase and the decrease categories.  Meanwhile, 11 per cent of partnered males in 

Crawley experienced an increase in personal income range compared to only 1 per cent 



199

who witnessed a decrease.  This indicates that the tied-migrant effect may be at work, and 

that some moves may have been initiated to allow increases in the male partner’s personal 

income to be realised.  This concurs with previous studies highlighting negative effects for 

partnered women on income, as well as hours and weeks worked (Boyle et al. 2000; Cooke 

and Bailey, 1999; Forsberg, 1998; LeClere and McLaughlin, 1997; Smits, 1999; Spitze, 

1984).   

 

It is significant that, in Lewes, 99 per cent of partnered males experienced no change in 

their personal income as a result of their move; this suggests increasing income may not 

have been a priority when the migration process was instigated.  Meanwhile, 12 per cent of 

partnered females reduced their incomes from £12000 to less than £30000 down to NPI.  

This concurs with earlier descriptions of a possible process of downsizing being linked to 

migrations into and within Lewes. 

 

In Brighton, respondents were most likely to experience a change in personal income 

range.  Significantly, approximately one-third of females saw their income range change as 

a result of moving, with 17 per cent experiencing an increase in income range.  Meanwhile, 

a significant 21 per cent of partnered males encountered an increase in personal income 

while only 1 per cent witnessed a reduction.  This is indicative of a relatively high 

proportion of ‘non-conventional’ partnerships defined as dual-career couples.  In addition, 

the comparatively young age structure of respondents perhaps results in a relatively high 

proportion of individuals who are willing to migrate to different organisations in exchange 

for pay increases. 

 

7.4.4  Geographical influence upon the tied migrant thesis and family 
work practices 

 

Section 7.4 has examined post-migration changes in economic activity, SEG, and personal 

income.  This section summarises the findings from this analysis and draws some 

conclusions in terms of the geographical influence upon the tied-migrant effect and family 

work practices. 
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As Table 7.33 summarises, partnered males saw no overall change in economic activity, 

SEG or personal income as a result of their move into or within Wealden.  The vast 

majority continued to work full-time and stayed within the same job, or if they did change 

jobs they largely stayed within the same economic group and income range.  Similarly, 

females in Wealden did not tend to alter their economic status.  However, for females in 

full-time work, there were a large number of reductions in SEG overall and associated 

small numbers of reductions in personal income.   

 
Table 7.33: Summary of overall changes in economic activity, SEG and personal income.  

Wealden Crawley Lewes Brighton 
Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female 

Economic 
activity 

No 
change 

No 
change 

No 
change 

Small 
reduction 

Small 
reduction 

Large 
reduction 

Small 
increase 

Small 
reduction 

SEG 
No 
change 

Large 
reduction 

Large 
increase 

Small 
reduction 

Large 
increase 

Large 
reduction 

Large 
increase 

Small 
increase 

Personal 
income 

No 
change 

Small 
reduction 

Small 
increase 

No 
change 

No 
change 

Small 
reduction 

Large 
increase 

No 
change 

In Crawley, no change in economic activity among partnered males was apparent, although 

there were a large number of increases in SEG status and a small number of increases in 

personal income.  In contrast, the female group saw a small number of reductions in their 

economic activity and SEG, yet no change in their personal income.  This suggests that 

many moves to Crawley may have been initiated for the benefit of the male partner’s 

career and that the female partner’s career may have suffered as a result; typifying the tied-

migrant thesis and perhaps fuelling the reported ‘increasing conventionality’ of Crawley. 

 

Generally, male partners in Lewes encountered a less significant number of reductions in 

economic activity, yet those who work full-time after the move saw a large number of 

increases in SEG, and no change in personal income.  Meanwhile, female partners tended 

to experience a large number of reductions in economic status and SEG and a small 

number of reductions in personal income range.  On reflection, this location appears to 

have two distinct groups of family-migrants.  Large proportions of migrants are 

‘downsizers’; these include households in which one or both partners have recently retired, 

and former dual-career couples in which the female partner has taken a full-time job in a 

lower economic group in order to increase time spent with the family (i.e. by working less 

hours and/ or reducing commuting times).  However, another proportion of the migrant 
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population is made up of newly formed dual-career and dual-income households.  The 

introduction of these groups into a formerly ‘conventional’ location has the overall effect 

of ‘increasing non-conventionality’, yet features of conventionality remain. 

 

In Brighton, a relatively small number of partnered male migrants increase their post-

migration economic status.  Within the same group, there are large numbers of increases in 

both SEG and personal income.  Meanwhile, among the female group, there are a small 

number of reductions in economic status, yet a small number of increases in SEG band and 

no overall change in personal income.  This, in general, reflects a population of partnered 

individuals who are likely to be in full-time and well paid, professional and managerial 

occupations.  However, a proportion of the heterosexual partnered households include 

females who have recently reduced their economic status to part-time or LAHF in order to 

have children.  This is not significant enough however to disrupt the overall representation 

of Brighton as a non-conventional location.  

 

7.5 Conclusions 

 
This chapter has presented findings from a survey of 400 households undertaken with in-

migrants in the four case study locations; Wealden, Crawley, Lewes, and Brighton.  The 

chapter has demonstrated how the four main aims of the household survey were fully met. 

 

The first aim of the household survey was to contextualise the households and individuals 

moving into each of the case study locations.  This was facilitated via an examination of 

various demographic and socio-cultural characteristics in the four locations.  The findings 

of this first section broadly support the suggestion that four ‘migrant-family locations’, in 

terms of (non-) conventionality, are identifiable.   

 

Evidence is presented in Section 7.1 that shows conventional family practices are 

reproduced in Wealden via family migration processes.  The findings of the survey 

illustrate that conventional family structures and practices, such as large household size, 

people married with children, and male breadwinner/ female homemaker households, are 

dominant in both residential migrants and short-distance in-migrants in Wealden.  Migrants 
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in Wealden are also shown to have moved relatively short distances, to have attained 

relatively low educational credentials, and to belong to lower SEGs.  These findings are 

consistent with low migration turnover, and reduced presence of dual-career couples, and 

underpin Wealden as a location reproduced as ‘conventional’. 

 

The findings of the household survey suggest a complex picture for Crawley.  Overall, 

conventional indicators such as people married with children and male breadwinner/ 

female homemaker households are significant within the Crawley sample of migrants.  

However, these are shown to be more prevalent among short- and long-distance migrants, 

while residential migrants are more likely to form dual-income households.  Long-distance 

migration is also shown to be significant, which generally provides evidence that this is the 

process that may be fuelling an ‘increasing conventionality’. 

 

In contrast, Lewes is shown to display some evidence of ‘increasing non-conventionality’, 

although there are some complex migration patterns.  ‘Married with children’ is 

demonstrated to dominate the family structure among all migrants which suggests 

‘conventionality’ is confirmed.  However, residential migrants are shown to be made up of 

male breadwinner/ female homemaker households, while a majority of short- and long-

distance migrants are demonstrated to consist of dual-career and dual-income households.  

This provides possible evidence of rising non-conventional family practices via processes 

of short- and long-distance family migration. 

 

Meanwhile, Brighton is shown to exhibit characteristics of non-conventionality.  Key 

pointers here are that: long-distance migration is significant; household structures are 

dominated by childless couples and non-family households; household size is small; age 

structure is young, and; there is high educational achievement and higher SEG 

membership.  These hallmarks are expressed among residential migrants as well as short- 

and long-distance migrants, indicating a reproduction of non-conventional values may be 

significant.   

 

Overall, examining the socio-economic and demographic characteristics of the samples of 

migrants in this way has allowed the chapter to contextualise the in-migrants in each case 

study location.  
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The second aim of the survey was to discover the cultural characteristics and family 

forming practices of each migrant household, and to examine similarities and differences 

between the case study locations.   These tasks were undertaken, firstly, via an exploration 

of the primary reasons for moving given by respondents, and, secondly, by investigating 

whether moves were undertaken by wholly moving or (re)forming households. 

 

Section 7.2 shows that reasons for moving in Wealden and Crawley were influenced by 

more pragmatic concerns connected with employment, property and proximity to friends 

and family.  Meanwhile, in Lewes and Brighton cultural factors (entertainment etc.), 

quality-of-life, and place-specific appeals were considered primary reasons for relocating.  

This suggests links can be made between conventionality and migrational motives.  The 

section also indicates that locational searches play a part in this process.  For example, 

findings from the survey show locational searches are more focussed in Brighton, yet in 

Crawley searches extend over a wider region.  The survey also highlights the key factors 

shaping this procedure, pointing to economic constriction in Wealden, the importance of 

housing stock in Crawley and place-specific appeals in Lewes and Brighton.  In addition, 

the results of the survey confirm that migrants in Wealden and Crawley are more likely to 

have moved as part of a ‘wholly moving’ household than migrants in Lewes and Brighton. 

This suggests a more established household unit is prevalent in the more conventional 

locations when compared with the non-conventional locations. 

 

The third aim of the household survey was to gauge the attitudes of respondents towards 

various aspects of the migration process.  This was in order to understand how migrants in 

different locations have behaved in the past, and how they are likely to behave in the 

future.  Section 7.3 establishes that, in Wealden, proximity to friends and family is 

considered of greatest importance in the migration decision-making process, reiterating the 

local nature of migration in conventional locations and the emphasis placed upon social 

ties to a specific location.  This is reinforced by the finding that Wealden migrants rated 

‘belonging to a community’ as the most beneficial factor of their move.  In Crawley, the 

findings of the survey suggest the cost of the property is considered of greatest importance 

to the migration decision-making process, indicating that specific locations are 

interchangeable within a predefined region and social concerns are given a relatively low 

priority in comparison to Wealden.  Meanwhile, it is shown that in-migrants in Lewes seek 

to consume and forge a particular lifestyle, and place more importance on the location and 
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social mix of their destination than the more practical concerns of living close to work or 

friend/ family support networks.  The cost of the property is demonstrated to be considered 

of greatest importance in Brighton.  However, in contrast to Crawley migrants, the specific 

location of properties is considered of premium importance.  This serves to reinforce the 

importance of place-specific appeals in non-conventional forms of family migration. 

 

Finally, the fourth aim of the survey was to determine the effects of migration events upon 

family-work practices.  Key to this aim was examining changes in economic activity, 

social economic group (SEG), and personal income.  Section 7.4 concludes the chapter by 

presenting findings that synthesise some of the chapter’s analytical components.  The 

findings of the section again broadly support the ‘migrant-family locations’ introduced in 

Chapter 5.  Evidence is provided, which points to Wealden as a ‘conventional’ location.  

No significant change in family-work practices are attributed to the act of migrating, 

reinforcing the idea of conventionality being reproduced.  Meanwhile, Crawley is shown to 

have experienced some dimensions of tied migration, fuelling an increased 

conventionality.  In contrast, Lewes is demonstrated to include migrants from two distinct 

groups.  These groups; ‘downsizers’ and ‘newly formed dual career/ income couples’.  

Only the latter are suggested to increase non-conventionality in Lewes as the former often 

involve a degree of conventionality in terms of female partners.  Finally, the chapter argues 

that, in Brighton, migrants’ family-work practices do not alter as a result of their migration 

and non-conventionality is reproduced. 
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Chapter 8 

Conclusions 
 

Introduction 
 

This chapter synthesises the main contributions of the thesis for understanding the 

increasing complexity and diversity of family migration, and the connections between 

family migration and family structures.  The chapter is divided into four sections.  Sections 

1 and 2 focus on the key theoretical and conceptual contributions of the thesis respectively.  

The third section reflects on some of the key findings of the research, and points to some 

possible avenues for future research to more fully understand the uneven geographies of 

family migration 

 

8.1 Theoretical contributions of thesis 

 
One of the major theoretical contributions of this thesis is that the findings explicitly 

question the tied migrant thesis, which has been previously reinforced by the adoption of 

human capital models and gender role perspectives.  As noted in Chapter 2, empirical 

analyses have often shown significant gender differences in the career consequences of 

family migration.  More specifically, the tied migrant thesis postulates that, for partnered 

females, family migration is associated with: low rates of employment; reductions in hours 

worked; and declining earnings.  This is argued by the tied migrant thesis to be in stark 

contrast to the positive effects of long-distance mobility on the career development of 

partnered males.  As shown by the results of the household questionnaire survey in Chapter 

7, the universality of this notion is questioned by the empirical findings of this thesis.  For 

example, partnered female migrants in Lewes and Brighton are shown to fare as well, if 

not better, than male partners in terms of economic activity, SEG, and personal income.  

By demonstrating the merits of more fully exploring the uneven geographies of family 

migration, this thesis has demonstrated the partial knowledge that may have been 

constructed by previous studies of family migration.   
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Crucially, this thesis suggests that the dominant theoretical perspectives may have 

oversimplified the outcomes of family migration, especially its geographical unevenness.  

As discussed in Chapter 2, both the human capital model and the gender role perspective 

have overprivileged the ‘traditional family’, and have tended to focus heavily on the 

economic and social effects of family migration respectively.  As argued in Chapter 2, this 

thesis contends that the human capital and gender role theorisations may be outdated, 

particularly in light of female partners increasingly resisting the status of ‘tied migrant’ 

(Bruegel, 1999), and as exemplified by the consensus of a ‘rise of dual-career couples’.  

This is shown in the empirical findings of Chapter 7, where family in-migrants in Brighton 

and Lewes are shown to be more than twice as likely to be dual-career couples as male 

breadwinner/ female homemaker couples. 

 

More specifically, this thesis has argued that the tied migrant thesis has overlooked the 

geographies of family migration.  In this sense, the thesis contradicts many previous 

studies, which have tended to view family migration destinations homogenously, and have 

not fully acknowledged place-specific variations in migration outcomes.  In response, it 

has been argued in Chapter 3 that the interaction of family migration with the uneven 

geographies of family structure in GB is an important factor that has been under-

researched.  Furthermore, Chapter 3 has theorised that there is an important role for family 

migration in the reproduction and transformation of family structure in GB. 

 

With this in mind, analyses of 2001 GB Census data presented in Chapter 5 demonstrates 

the many connections between types of family migrants and particular locations.  The 

construction of the MFI has allowed Chapter 5 to theorise that four ‘migrant-family 

locations’ are identifiable among GB LADs: ‘conventional’; ‘increasing conventionality’; 

‘increasing non-conventionality’, and; ‘non-conventional’.  These contentions have drawn 

comparisons with Duncan and Smith’s (2002) findings of place-specific ‘gender cultures’ 

(see also Pfau-Effinger, 1998; 2000).  However, and as the findings of Chapter 5 show, 

socio-cultural differences between in-migrant and non-migrant partnered females reveal 

that family migration is important in reproducing or transforming family work cultures in a 

specific location.   
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Theoretically, this thesis contends that the tied migrant thesis may be particularly pertinent 

for ‘conventional’ and ‘increasing conventionality’ LADs.  However, for locations termed 

as ‘increasing non-conventionality’ and ‘non-conventional’, the tied migrant thesis has 

limited resonance for understanding the outcomes of family migration.    

 

In order to demonstrate evidence for these theories, the thesis has selected four case study 

LAD locations in the South-east region as ‘test-beds’.  For instance, in Chapter 6, 2001 GB 

Census data have been used to explore the demographic structure of these case study 

locations, and the findings support the polarisation thesis.  In particular, Wealden is 

identified as symbolic of an adherence to male-breadwinner/ female-homemaker 

conventionality, Crawley is shown to demonstrate some features of ‘increasing 

conventionality’, Lewes is suggested to be of ‘increasing non-conventionality’, while 

Brighton is shown to display hallmarks of non-conventionality.   

 

This differentiation was investigated further with the use of a household questionnaire 

survey.  In contextualising the individuals and households moving into the case study 

locations, the thesis has demonstrated evidence in support of the suggestion introduced in 

Chapter 5 - that four ‘migrant-family locations’ are identifiable among GB LADs: 

‘conventional’; ‘increasing conventionality’; ‘increasing non-conventionality’, and; ‘non-

conventional’.  Notable proportions of the Wealden sample are shown to be married 

couples with children, who conform to the male breadwinner/ female homemaker model.  

In Crawley, conventional indicators are found to be more prevalent among short- and long-

distance in-migrants than in residential migrants; suggesting conventionality may be 

‘increasing’.  In contrast, residential migrants in Lewes are shown to be largely made up of 

male breadwinner/ female homemaker households, whereas in-migrants tend to consist of 

dual career/ income couple households.  As Chapter 7 has argued, this may be indicative of 

‘increasing non-conventionality’.  In Brighton, all migrant types are shown to display 

hallmarks of non-conventionality, such as high proportions of dual-career couples, 

childless cohabiting couples, same-sex couples, and non-family households. 

 

The need to appreciate the links between family migration and family structure gave rise to 

the culture-led focus of some elements of the research.  The empirical findings stressed 

that it was vital to assess the extent to which cultural consumption of differing 

representations of specific places was central to the transformation of family work cultures 



208

and family structures.  As seen in Chapter 7, in discovering the cultural characteristics and 

family forming practices of respondent households, the thesis has also illustrated that 

reasons for moving into Wealden and Crawley are motivated by practical concerns 

connected with employment, property and friends/ family.  Meanwhile, in Lewes and 

Brighton, cultural factors played a more prominent role in reasons given by respondents for 

relocating – suggesting links between family conventionality and motives for migration.  

Similarly, the chapter has shown that migrants in Wealden and Crawley are likely to 

migrate as part of ‘wholly moving’ households.  Conversely, those migrants in Lewes and 

Brighton are comparatively likely to migrate into ‘(re)formed households’.  It has, 

therefore, been suggested by the thesis that conventional locations involve the migration of 

more established family units when compared to non-conventional locations. 

 

A key component in the investigation of migration patterns was analyses of recent 

migrants’ attitudes toward the migration decision-making process, and an appreciation of 

their perceptions of the impacts of their migration experiences upon their lifestyle.  To pin 

down the attitudes of respondents towards various aspects of the migration process, 

Chapter 7 has shown that issues of community, friends, and wider family circles were 

important in Wealden.  Conversely, in Crawley, it is shown that the cost of property is a 

major consideration, yet specific locations were interchangeable within a predefined search 

region.   In Lewes, the consumption of a particular culture and lifestyle was demonstrated 

as a key issue.  Meanwhile, in Brighton, place-specific appeals and cultural attractions 

were of major importance.  These findings suggest the migration decision-making process 

in conventional ‘migrant-family locations’ is motivated by community and to some extent 

economic constraints.  However, in non-conventional ‘migrant-family locations’, quality-

of-life and place-specific appeals are appreciably more important.  

 

In determining the effects of the migration events upon family-work practices, the thesis 

has once more supported the suggestion that four ‘migrant-family locations’ are 

identifiable among GB LADs: ‘conventional’; ‘increasing conventionality’; ‘increasing 

non-conventionality’, and; ‘non-conventional’.  This was facilitated by an examination of 

post-migration changes in economic activity, SEG, and personal income.  this feature was 

evident in Chapter 7, where Wealden is shown to be reproduced as a ‘conventional’ 

location.  Crawley is demonstrated to have experienced tied migration, fuelling a 

transformation toward ‘increased conventionality’.  Lewes is shown to have received 
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untied migration from downsizers, who demonstrate some ‘conventional’ features in terms 

of female partners and work, and newly formed dual career/ income couples, which have 

influenced ‘increased non-conventionality’ transformations.   Finally, Chapter 7 has shown 

that processes of in-migration have reproduced ‘non-conventionality’ in Brighton via 

inflows of individuals and households with similar non-conventional family work practices 

to the population at large.  

 

These findings serve to reinforce the main theoretical contribution of the thesis – that there 

is an uneven set of geographies to the tied migrant thesis.  In some ‘conventional’ and 

‘increasing conventionality’ locations, the results add to the body of empirical evidence 

that is consistent with the tied-migrant thesis.  However, in contrast, findings from 

‘increasing non-conventionality’ and ‘non-conventional’ locations refute the tied migrant 

thesis and suggest partnered females can experience career consequences similar to their 

male partners. 

 

Crucially, from a theoretical point to view, this thesis concludes there is no one all-

encompassing theoretical narrative that will explain the diverse and complex outcomes of 

family migration.  There may be merit in future studies of family migration to embrace 

Cloke’s (2006) call for geographers to pursue a ‘theoretical hybridity’ approach to explain 

the diversity and complexity of family migration.  This would allow studies of family 

migration to more fully import knowledges from a range of different theoretical and 

epistemological standpoints.  

 

8.2 Conceptual contributions of thesis 

 
The major conceptual contribution of this thesis has been to question the dominant 

understandings of ‘the family’ and family migration.  Via a critique of previous literature 

on family migration, Chapter 2 has documented that families have traditionally been 

viewed in the past in terms of heterosexual married couples.  Moreover, the term ‘family 

migration’ has been used to refer to migration involving the ‘traditional family’. 
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This thesis has demonstrated that the contemporary context for families has changed.  The 

chapter has shown that within the framework of this shifting terrain, families have become 

pluralistic and can no longer be viewed as a simple unitary concept.  Chapter 3 has defined 

the ‘traditional family’ in line with normative twentieth century understandings, and 

demonstrated the need to rethink family structures.  Central to this understanding is the 

acknowledgement of significant changes in family structure in the last thirty years, 

including: increased cohabitation, separation, divorce, lone parenthood, more step-families 

and individuals living on their own, and a fuller acknowledgement of same-sex 

relationships.  As Chapters 6 and 7 have shown, these contentions have been supported 

empirically, via the investigation of demographic characteristics of family migrants in four 

case study locations.  For example, the household questionnaire survey reveals 

considerable proportions of childless cohabiting couples among family migrants.  

Similarly, analysis of 2001 GB Census data in Chapter 6 found households were often 

constructed of divorcees, lone-parents, step-families, and same-sex couples.  These 

findings have served to demonstrate the need for a more nuanced understanding of ‘the 

family’ in studies of family migration. 

 

Importantly, a major conceptual contribution of this thesis has been to address the 

knowledge gap that exists in studies of family migration, by linking the diversity of 

families, and processes of family migration, to sociological theory.  It has been shown, via 

a review of sociological literature in Chapter 3, that processes of de-traditionalisation (the 

breakdown of the ‘traditional family’), and de-institutionalisation (the retreat from 

marriage), have been significant in many developed countries.   This has been highlighted 

empirically in Chapters 6 and 7, where considerable proportions of individuals within the 

case study locations are found to form: cohabiting couple households; same-sex couple 

households; one-person households; lone-parent households, and; HMOs.   

 

Meanwhile, the thesis has shown how Giddens’ (1991; 1992; 1999) ideas on ‘the pure 

relationship’ and ‘individualisation’ are used to understand the changing nature of ‘the 

family’.  Accordingly, Chapter 3 has established the dominant theoretical perspectives in 

sociological theory on changing family structures.  Following on from this discussion, 

Chapter 3 has highlighted the need for a geographical dimension to the study of family 

structures.  More specifically, the chapter has argued that a greater understanding of the 

uneven geographies of family structure in GB is required.  This has been overlooked in 
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sociological literature, which has neglected to pay sufficient attention to the spatial 

variations of family structure, and nuanced analyses of space have not been fully 

undertaken.  The thesis has argued that this is typified by the spatial narrowness of the 

dominant theoretical perspectives, which have tended to overlook the notion that families 

have not simply changed over time, but have also varied over space at any one time.  This 

uneven geography of family structure has been observed empirically in Chapter 5, and four 

different types of ‘family migrant location’ have been identified.  This shows differing 

levels of ‘(non-) conventionality’ in different locations it terms of adherence to the male 

breadwinner/ female homemaker model of family life.  Furthermore it is shown in 

Chapters 6 and 7 that processes of family migration transform or reproduce this (non-) 

conventionality. 

 

It is argued in this thesis that by acknowledging these uneven geographies, family 

migration can be used to inform sociological theory on changing family structures.  The 

sociological literature tends to apply explanations of change to all families in developed 

countries.  However, the findings of this thesis suggest spatial variations in family 

structure.  Furthermore, the findings of this thesis demonstrate that family migration can 

reproduce and transform gender cultures in different locations.  This insight can be 

developed as a conceptual tool in future sociological understanding of family diversity. 

 

8.3 Reflections 
 

It is important to reiterate that the MFI provides a starting point for an investigation into 

the interaction of geography, migration, and family structure, and to capture this at a 

national level was not possible at a smaller geographical scale than LAD level.  The MFI, 

therefore, captures the dominant processes in each LAD, allowing for micro-geographic 

fluctuations to be present in each one.  The ‘zoning down’ of the study to examine indices 

at Ward or Output Area level, would provide an appropriate starting point for future 

research to build upon the findings of this thesis.  This would yield a greater understanding 

of the factors underpinning the wider picture of changing family structures in GB.   
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Given the particular locational attributes of the case study locations (i.e. South-east setting, 

proximity to the ‘global city’ of London), it is debatable whether the experiences of the 

migrant respondents in Chapter 7 are directly replicated in other locational contexts.  

However, the value of this thesis lies in the framework that has been provided for 

examining the unevenness of family migration and family structure in GB.  The 

identification of four ‘migrant-family locations’ (‘conventional’, ‘increasing 

conventionality’, increasing non-conventionality’, and ‘non-conventional’), offers 

substantial scope for future research.  For instance, the study could be replicated in other 

regions of GB to assess the similarities and differences with the patterns and causal 

explanations identified here for the South-east. 

 

This research agenda is extremely important, given the ‘rise of the Regions’ in GB in the 

past decade (Benneworth, 2005; Hardill et al., 2006), reflecting the political interest in 

regions that has grown from EU legislation in the 1990s (Hardill et al., 2001).  In 

particular, the peculiar constitutional make-up of GB (Benneworth, 2005) warrants a 

regional investigation into the unevenness of family migration and family structure.  This 

would inform policy issues such as: national provision of housing and public services; the 

regeneration and buoyancy of places; social cohesion, and; social capital and 

marginalisation.  Such investigations could hinge on the construction of MFI for each 

GOR, with analyses conducted on the numbers of LADs in each GOR that are categorised 

in each MFI group. 

 

As the findings of Chapter 7 have demonstrated, a central contribution of the thesis lies in 

a fuller examination of the complexities of family migration to acknowledge the 

importance of the wider family context, the breakdown of relationships, the intricacies of 

specific housing markets, commuting distances, and spatially mobile careers.  A further 

contribution of the thesis lies in the pioneering method of identifying migrants to be 

studied.  Chapter 4 has documented a novel approach, using a property website’s 

integrated search engine, to allow a sampling frame to be constructed exclusively of recent 

in-migrants.  

 

In conclusion, this thesis has gone some way to filling the literature gap identified in 

Chapters 2 and 3, pertaining to the uneven geographies of family migration and family 

structures, on three counts.  First, the thesis has developed four types of ‘family migrant 
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destinations’ that are identifiable in GB.  Second, the thesis has investigated this premise 

via the study of four case study locations in the South-east.  Third, the thesis has found 

evidence to support the ‘migrant-family locations’ via analysis of 2001 GB Census 

variables and a household survey.  The thesis affirms that there is a growing set of uneven 

geographies of family migration, which are likely to be increasingly complicated in light of 

the diversification of family practices in GB. 
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Appendix 4.1 – Questionnaire survey response form 
 

HOUSEHOLD MIGRATION 

QUESTIONNAIRE SURVEY 

Section A: Please describe your household by completing the following 
questions.

1. Type of Dwelling:  Please tick one box only. 

Detached house [] Semi-detached house [] Terraced house (including end-       
 terrace) [] 
 
Flat in a purpose built [] Flat as part of a  [] Flat in a commercial building  
block of flats   converted house  (e.g. office building/ hotel/ shop) [] 
 
Other (please 
specify)…………………………………………………………………………………………………………. 

2. Number of bedrooms: ……………………………………………………………………………. 
 

3. Housing Tenure:  Please tick one box only. 

Owner (owned outright) []     Owner (buying/ mortgage) []            Rented []             
 
Other (please specify)………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 

4. Date moved into current household: (e.g. Month 01 Year 06). 

Month:  ….........   Year:   …………. 
 

5. Number of people living in current household:  ……………………………………………... 
 

6. Did ALL of the members of your previous household move together as one group to 
your current household? 

 
Yes (go to Q.7) []  No (go to Q.6a)    []  Don’t know (go to Q.7)    [] 
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6a. If no, why have the people you live with changed?  (e.g. moved in with partner, living 
alone, breakdown of previous relationship, moved in with friends, etc.). 

 

Section B: I would now like to ask you some questions about your move to 
this property.

7. Where did you live previously? 
 
Town/City/Village:  …………………………………………………….. Postcode: ……………...... 
 
8. Please describe briefly your reasons for moving.  (e.g. for employment, quality of life, 

etc.). 

9. Why did you choose to move to this particular local area/ neighbourhood? 



216

10. How would you describe this location?  (i.e. metropolitan, semi-rural, rural, alternative, 
etc.). 

 

11. Did you consider moving to any other locations? 
 
Yes (go to Q. 11a) [] No (go to Q. 12)  [] Don’t know (go to Q. 12 ) [] 
 

11a. If yes, which locations did you consider? 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………...
..............................................................................................................................................................
..............................................................................................................................................................
..............................................................................................................................................................
.............................................................................................................................................................. 
 

11b. Why did you NOT move to these locations? 
 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………...
..............................................................................................................................................................
..............................................................................................................................................................
..............................................................................................................................................................
.............................................................................................................................................................. 
 

12. How important or unimportant on a scale of 1-5 were each of the following factors in 
your decision to buy/ rent your current home?  Please circle. 

 
Very 
important 

Quite 
important 

Neither Quite 
unimportant 

Very 
unimportant 

Type of property 1 2 3 4 5 
Likely increase in capital  
value of property 

1 2 3 4 5

Cost of property/ rent 1 2 3 4 5 
Journey to work 1 2 3 4 5 
Social and cultural mix of area 1 2 3 4 5 
Friends/ family in the area 1 2 3 4 5 
Liked the house/ street 1 2 3 4 5 
Liked the location 1 2 3 4 5 
Garden 1 2 3 4 5 
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13. Overall, do you feel the move has been beneficial or detrimental in terms of:  Please 
circle. 

Very 
beneficial 

Fairly 
beneficial 

Neutral Fairly 
detrimental 

Very 
detrimental 

Career 1 2 3 4 5 
Employment conditions 1 2 3 4 5 
Financial stability 1 2 3 4 5 
Health and well-being 1 2 3 4 5 
Belonging to a community 1 2 3 4 5 
Leisure/ recreation services 1 2 3 4 5 
Public services  
(e.g. healthcare, libraries) 

1 2 3 4 5

Public transport 1 2 3 4 5 
Quality of education 1 2 3 4 5 
Quality of groceries/ supermarkets 1 2 3 4 5 
Quality of retail services 1 2 3 4 5 
Local environment 1 2 3 4 5 
Contacts with friends/ family 1 2 3 4 5 
Personal safety 1 2 3 4 5 

Section C: I would now like to ask you some questions about your 
household.

Please assign each household member a 'person number' and ensure these remain 
consistent throughout the rest of the questionnaire. (e.g. Person 1 is you; Person 2 is your 
partner etc.).

14. Household composition.  Please complete for all household members including children. 
 Please describe relationship to Person 1 (you). (e.g. husband/ wife/ partner/ 

son/ step-son/ unrelated etc.). 

Person 1 You          N/A 
Person 2 Other
Person 3 Other
Person 4 Other
Person 5 Other
If your household contains more than 5 people please add to the list. 
 

15. Age (years).  Please tick box. 
 0-4 5-15 16-17 18-29 30-49 50-64 65+ 
Person 1 (You)        
Person 2        
Person 3        
Person 4        
Person 5        

16. Gender.  Please circle. 
Person 1 (You) M F 
Person 2 M F 
Person 3 M F 
Person 4 M F 
Person 5 M F 
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17. Economic activity (if aged over 16 years).  Please tick box. 
Employee Under 

16 

Full 
time 

Part 
time 

Self 
emplo
yed 

Unemplo
yed 

Full time 
student 

Reti
red 

Looking 
after 
home/ 
family 

Perm 
sick/  
disabl
ed 

Other 

Person 1 (You)  
Person 2  
Person 3  
Person 4  
Person 5  

18. Occupation (where applicable). 
Person 1 (You)  
Person 2  
Person 3  
Person 4  
Person 5  

19. Personal income before tax each year (if aged over 16 years).  Please tick box. 
 Under 16 No 

personal 
income 
(but over 
16) 

Less than 
£12000 per 
annum 
 

£12000 - 
less than 
£30000 per 
annum 
 

£30000 - 
less than 
£50000 per 
annum 
 

More than 
£50000 
per 
annum 
 

Person 1 
(You) 

 

Person 2  
Person 3  
Person 4  
Person 5  

20. What is the highest level of qualification obtained by the members of your 
household? (please tick box). 

Under 
16 

No 
Qualificat
ions 

GCSE AS/ 
A
Level 

Degree MA/ 
MSc/ 
Mphil 

PhD Professio
nal 
qualificati
on (e.g. 
law). 

Other (please 
specify) 

Person 1 (You)  
Person 2  
Person 3  
Person 4  
Person 5  
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Thank you for your time, all responses will be treated in strictest 
confidence and anonymised. 

Section D: I would now like to ask some questions about household 
members prior to the last move (i.e. when living in a previous address).

21. Economic activity at previous address (if aged over 16 years).  Please tick box. 
Employee Under 

16 

Full 
time 

Part 
time 

Self 
emplo
yed 

Unemplo
yed 

Full time 
student 

Reti
red 

Looking 
after 
home/ 
family 

Perm 
sick/  
disabled 

Oth
er 

Person 1 (You)  
Person 2  
Person 3  
Person 4  
Person 5  

22. Occupation at previous address (where applicable). 
Person 1 (You)  
Person 2  
Person 3  
Person 4  
Person 5  

23. Personal income at previous address (if aged over 16 years).  Please tick box. 
 Under 16 No 

personal 
income 
(but over 
16) 

Less than 
£12000 per 
annum 
 

£12000 - 
less than 
£30000 per 
annum 
 

£30000 - 
less than 
£50000 per 
annum 
 

More than 
£50000 
per 
annum 
 

Person 1 
(You) 

 

Person 2  
Person 3  
Person 4  
Person 5  

Further correspondence:  Craig Rostance, PhD Student, School of Environment, University of 
Brighton, Lewes Road, Brighton, BN2 4GJ 

Tel: (01273) 642284, or email: c.rostance@bton.ac.uk
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