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Abstract:
This paper is a case study that investigates whether or not people move to the big 4 cities in the Netherlands (Amsterdam, Rotterdam, The Hague, Utrecht) because they want better accessibility to the workplace. The existing literature showed that there are a lot of reasons for residential mobility and they could be divided into forced, induced and adjustment moves. These adjustment moves are part of this research. Furthermore, it became clear that people do not necessarily move because of their age or the phase of their life-cycle they are in but more so out of a consideration for the benefits versus the costs that accompany moving. And thus, the hypothesis: People do not move to the big 4 (Amsterdam, Rotterdam, The Hague, Utrecht) because they want better accessibility to the workplace. To see if this hypothesis is true a dataset from the WoONdata was analysed with the use of a multinomial logistic regression model in SPSS. The data analysis provided results with regard to residential mobility choices when moving to the Big 4 cities. Education-related reasons, current dwelling and accessibility to the workplace proved that we can predict that there is a probability that people move to the Big 4 because of these reasons. This answers the main research question and thus, it can be concluded that people move to the big 4 cities can be explained by their motive of increasing the accessibility to their workspace. 







*Bachelor student Human Geography and Spatial Planning, Faculty of Spatial Sciences 
Introduction:
Multiple reasons are thought to exert a big influence on moving behaviour, for example moving in together, getting children and retiring. A substantial amount of research has settled that people move because of age and the phase of their life-cycle (Rossi., 1956; Yee & Van Arsdol., 1977; Lansing & Mueller., 1964; Coupe and Morgan., 1981; Murie., 1974). People also move because of a benefit cost calculation of their utility flows (Todaro., 1969; Tunali., 2000). Furthermore,  moves that originate from dissatisfaction are called adjustment moves, an example is workplace accessibility (Clark & Onaka., 1983). This paper is a case study that investigates whether or not people move to the big 4 cities in the Netherlands (Amsterdam, Rotterdam, The Hague, Utrecht) because they want better accessibility to the workplace. The paper will add to the current research done on the topic of residential mobility in the Netherlands as it focusses on a subject that has not been researched with regards to the Big 4 cities. Second, a lot of papers contest each other in the theories they propose especially with regard to the question, if people want to live in the city or not and why? By using data from the 2015 housing research obtained by the Dutch government. The analysis attempts to find out if ‘’accessibility to the workplace’’ has a positive effect on the decision to move to the Big 4 cities. This information can prove beneficial to urban planners and policy makers in the Netherlands as it answers a part of the question why people move and where they move to and thus may provide better insight about building new houses.
First, this paper will address the related relevant previous literature on the subject with regards to residential mobility. The second part will address the methodology of this research. This includes the data collection and explains the variables. The descriptive statistics are part of the third section, data, as well as the way the data is analysed, namely by using a multinomial logistic regression. The fourth part consists of the results of the data analysis done in SPSS. This will show the main results that relate to the question on work as a factor in moving choice. At last, a conclusion will be provided on the basis of the findings of this study and previous research. 












Theoretical framework:
The research investigates whether people move to the big 4 cities in the Netherlands because of accessibility to the workplace. This theoretical framework that helps conceptualize these theories consists of literature about the factors driving residential mobility. 
Residential mobility is a research subject that has been intensively studied over the past decades and knowledge has matured in these years. Rossi (1956) studied the contrast between mobile and stable households through surveys, some of his main findings still apply today. He concluded among other things that young people with children who are renting but desire to own their own house move most when they are over 35. They become less mobile as they pass the stage of family building, this means that their housing needs do not change as rapidly anymore. When people reach the age of 45, the children leave the household which gives them a surplus in their housing need. Yee & Van Arsdol (1977) have similar conclusions as they also pose that age and more specifically life cycle have a consistent inverse relation to mobility. No research has yet succeeded to refute the notion about age and life cycle as one of the main reasons for mobility but many researchers have made additions. Coupe and Morgan (1981) suggest that changes in the household may be a necessary condition for mobility but they are not sufficient for the explanation. Murie (1974) says housing needs can be dependent on and conditioned by the housing market and institutional characteristics besides the household.    
Another classic economic theory of residential mobility is that people move from areas with high unemployment to areas with low unemployment and from places with lower wages to places with higher wages. A lot of theoretical models assume that the decision to migrate is determined by expected utility flows (Todaro., 1969). A more recent study by Tunali (2000) concludes that while the estimated gain of migrating is negative for the biggest number of migrants, they are willing to take a chance of realizing high returns. The results of these studies show that age and life cycle are not the sole determinants of peoples willingness to move. Goodman (2003), explains why people obtain from moving due to transaction costs. He argues that they are more likely to stay rather than moving, transaction costs are discouraging therefore it takes more than a small change in income to generate a move.
A macro way of looking at migration proposes that people move because they are in different phases of the life-cycle and always want to improve their situation with respect to the maximization of their utility flows. However, Brown and Moore (1970) provide us with a more elaborate list of reasons for residential mobility and for choosing a new home. They use five main points that are not met or have to be met in order to find the dwelling that suits the individual best. These points include accessibility to main services, physical characteristics of neighbourhood, services and facilities, social environment and individual site and dwelling characteristics, these factors play a significant role in choosing a new house.  Accessibility to the main services is an important factor and consists of an array of different services that need to be accessible. Larson, Bell and Young (2004) have tried to research health-selective migration to find out how this created a spatial disadvantage. They found that poor health is strongly correlated with mobility, this is even more profound with senior citizens. Another important main service is education, Brooks and Waters (2010) conclude in their research on educational mobility that social networks play a big role in deciding where to move. Van Ham and Feijten (2008) have paid attention to the role of physical characteristics of the neighbourhood. They studied how the percentage of rented dwellings, low income households and ethnic minorities in the neighbourhood influence different categories of residents to stay or to leave the neighbourhood. They found out that an increasing percentage of people from ethnic minorities entering the neighbourhood caused people to leave this neighbourhood. This effect was less if the people were ethnic minorities themselves. In their research about decisions to move or stay Clark and Lisowski (2016) write about the social environment of an inhabitant. The social environment comprises of the family structure and family connections and these have a larger effect when choosing to stay as opposed to moving. The subjects in their survey say they stay because of their family ties but also because their hometowns are good for raising their children. The last point on the list made by Brown and Moore (1970) is about the individual site and dwelling characteristics. Lu (1999) wrote a paper on the subject to find out what factors promote a satisfied response of the individuals dwelling and what role this can play in making strong housing policies. The outcome of this research advocates that residential satisfaction is affected by housing, neighbourhood and individual attributes. Whilst Brown and Moore (1970) touched upon some good reasons of residential mobility they did miss a very important part, namely the effect of accessibility to the workplace.
A research done by Boheim and Taylor (2002) provides evidence that employment changes are associated with a higher than usual tendency to move. They do differentiate between local moves and inter regional moves. Local moves are highly correlated with employment status changes whilst the inter-regional moves are correlated with employer changes. This claim is supported by Flowerdew (1992) who shows that a household members position in the labour market is relevant. Flowerdew even suggests this to be the sole reason. Taylor, et al. (2008) go partially against these notions as they conclude that the increase in two-worker households and the increase in home based work changes residential mobility. As complex technology plays a bigger role now it is no longer necessary to be at your workplace every day which makes it possible to stay. When working at home it speaks for itself that this segment of society does not move because they want to have better accessibility to their workplace.
Clark and Onaka (1983) provide us with a classification or division of some of the reasons to move as provided by Brown and Moore (1970). A division between three different kinds of moves is made: adjustment, induced and forced moves. Forced moves are involuntary moves that are out of the hands of the ones moving. An example could be moving because of institutional intervention or because of a physical disability. Induced moves are more bound to a job change or a change in household formation. Adjustment moves are moves that come from a dissatisfaction of the current dwelling. This could be the house itself, the neighbourhood or the accessibility to, for example, the workplace. This means that moving to resolve housing needs when an extra child is born is regarded as an adjustment move.  This is the case for workplace accessibility as well, this could mean better accessibility to the workplace is a reason for residential mobility. 
This combination of theories and possible outcomes sparked the hypothesis: People do not move to the big 4 because they want better accessibility to the workplace.



Methodology:
In order to investigate whether people move to the big 4 cities in the Netherlands (Amsterdam, Rotterdam, The Hague, Utrecht) because they want better accessibility to the workplace, a survey was obtained and the quantitative data was analysed. The overall method that was used to investigate this problem has been to make use of quantitative data from a survey and analyse this with the help of a statistical program. This way of gathering data and trying to analyse follows the way research is mostly done in the field of social sciences. In order to describe and understand the relationship between moving because of accessibility to the workplace and moving to one of the big 4 cities, a dataset and several methods for analysis of this data are used. First there will be a description of the data followed by an explanation of the dependent and independent variables. The last part consists of a description of the analysis in SPSS.
The analysis was done with the WoOndata (housing research) the survey is a dataset that is used for knowledge development in the field of housing and building. The basis of the research is the ‘’housing market module’’. In addition, the research has various follow-up modules, such as an ‘’energy module’’ and a ‘’residential mobility module’’ this last dataset is the backbone of this research. The cross-sectional dataset that comprises of the results of the survey is renewed every three years. The survey from 2015 is used for this paper because the dataset for 2018 was not yet available when writing this paper.
The dataset consists of a large amount of cases, 62668 in total. These cases all filled in the questionnaire provided by WoOn. As Only the cases of people who moved in recent years were included in the study, the people who did not move were deleted from the sample. After this deletion, 4716 cases of usable data remained. The other important dataset from this survey that was used was the location that they moved to. This data focussed on the big 4 cities in the Netherlands therefore the data on the townships of these four cities (Amsterdam, Rotterdam, The Hague, Utrecht) was extracted. 
Although this data was a secondary dataset and therefore not collected personally and checked directly, I regarded the dataset proved to be trustworthy. But it was secondary data that was requested from the internet. Therefore, it was important to check upon the way the data was gathered. Checking which institution provided the data was of importance but it proved to be a trusted institution. This research was done by WoonOnderzoek Nederland (residential research Netherlands) which is an organization that is part of CBS (Central Bureau of Statistics). The CBS in turn is run by the Ministry of Internal Affairs therefore I was confident in using the dataset. Furthermore, the Ministry of Internal Affairs strives to keep the quality of the datasets optimal. In order to ensure that quality is guaranteed, an array of requirements and assumptions have been drawn up. (Data.overheid.nl., 2019)
The dataset proved to provide a lot of usable variables that can be divided in a dependent variable and independent variables on reason of moving. The variables on choice for moving consisted of eight different binary factors, the answers being: 1 = yes and 0 = no. The dependent variable was about whether or not the participant lived in one of the Big 4 cities. The independent variables that will be most important to answer the research question consist of the most important reasons for the individual to move? 
The variable ‘’accessibility to the workplace’’ is the variable that will be used to answer the main research question. A positive value of this variable means that accessibility to the workplace is an important reason to move to the big 4. This variable is an adjustment variable as you want to adjust the accessibility to the workplace (Lansing & Mueller, 1964).
The other seven independent variables, ‘’health or the need for health’’, ‘’education-related reasons’’, ‘’financial reasons’’, ‘’current dwelling’’, ’’current living environment’’, ‘’living closer to family and friends’’ or ‘’other reasons’’. are implemented as control variables. They will be used to see how they influence the results and test the relative relationship of the dependent and independent variables. These variables are also adjustment variables.
The basic form of the regression model is as follows:
Y = B0 + B1x1 + B2x2 + B3x3 + B4x4 + B5x5 + B6x6 + B7x7 + B8x8
Where…
Y 	= Dependent variable: lives in Big 4 city
B0	= A constant (fixed intercept)
B1x1	= Accessibility to the workplace
B2x2	= Health or the need for health
B3x3	= Education-related reasons
B4x4	= Financial reasons
B5x5	= Current dwelling
B6x6	= Current living environment
B7x7	= Living closer to family and friends
B8x8	= Other reasons 
As other types of regression cannot have nominal and/or continuous independent variables and cannot have interactions between independent variables to predict the dependent variable. A multinomial logistic regression was used to analyse the data and predict the nominal dependent variable from the binary independent variables. 








Data: 
In this chapter the results of the data analysis will be provided for the multinomial logistic regression. First the descriptive statistics will be explained followed by the explanatory results, at last the results will be compared to the theory.
As mentioned earlier there were 62668 cases that have been transformed to get a new dataset with the cases that moved in the past 2 years. The result of which comprised of a total of 4716 cases of people that moved in the last 2 years and who have made the questions on the subject of moving. Below, the case processing summary can be seen. These results show the division of all of the binary variables and give information about the amount of people that moved to the big 4 and all the subsequent reasons for moving. Figure 1 shows us the division between the people who moved in the last two years to the Big 4 cities and the people who did not move into the Big 4 cities. The main part consisting of 3719 cases did move to the Big 4 the other 997 cases moved to places outside the Big 4.


Figure 1: Moved in the past 2 years. Source: Sjoerd Schaafsma, 2019
The figure below gives some insight in what is important to the cases that moved in the last two years. Most of the cases said yes to moving because of ‘’other reasons’’, this does not really surprise as usually moving to another place can be a specific reason. Furthermore, these reasons for moving are all adjustment moves which means they do not include the forced and induced moves. ‘’Current dwelling’’ and ‘’current living environment’’ are also big reasons for residential mobility for a significant part the people that moved. 


Figure 2: Reasons for moving in the past 2 years. Source: Sjoerd Schaafsma, 2019

Figure 3: Reasons for residential mobility in the Big 4. Source: Sjoerd Schaafsma,2019
‘’Accessibility to the workplace’’, ‘’education-related reasons’’ and ‘’health or the need for health’’ do not seem to be very important reasons for moving as only about a fifth of cases choose between these three as their most important reasons for residential mobility. The fact that accessibility to the workplace does not have a big number of respondents does not mean that is the conclusion of this research. This can be explained because the research focusses on the reason to move in combination with moving into the Big 4. That is what needs to be found out now.
Results:
A multinomial logistic regression in SPSS with living in the Big 4 cities put against the variables for residential mobility to find out if ‘’accessibility to the workplace’’ has a positive Beta-Coefficient. The results are given below.
Table 1: Multinomial regression results of living in the Big 4 city – reasons for moving.
	
	B
	Std. Error
	Sig.

	Health or the need for health
	-,208
	0,154
	,176

	Education-related reasons
	,709
	0,116
	,000

	Accessibilty to the workplace
	,597
	0,109
	,000

	Financial reasons
	-,067
	0,115
	,562

	Current dwelling
	,255
	0,092
	,006

	Current living environment
	-,160
	0,109
	,141

	Living closer to family and friends
	-,200
	0,121
	,098

	Other reasons
	,062
	0,094
	,508



[bookmark: _GoBack]This table shows that people do move into the Big 4 cities because of education-related reasons, accessibility to the workplace, current dwelling and other reasons. This can be seen by looking at the beta-coefficient, when positive it tells us if there is a positive relation between living in the Big 4 and the reason to move and then the null-hypothesis can be rejected. This means that if people move to the Big 4 we can predict that there is a big probability that this is because they want better accessibility to their workplace. This also gives us the main result, there is relationship between Big 4 cities and accessibility to the workplace. The regression coefficient (B) 0.597 tells us that there is a positive relationship between moving to one of the Big 4 cities and moving because of accessibility to the workplace. Furthermore, accessibility to the workplace is significant at a five percent significance level which means this coefficient can be used for analysis. The control variables were used to exclude alternative explanations while testing the hypothesis. Health or the need for health, Financial reasons, Current living environment and Living closer to family and friends could have been taken out as they are not statistically significant.
This result of main reasons for moving into the city is not in line with the earlier theories as posed by Rossi (1956) and Yee & Van Arsdol (1977) who contribute residential mobility fully to age and the phase of the life-cycle they are in. Coupe and Morgan (1981) conclude that there is indeed more to residential mobility than just ageing. Todaro (1969), Tunali (2000) and Goodman (2003) argue that residential mobility is mainly about financial reasons, for example migrating because you may gain from it. Or not moving because transaction costs are too large. In this paper there is no clear connection of moving into the city because of financial reasons. Residential mobility and health are not connected in this paper as well while Larson, Bell and Young (2004) concluded that residential mobility and poor health are strongly correlated. Van Ham and Feijten (2008) defend the notion that the neighbourhood influences residents on their decision to move or stay. This is again refuted by the results from this paper. Clark and Lisowski have another theory that does not corresponds with the results from this research as they account residential mobility to living closer to family and friends. 
Some of the results are in line with the results from this paper. Education and social networks play a role in deciding where to move according to Brooks and Waters (2010). This is backed by the results that are found in this research as there is a positive relation between moving into the Big 4 and ‘’health’’. Furthermore, the current dwelling is an aspect of the decision to move in the Big 4. Lu (1999) confirms this in his paper as his research advocates that residential satisfaction is affected by housing. At last the results on moving to the Big 4 cities because people want better accessibility to their workplace is partially backed by the literature. Taylor, et al. (2008) claim that all work-related residential mobility has decreased as modern technology makes meeting in real life obsolete. Nonetheless, Boheim and Taylor (2002) and Flowerdew (1992) provide evidence that employment changes are associated with a tendency to move. The results of this research confirm that this is also the case in Amsterdam, Rotterdam, The Hague and Utrecht. 




















Conclusion:
This paper studied whether or not people move to the big 4 cities in the Netherlands (Amsterdam, Rotterdam, The Hague, Utrecht) because they want better accessibility to the workplace. The existing literature showed that there are a lot of reasons for residential mobility and they could be divided into forced, induced and adjustment moves. These adjustment moves are part of this research. Furthermore, it became clear that people do not necessarily move because of their age or the life-cycle phase they are in but more so out of a consideration for the benefits versus the costs that accompany moving. This would make it more plausible that people move to the city. 
This paper will add to the current research done on the topic of residential mobility in the Netherlands as it focusses on a subject that has not been researched with regards to the Big 4 cities. Second, a lot of papers contest each other in the theories they propose especially with regard to the question, why do people want to live in the city?
The data analysis provided results with regard to residential mobility choices when moving to the Big 4 cities. Education-related reasons, current dwelling and accessibility to the workplace proved that we can predict that there is a probability that people move to the Big 4 because of these reasons. This answers our main research question and concludes that people do move to the Big 4 cities in the Netherlands because they want better accessibility to their workplace.
This information can prove beneficial to urban planners and policy makers in the Netherlands as it answers a part of the question why people move and where they move to and thus may provide better insight about building new houses.
There were some limitations in this research. One of the limitations was that it was not possible to add variables about marriage and divorce in the equation. This could be an important factor in the moving choices of people and I would have liked to include it in the study. On the other hand, these kind of moves would be considered induced moves and the rest of the variables consisted of adjustment moves. Adding induced moves and even forced moves would make this research even more complete. It would fully unravel what reasons are important when people move to the Big 4 cities in the Netherlands. Another recommended research would be to not limit the research to the Big 4 cities but to cover more cites or the entire country to find out what the impact of accessibility to the workplace is in residential mobility. 
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Did move to Big 4 	Did not move to the Big 4	3719	997	

No	
Health or the need for health	Education-related reasons	Accessibilty to the workplace	Financial reasons	Current dwelling	Current living environment	Living closer to family and friends	Other reasons	4333	4217	4172	4122	3501	4016	4145	2979	Yes	
Health or the need for health	Education-related reasons	Accessibilty to the workplace	Financial reasons	Current dwelling	Current living environment	Living closer to family and friends	Other reasons	383	499	544	594	1215	700	571	1737	
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