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iour is scarce. This study analyses the factors explaining the gap between (im)mobility
intentions and behaviour of recent higher education graduates in the Euregio MeuseRhine, a cross-border region spanning the Netherlands, Belgium, and Germany. The
analysis is based on mixed methods, including survey data collected in 2015 and
2017 as well as semistructured interviews to find out more about respondents' personal mobility trajectories and the extent to which their behaviour reflects their
actual (im)mobility preferences. The findings indicate that location-specific capital
impacts the probability to realise one's (im)mobility intention, as do other forms of
capital, such as previous mobility experience and an internship during the study. Furthermore, personality traits and unexpected events, such as a change in relationship
status, influence if respondents realise their initial (im)mobility intention.
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I N T RO DU CT I O N

more recently also psychological factors (Jokela, 2014). This also
applies to graduate mobility (Abreu, Koster, & Venhorst, 2014;

Local economic development is strongly dependent on the transmis-

Hooijen, Meng, Reinold, & Siegel, 2017). Often the act of moving is

sion and accumulation of human capital. Higher education institutions

linked to major life-course events, such as starting tertiary education,

play a significant role in delivering human capital to regions, which is

a new job, or a family. Research initially either focused on the deter-

why the settlement behaviour of prospective and recent graduates is

minants of mobility intentions (i.e., stated preferences), which are

increasingly deemed to be of central importance (Czaika, 2018; van

measured prospectively, or the determinants of actual mobility

Riemsdijk & Wang, 2017; Abel & Deitz, 2012). Better understanding

behaviour (i.e., revealed preferences), which are measured retrospec-

the drivers of graduate mobility is therefore receiving increased atten-

tively (Van Dalen & Henkens, 2008). However, it is questionable if

tion from both scholars and policymakers.

individuals can actually act according to their preferences or to what

Over the years, it has been established that migration is a com-

extent their preferences change, which is why scholars are more and

plex process that is subject to a set of interrelated factors including

more interested in the relationship between mobility intentions and

individual characteristics as well as economic, social, cultural, and

behaviour. Specifically, they are increasingly interested in finding out

political factors (Kan, 1999; Kley, 2017; Kley & Mulder, 2010) and

to what extent intentions predict behaviour and in explaining the

This is an open access article under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-NoDerivs License, which permits use and distribution in any
medium, provided the original work is properly cited, the use is non-commercial and no modifications or adaptations are made.
© 2020 The Authors. Population, Space and Place published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd
Popul Space Place. 2020;e2313.
https://doi.org/10.1002/psp.2313

wileyonlinelibrary.com/journal/psp

1 of 21

2 of 21

HOOIJEN ET AL.

gap between the two (Coulter & Scott, 2015; Kley, 2017; Kley &

unexpected job offers and relationship transitions. Sometimes, inter-

Mulder, 2010).

viewees postponed the realisation of their intention and very rarely

Research on the relationship between the mobility intentions of

failed to realise their intention.

prospective higher education graduates and their actual mobility is

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. First, we

scarce. To our knowledge, no previous studies have analysed the fac-

review the existing literature on the relationship between (im)mobility

tors explaining the relationship between (prospective) graduates' (im)

intentions and actual behaviour, develop a conceptual framework, and

mobility intentions and their subsequent (im)mobility behaviour. This

formulate research hypotheses. Second, we introduce our data and

study aims at addressing this gap by answering the following research

methodology. Third, we present the results of the quantitative analy-

questions: (a) Which factors explain the gap between prospective

sis and link them to the key findings of our interviews. Finally, we con-

graduates' (im)mobility intentions and actual (im)mobility behaviour?

clude and formulate recommendations for future research.

and (b) To what extent do (im)mobility outcomes reveal recent graduates' preferences for (im)mobility? In answering these questions, this
study can help predict future (im)mobility flows of recent graduates
and is a first step towards informing policymakers on the retention of
higher education graduates.

2 | (IM)MOBILITY INTENTIONS AND
SUBSEQUENT BEHAVIOUR: THEORETICAL
B A C K G R O U ND A N D P R E V I O U S F I N D I N G S

For the purpose of this study, higher education graduates are
defined as individuals who completed tertiary education at a univer-

The relationship between mobility intentions and actual behaviour at

sity or universities of applied sciences, including Bachelor's, Master's,

the individual and household level has already received some atten-

1

and PhD programmes. The concept of mobility accounts for a diverse

tion from scholars from different academic disciplines including eco-

range of mobility outcomes that could follow graduation, including

nomics, demography, sociology, and psychology (Clark & Lisowski,

moves over short and long distances, within and across countries, for

2017; Dommermuth & Klüsener, 2018; Coulter & Scott, 2015; Coul-

various time spans and reasons. Furthermore, moving (i.e., mobility)

ter, 2013; De Groot, Mulder, Das, & Manting, 2011; Kley & Mulder,

and not moving (i.e., immobility) are seen as equivalent options in this

2010; Lu, 1999; De Jong, Root, Gardner, Fawcett, & Abad, 1986) and

study. To account for both at the same time, we choose to use the

multidisciplinary approaches (Jokela, 2014; Van Dalen & Henkens,

term (im)mobility throughout this paper, thereby contributing to mov-

2008). As a result, migration decision-making has come to be seen as

ing away from the so-called mobility bias in migration research, which

a complex process consisting of various stages rather than a one-off

regards immobility as the norm and mobility as an exceptional phe-

event. Scholars commonly distinguish between two-stage models

nomenon requiring explanation (Carling & Schewel, 2018). Moreover,

(see, e.g., Carling's (2002) aspiration/ability framework) and multistage

we apply the concept of “intentions” to refer to concrete prospects of

models (distinguishing, e.g., between a considering, a planning, and a

(im)mobility, which has been found to be a good predictor of behav-

realising migration phase; Kley, 2011, Kley, 2017). This shows that in

iour (Carling, 2019).

both theoretical and empirical work on migration decision-making, dif-

The analysis is based on microlevel panel survey data from 2015

ferent concepts referring to the prospects of migration (e.g., migration

(Wave 1) and 2017 (Wave 2) that includes the (im)mobility intentions

aspirations, considerations, and plans) are being used. These concepts

of prospective graduates from five higher education institutions in the

are sometimes used interchangeably but should not be conflated

2

and their subsequent (im)mobility

because they have different meanings (Carling, 2019; Carling &

behaviour. It is combined with 27 qualitative semistructured inter-

Schewel, 2018). This is important to keep in mind when reviewing and

views to find out more about respondents' personal mobility trajecto-

comparing the existing literature on the relationship between migra-

ries. To our knowledge, this study is among the first to use a mixed

tion intentions and behaviour, because the extent to which intentions

methods approach to examine the relationship between (im)mobility

or related concepts are realised is likely to depend on how they were

intentions and behaviour. Furthermore, we apply a multidisciplinary

measured. Migration considerations, for example, are defined as think-

Euregio Meuse-Rhine (EMR)

approach, which few studies have employed so far (Jokela, 2014).

ing of migration “as a potential course of action for oneself” (Carling,

In line with previous studies, we find that location-specific capital

2019, p. 9) and can easily be abandoned again without any conse-

such as attachment to the region, proxied by already being familiar

quences (Kley, 2017). Migration intentions or plans, in contrast, are

with the study region, impacts the probability to realise one's (im)

more concrete and more significant indicators for future mobility (Car-

mobility intention, as do other resources, such as previous mobility

ling, 2019).

experience and an internship during studying. Unexpected events,

Much of the existing research draws on the theory of planned

such as a change in relationship status, furthermore impact the likeli-

behaviour (Coulter, van Ham, & Feijten, 2011; Dommermuth &

hood of realising the initial (im)mobility intention. The interviews con-

Klüsener, 2018), its forerunner the theory of reasoned action

firm these findings and highlight the importance of employment

(De Jong et al., 1986) or a combination of both (Kley, 2017; Van

opportunities and (changes in) relationships in explaining the gap

Dalen & Henkens, 2013). The theory of reasoned action assumes that

between (im)mobility intentions and behaviour. Furthermore, they

behaviour is preceded by intention, and therefore, intentions predict

show that recent graduates in most cases voluntarily change their (im)

behaviour, when measured in an appropriate way (Ajzen & Fishbein,

mobility intentions because of a combination of factors such as

1980). Indeed, this assumption holds for most of the literature on the
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microlevel relationship between migration intentions (or related con-

behavioural control (Ajzen, 1991), which is confirmed by research on

cepts) and behaviour: Migration intentions are generally found to be a

migration intentions (or related concepts) and behaviour (Coulter &

“good” predictor of migration behaviour (Clark & Lisowski, 2017;

Scott, 2015; De Groot et al., 2011; Kan, 1999; De Jong et al., 1986;

Dommermuth & Klüsener, 2018; Hoppe & Fujishiro, 2015; Van

Gardner et al.,1986). Having analysed the mobility intentions and

Dalen & Henkens, 2013; Van Dalen & Henkens, 2008; De Jong, 2000;

behaviour of adults based on longitudinal household data from the

De Jong et al., 1986) including for young people (Kley & Mulder,

United States, Clark and Lisowski (2017) stress that disregarding age,

3

2010). However, migration intentions do not predict subsequent

for many moving, is indeed a process that is preceded by the forma-

behaviour perfectly, as a share of individuals who intend to move “fail”

tion of intentions, whereas for many others, moving can become nec-

to realise these intentions (Kley, 2017; Coulter, 2013; De Groot et al.,

essary or unavoidable under certain circumstances. This can go two

2011; Lu, 1999). Studying younger peoples' (mean age 32) migration

ways: Either individuals who initially intended to migrate do not move

from Spain to Germany, Hoppe and Fujishiro (2015) find that they are

or those who did not intend to migrate do move. This includes those

more likely to realise their migration intentions because they are less

who are involuntarily (im)mobile (see Carling, 2002). Socioeconomic

settled and more open to migration, especially when transitioning

changes, for example, with regard to employment, are important life-

from higher education to employment. On the contrary, Dommermuth

course events that are frequently cited to alter migration intentions or

and Klüsener (2018) conclude that younger adults (aged 18 to 24) in

to prevent people from realising their intentions (Coulter & Scott,

Norway change moving intentions more frequently due to a higher

2015; De Groot et al., 2011; Gardner et al., 1986; Kan, 1999). When

level of uncertainty at this life stage compared with later life stages.

and where recent higher education graduates will find employment is
not always predictable before graduation. Being familiar with the
region where one studies can increase the access to relevant informa-

2.1 |
events

Resources, opportunities, and unexpected

tion on job opportunities and has been found to influence recent
graduates' mobility (Venhorst, 2013). Hence, we expect individuals with
more resources and opportunities to be more likely to realise their inten-

The theory of planned behaviour extends the theory of reasoned

tion to stay or leave. Specifically, we expect respondents with more

action by including the concept of “perceived behavioural control,”

regional familiarity to realise their intention to stay and respondents with

which implies that individuals are more likely to realise their intentions

increased previous mobility experience to be more likely to realise their

if they perceive their resources and opportunities to migrate as suffi-

intention to leave (H1).

cient (Ajzen, 1991). Hence, intentions in combination with perceived

In addition, migration decisions are not always made in isolation

behavioural control are assumed to predict behaviour. This notion is

from others. Mincer (1978) introduced the concept of the “tied

in accordance with theoretical frameworks that incorporate aspira-

mover,” which implies that individuals' migration decisions need to be

tions or capabilities of individuals into migration decision-making.

aligned with the wishes of the partner. Migration occurs if the net gain

These frameworks understand migration as a process during which

of migration for both partners is positive, even though one partner,

individuals first develop migration aspirations, which are realised

the so-called tied mover, gains comparatively less from moving

depending on their abilities or capabilities (Carling, 2002; De Haas,

(Mincer, 1978). This is comparable with the “principle of linked lives”

2011). Hence, the realisation of migration intentions is assumed to

used in life-course approaches, which stresses the importance of sig-

depend on resources such as financial, social, human capital, and loca-

nificant others in shaping individuals' lives (Elder, 1994). Therefore,

tion-specific capital, for instance regional familiarity (Coulter, 2013;

the role of the partner is potentially important in explaining the gap

Fuller, 1986; Kley & Mulder, 2010; Landale & Guest, 1985). Becoming

between mobility intentions and behaviour. In line with this, Coulter,

more settled in a region through the accumulation of different forms

van Ham, and Feijten (2012) find that moving desires of Britons are

4

is associated with individuals' inability to realise their

most likely to be realised if both partners share the desire to move

mobility intentions (Landale & Guest, 1985; Lu, 1999). Kley and Mul-

with women being more likely not to realise their migration intentions

der (2010) analysed what determines the realisation of young German

if their partner disagrees. In addition, changes in the relationship sta-

adults' (aged 18–29) migration considerations and plans and con-

tus have been found to affect the realisation of mobility intentions,

cluded that they are more likely to realise these if they have their own

both for individuals intending to stay and individuals intending to

income, if they do not live with their parents, if they have friends who

leave in the case of the United States (Clark & Lisowski, 2017). There-

migrated, and if they have previous migration experience. Previous

fore, we hypothesise that unexpected life-course events, such as a change

migration experience is also regarded as a form of capital as it may

in relationship status, can explain why recent higher education graduates

reduce the costs of moving again (Kley & Mulder, 2010). In addition,

do not realise their initial (im)mobility intention (H2).

of capital

opportunities such as a concrete job offer or access to housing are
decisive for individuals to be able to realise their mobility desires
(Coulter & Scott, 2015), whereas a lack of opportunities may lead indi-

2.2

|

Personality traits

viduals to abandon or postpone mobility.
According to the theory of planned behaviour, intentions may not

Some scholars have devoted attention to the role of psychology in

be realised if certain unexpected events affect intentions or perceived

studying the relationship between migration intentions and behaviour.
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Psychological characteristics do not only predict mobility intentions

moving away from this so-called mobility bias, which considers immo-

(Canache, Hayes, Mondak, & Wals, 2013; Fouarge, Özer, & Seegers,

bility as the norm and mobility as “an aberration, demanding explana-

5

2019; Jokela, 2009) but furthermore help explain the realisation of

tion” (Carling & Schewel, 2018, p. 954). Both mobility and immobility

mobility intentions (Jokela, 2014; Van Dalen & Henkens, 2013). Van

should be treated as “equivalent options” (Carling, 2019, p. 17) in the

Dalen and Henkens (2013) find that the personality traits sensation-

decision-making process, even though they might be motivated by

seeking (i.e., risk-loving) and self-efficacy (i.e., being in control) posi-

different factors (Carling & Schewel, 2018; Mata-Codesal, 2015;

tively influence emigration intentions among native-born Dutch resi-

Schewel, 2019).

dents. However, they find no significant evidence for these variables
in explaining the realisation of emigration intentions. Jokela (2014)
focused on the role of the Big Five personality traits in realising migra-

2.3

|

Conceptual framework

tion desires in British households. The results indicate that people
scoring high on the Big Five personality trait conscientiousness are

Based on the reviewed literature, we developed the conceptual

more likely to act according to their desires. This is in line with the

framework depicted in Figure 1 to explain the hypothesised relation-

research literature that assumes that people scoring high on this per-

ship between (im)mobility intentions and behaviour of recent higher

sonality trait are reliable, organised, responsible, and “planful“ (Ashton,

education graduates. The framework acknowledges that the migration

2007; Jokela, 2014; McCrae & John, 1992). Jokela (2014) furthermore

decision-making is a process consisting of various stages. In a first

finds that people scoring high on the personality trait neuroticism are

step, the prospect of graduation from university triggers students to

less likely to realise their migration desires. This implies that respon-

think about their future (im)mobility. Based on an analysis of their cur-

dents without a desire to move are more likely to actually move and

rent situation and their available options, they form (im)mobility inten-

those who do desire to move are less likely to do so. The study, how-

tions. Both staying in the study region (immobility) and leaving the

ever, does not explain the mechanism behind this phenomenon. Neu-

study region (mobility) are regarded as equivalent alternatives, which

roticism is associated with worrying excessively and being more

deserve further analysis (Carling, 2019). The formation of (im)mobility

sensitive to negative emotions and feelings. Neurotic individuals are

intentions is influenced by students' perceived abilities and con-

therefore more prone to experiencing fear and anxiety (Ashton, 2007;

straints to realise respective intentions (also referred to as “perceived

McCrae & John, 1992), which is why they might be quicker in

behavioural control,” “self-efficacy,” or “capability” in the literature). If

expressing moving desires based on their current emotional state

(im)mobility is not feasible at all, respective intentions will not be

(Jokela, 2014), without acting in line with these. The same fear could

formed.

furthermore prevent one from realising mobility intentions. Therefore,

The focus of this paper is on the second step, namely, the rela-

we expect higher scorers on conscientiousness to be more likely to realise

tionship between (im)mobility intentions that were already formed

(im)mobility intentions (H3) and higher scorers on neuroticism to be less

and subsequent (im)mobility behaviour. Although important to men-

likely to realise their (im)mobility intentions (H4).

tion for a more comprehensive overview of the decision-making pro-

To our knowledge, no previous study has analysed the relation-

cess, analysing the factors influencing the first stage, the formation of

ship between prospective graduates' (im)mobility intentions and their

intentions, is beyond the scope of this paper. Based on the literature

actual (im)mobility behaviour after completing higher education.

review, we identify three groups of intervening factors linking (im)

Looking at this group separately is especially interesting for various

mobility intentions and behaviour, namely, resources and opportuni-

reasons. First, recent graduates have several characteristics in com-

ties, unexpected events, and the Big Five personality traits. Examples

mon. They are at a similar (young) age, which makes them less likely

for resources and opportunities in the context of graduate (im)mobil-

to be settled because they are less likely to be married, have children,

ity are educational level, previous mobility, work experience, and

or own a house. In addition, they are highly educated, which translates

regional familiarity. Unexpected events can be both positive and nega-

into more opportunities and resources, as well as improved career

tive (i.e., “disruptive”; Clark, 2016). Examples are relationship break-

prospects. All of them are anticipating a major life event, the transition

ups, finding a new partner, unexpected job offers, or not being able to

from higher education to employment, which is likely to trigger mobil-

find a job in the preferred destination.6 Perceived abilities and con-

ity. In the context of today's ongoing competition for talent, higher

straints and changes in these perceptions also have an influence on

education graduates are often regarded as ideal individuals to retain

the implementation of (im)mobility intentions.

(Czaika, 2018; van Riemsdijk & Wang, 2017). Better understanding

The intervening factors explaining the relationship between (im)

the (im)mobility behaviour of recent graduates and how it relates to

mobility intentions and behaviour are analysed based on survey and

previously formed intentions despite these similar characteristics can

interview data. These factors can facilitate or constrain the realisation

help predict future migration flows and inform policies on the reten-

of (im)mobility intentions, leading to (a) the realisation of intentions,

tion of higher education graduates.

(b) a voluntary change in intentions, (c) a failure to realise intentions

In addition, existing research commonly focuses on moving intentions and disregards the option of staying as a valid alternative to

(which can lead to involuntary (im)mobility), and (d) a postponement
of the realisation of intentions.

moving (Carling, 2019; Carling & Schewel, 2018; Schewel, 2019). By

Whereas existing research based on quantitative data mostly

analysing (im)mobility intentions and behaviour, we contribute to

looks at whether or not individuals moved and how this compares
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FIGURE 1

Conceptual framework

with their previously indicated intentions, we argue that it is impor-

quantitative data adds to a more nuanced understanding of the gap

tant to disentangle the (im)mobility outcomes in more detail. If indi-

between (im)mobility intentions and behaviour through disentangling

viduals do not act according to their intentions, it is often

if individuals do not realise their intentions because of failing to real-

described as a failure or inability to realise intentions, which is not

ise, postponing, or voluntarily changing them. Furthermore, it gives

necessarily the case and does not reflect the internal decision-mak-

insights into the underlying reasons and motivations leading up to

ing process sufficiently. At the same time, referring to (im)mobility

this. Existing literature on the relationship between migration inten-

behaviour as “revealed preferences” may be problematic as individ-

tions and behaviour is, however, mostly based on quantitative

uals are not always able to act according to their preferences.

methods. By using mixed methods, this study therefore also contrib-

Based on semistructured interviews with individuals who partici-

utes to the field of research methodologically.

pated in the survey, we aim to arrive at a more nuanced under-

The purpose of combining qualitative and quantitative methods

standing of the (im)mobility outcomes and how they relate to

in this paper is twofold, namely, triangulation and complementarity

individuals' actual preferences.

(Greene, Caracelli, & Graham, 1989; Schoonenboom & Johnson,
2017). First, both the survey and interview data aim to answer the
first research question on the intervening factors explaining the gap

3

D A T A A N D M E T H O D O LO G Y

|

between (im)mobility intentions and behaviour, to see if they yield the
same results (i.e., triangulation). In addition, the interviews can help us

3.1

|

Mixed methods design

arrive at a more nuanced understanding of recent graduates' (im)
mobility trajectories through disentangling if interviewees were able

This paper applies a mixed methods approach using both microlevel

to act according to their (im)mobility preferences. Hence, they yield

survey data and semistructured interviews. Combining qualitative and

complementary information on the process underlying the quantita-

quantitative research methods can have several advantages as it argu-

tive outcomes. In doing so, they enhance the quantitative findings and

ably produces “more complete knowledge” (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie,

provide context and illustrations to them (Bryman, 2006; Scho-

2004, p. 21). Using a combination of methods can contribute to over-

onenboom & Johnson, 2017).

coming weaknesses of one single method and therefore lead to more

Regarding the timing of research activities, the study follows a

meaningful conclusions (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011; Johnson &

sequential-independent design, meaning that the survey and the

Onwuegbuzie, 2004). This is especially relevant for the topic under

interview data were collected sequentially (i.e., survey was

investigation in this study. As argued by Van Dalen and Henkens

implemented before interviews were conducted) and the analyses

(2008), it is “necessary to add information on circumstances and

of both data sources were conducted independent of each other.

expectations between the time of measuring intentions and the time

Hence, the qualitative analysis does not depend on the quantitative

when actual behaviour is measured” (p. 20). Combining qualitative and

analysis or vice versa. Data sources were integrated at two points,
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namely, for the sampling of interviewees and when discussing the

3.3

|

Quantitative data analysis

results. The study is thus in line with Creswell and Plano Clark's
(2011) typology of a convergent parallel design (i.e., independent

In our main model, we estimate probit regressions to better under-

analysis and integration of findings in results section). The study is

stand the relationship between the initial (im)mobility intention10 and

guided by a realist epistemological approach, which allows us to

actual behaviour. We run separate models for respondents with the

interpret the data in a straightforward way because it is assumed

intention to stay and those with the intention to leave the region after

that experiences are adequately reflected by respondents' language

the completion of the degree they were studying for in 2015. The

(Braun & Clarke, 2006).

nonrandom sampling approach gives reason to suspect that the probit
regression suffers from sample selection bias. This might be the case
if the (im)mobility behaviour of respondents who participated in the

3.2

|

Surveys

2017 survey is systematically different from those who did not participate in the follow-up (Baum, 2006). Because our dependent variable

The quantitative analysis is based on microlevel survey data of (pro-

is binary, we opt for a binomial probit with a selection procedure to

spective) higher education graduates of different disciplines from five

account for possible selection effects (Van de van de Ven & Praag,

higher education institutions (Maastricht University, Zuyd University

1981). This procedure is divided into two stages. First, a selection

of Applied Sciences, RWTH Aachen, FH Aachen, and University of

model is specified estimating the likelihood of respondents to partici-

Hasselt) in the EMR. The data collection was carried out by Maas-

pate in the 2017 survey. Second, the binary dependent variable for

tricht University in cooperation with the respective institutions at

realising one's (im)mobility intention conditional on having partici-

two points in time—from June to October in 2015 and from Septem-

pated in the 2017 survey is estimated in the outcome models (Table 2).

ber to October in 2017. In 2015, students were approached through

The results are compared with the results of the main model to better

their student email accounts7 and if they indicated to be willing to

understand their validity. Both the probit model and the binomial

participate in future research (57.4%), respondents were again

probit with selection model (BPSM) include the same independent

approached via email in 2017 using the email addresses respondents

and control variables. In addition, the selection equation controls for

had provided themselves in 2015. This allowed us to follow the same

the two variables that are excluded in the main model. These variables

cohort and to learn more about the relationship between (im)mobility

indicate whether someone received an invitation to participate in the

intentions (which was the focus of the 2015 survey) and actual (im)

2017 survey via a university email address and if people wanted to

mobility behaviour after graduation (the focus of the 2017 survey).

participate in the raffle to win a prize in 2015.11 These exclusion

The probability that graduates leave the study region is the highest

restrictions are assumed to influence the participation of individuals in

in the 2 years after graduation and decreases with every additional

the second wave but do not influence the realisation of (im)mobility

year (for German NUTS3, see Teichert, Niebuhr, Otto, & Rossen,

intentions. The rationale behind this is that respondents might not use

2018; for Finnish NUTS3, see Haapanen & Tervo, 2012, and for Ger-

their university email address any longer after graduation, which

man NUTS1, see Busch & Weigert, 2010). We therefore leave

decreases the chances of participation in the 2017 survey and is likely

approximately two years between the implementation of the first

to bias in favour of stayers. Moreover, we assume that respondents

and second survey. This furthermore increases the chances for

who wanted to participate in the raffle shared their contact details to

respondents to have finished their studies and to have had the possi-

support further research more easily. As expected, we find significant

bility to move. Not all mobility takes place immediately after finishing

positive signs for the prize variable for both stayers and leavers,

education, however, and we may therefore not be able to fully cap-

whereas the email variable was only positive and significant for the

ture all mobility flows in this study.

stayers. The results of the selection stage can be found in the Table

The response rate for the data collected in 2017 is 14.0%

A2.

(N = 220) compared with the whole sample in 2015 (N = 1570).
The response rate is computed excluding those who had an uncertain (im)mobility intention (45.4%) in 2015 because we are only
8

interested in those who had a clear intention.

3.4

|

Dependent variable

We furthermore

exclude those who commuted to university from outside the study

The dependent variable investigated in this study has two possible

region (13.7%) in 2015 to compare groups with a similar geographi-

outcomes, indicating if respondents realised their (im)mobility inten-

cal starting point. Last, we exclude students who were at the begin-

tion as expressed in 2015 by 2017. In 2017, respondents were asked

ning of their Bachelor's (9.9%) in 2015 to limit the possibility that

to indicate what situation applied best to them: (a) having left the

respondents have not finished9 the degree they were pursuing back

study region (leavers), (b) not having left the study region (stayers), or

in 2015. Therefore, we can assume that our respondents experi-

(c) having left and returned again (returners). Stayers and returners are

enced a transition (e.g., to the labour market or another study pro-

grouped together because the group of returners comprises less than

gramme) between the first and second wave of the survey, which

5% of the sample.12 Information on residency in 2017 is compared

implies that all of them had to make a decision of whether or not

with the intentions expressed in 2015 to establish if intentions were

to move.

realised or not.13
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3.5

|

Independent variables and control variables

Depending on time and distance constraints, they were conducted in
person by the authors themselves, via Skype or telephone, or in writ-

To test our hypotheses, we include a set of independent variables,

ing. Interviews were conducted in English, German, or Dutch. During

which are expected to explain the gap between (im)mobility intentions

the interviews, respondents were asked about their personal (im)

and behaviour. As proxies for resources and opportunities, which

mobility trajectory and the main determinants underlying their (im)

could have an influence on whether or not respondents realise their

mobility behaviour.

(im)mobility intentions, we include previous mobility experience,

In total, we interviewed 13 people who intended to leave in 2015

regional familiarity (indicating if respondents were born in the EMR,

but were still living in the region in 2017 and 14 people who intended

lived in the EMR at age 16, and lived in the EMR in 2015), having

to stay in 2015 but had left in 2017. The 27 interviewees are on aver-

done an internship inside or outside the study region, and educational

age 26.4 years old (ranging from 22 to 33), 11 are female and

level (degree one was pursuing in 2015; all linked to H1). To account

16 male.17 The majority is German (N = 10) followed by Dutch (N = 7),

for unexpected changes (H2), we include changes in relationship sta-

and Belgian (N = 4). In addition, two respondents come from other

tus between 2015 and 2017 and if expectations for activities after

European countries18 and four from non-European countries19. We

graduation (continue studying, working, and others) changed. Finally,

expected all interviewees to have graduated from the programme

we include self-reported Big Five personality traits (conscientiousness,

they were studying for when participating in the first wave of the sur-

extraversion, agreeableness, openness to experience, and neuroticism;

vey in 2015 by the time of the interview.

H3 and H4), which are measured in 2015 using the 15-item Big Five
Inventory of personality dimensions that are assessed using a 7-point
Likert-type scale (Ashton, 2007). Cronbach's alpha is used to group

3.7

Qualitative data analysis

|

the different items of the Big Five Inventory.
In addition, we include a set of control variables including age,

Having conducted and transcribed the interviews ourselves, we were

gender, and the study field in 2015 distinguishing between soft (e.

very familiar with the qualitative data already. For further data immer-

g., social sciences and health and welfare) and hard science, (e.

sion, we repeatedly listened to recordings and reread the transcripts.

g., mathematics and engineering) based on the ISCED-F 2013 classifi-

Using a deductive approach guided by the research questions, litera-

cation.14 Moreover, we account for the importance respondents

ture review, hypotheses, and analytical framework, we went carefully

attach to the quality of life and social ties when choosing their resi-

through recordings and transcriptions to examine and organise the

15

dency after graduation.

These variables are measured in 2015 and

combined using factor analyses.16

information. Data were coded manually in line with various principles
(e.g., intention, behaviour, explanation, occupation, gender, age, and

We test for multicollinearity among the explanatory variables

origin; Gläser & Laudel, 2013). This allowed us to identify common as

used in our models. The regression coefficients are stable with a vari-

well as exceptional experiences of interviewees. In doing so, we

ance inflation factor value (VIF) of 1.3. The VIF measures the extent

applied a realist perspective and a semantic approach “not looking

of correlation between one independent variable and the other inde-

beyond what a participant has said” (Braun & Clarke, 2006, p. 84).

pendent variables in the model. A VIF between 4 and 10 or higher is a

Common categories are described in the results section together with

sign of multicollinearity (O'Brien, 2007).

illustrative quotes.

3.6

4

|

Interviews

The quantitative analysis is combined with 27 semistructured qualita-

RE SU LT S

|

4.1

Descriptive analysis

|

tive interviews with survey respondents to better understand the gap
between (im)mobility intentions and behaviour. The quantitative and

The descriptive statistics of the independent and control variables

qualitative analyses can both help us better understand the gap

included in the regression analysis are presented in Table 1, dis-

between (im)mobility intentions and behaviour by identifying the

aggregated by (im)mobility intention and whether or not the intention

intervening factors (i.e., triangulation). In addition, interviews allow us

was realised.

to disentangle if intentions were not realised because (a) people changed their intentions, (b) failed to realise their intentions, or (c) if mobility was postponed (i.e., contextualisation).

4.1.1

|

Stayers

Using a nonrandom purposive sampling technique (Patton, 1990),
survey respondents who had not realised their (im)mobility intention

The first part of Table 1 refers to the 118 respondents with the inten-

and who had agreed on supporting further research in 2017 were

tion to stay, of which 84 (71.2%) realised this intention. Half of all

invited for an interview via email. In total, 85 respondents were

respondents with the intention to stay are female and on average

approached. With 27 conducted interviews, the response rate is

26.6 years old; 51.7% of intended stayers were working in 2017,

31.8%. Interviews were conducted between April and May 2018.

30.5% were studying, and 17.8% reported other activities as their
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Descriptive statistics of variables of interest
Intention to stay

Descriptive statistics

Not realised

Realised

Total

Resources and opportunities
Familiar with the region**

32.35%

55.95%

49.15%

Previous mobility, mean

3.55

2.69

2.94

Min–Max

1–9

1–7

1–9

SD

1.54

1.52

1.57

BA

29.41%

39.29%

36.44%

MA

61.76%

48.81%

52.54%

PhD

8.82%

11.90%

11.02%

Yes, in the study region

35.29%

30.95%

32.20%

Yes, outside the study region

20.59%

29.76%

27.12%

No internship

44.12%

39.29%

40.68%

No change in the relationship
status between Wave 1
and Wave 2

73.53%

94.05%

Degree one was pursuing in 2015

Have you done an internship during your study?

Unexpected events
Relationship status***

Broken heart
New love
Change in expectations after graduation

88,13%

8.82%

2.38%

4.24%

17.65%

3.57%

7.63%

52.94%

52.38%

52.54%

5.00

5.32

5.23

Personality (t0)
Big Five—mean (scale 1–7)
Conscientiousness**
Extraversion

4.65

4.75

4.72

Agreeableness

5.39

5.23

5.27

Openness

4.87

4.57

4.65

Neuroticism

3.76

4.14

4.03

50.0%

50.0%

50.0%

Background variables
Gender (female)
Age, mean
Min–Max
SD

26.35

26.71

26.61

21–33

22–43

21–43

2.89

3.79

3.55

61.76%

65.48%

64.41%

Studying

26.47%

32.14%

30.51%

Working

52.94%

51.19%

51.69%

Other

20.59%

16.67%

17.80%

55.88%

71.43%

66.95%

Study field (hard science)
Professional status in 2017

Importance of reasons of mobility behaviour indicated by respondents (t1)
Family and friends
Partner

64.71%

70.24%

68.64%

Work**

88.24%

67.86%

73.73%

Study

52.94%

41.67%

44.92%

Adventure*

32.35%

17.86%

22.03%

Living environment

58.82%

70.24%

66.95%

Costs of living

58.82%

51.19%

53.95%

(Continues)
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TABLE 1

(Continued)
Intention to stay

Descriptive statistics

Not realised

N

Realised

Total

34

84

118

28.81%

71.19%

100%

Realised

Total

Intention to leave
Descriptive statistics

Not realised

Resources and opportunities
Familiar with the region
Previous mobility, mean

18.92%
***

10.77%

13.73%

3.24

4.52

4.05

Min–Max

1–7

1–21

1–21

SD

1.58

2.92

2.59

BA

51.35%

30.77%

38.24%

MA

43.24%

58.46%

52.94%

PhD

5.41%

10.77%

8.82%

Degree one was pursuing in 2015

Have you done an internship during your study?
Yes, in the study region

18.92%

12.31%

14.71%

Yes, outside the study region

54.05%

55.38%

54.90%

No internship

27.03%

32.31%

30.39%

No change in the relationship
status between Wave 1 and
Wave 2

78.38%

67.69%

71.57%

8.11%

9.23%

8.82%

Unexpected events
Relationship status***

Broken heart
New love

13.51%

23.08%

19.61%

35.14%

50.77%

45.10%

Conscientiousness

5.22

4.99

5.07

Extraversion

4.60

4.64

4.63

Agreeableness

5.36

5.47

5.43

Openness

4.84

4.73

4.77

Neuroticism

4.05

3.89

3.95

Gender (female)

40.54%

43.08%

42.16%

Age (mean)

25.78

26.51

26.24

22–34

22–35

22–35

2.68

2.62

2.65

Soft science

32.43%

32.31%

32.35%

Hard science

67.57%

67.69%

67.65%

Studying

59.46%

21.54%

35.29%

Working

24.32%

50.77%

41.18%

Other

16.22%

27.69%

Change in expectations after graduation
Personality (t0)
Big Five—mean (Scale 1–7)

Background variables

Min–Max
SD
Study field in 2015

Professional status in 2017***

23.53%

(Continues)
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TABLE 1

(Continued)
Intention to leave

Descriptive statistics

Not realised

Realised

Total

Importance of reasons of mobility behaviour indicated by respondents (t1)
Family and friends
Partner

*

48.65%

63.08%

57.84%

43.24%

60.00%

53.92%

Work**

59.46%

80.00%

72.55%

Study

54.05%

49.43%

50.98%

Adventure***

13.16%

50.77%

37.25%

Living environment

56.76%

76.92%

69.61%

Costs of Living

40.54%

55.38%

50.00%

**

N

37

65

36.27%

63.73%

102
100%

Note. Chi-squared tests were applied for binary variables, one-way analysis of variance tests, and a subsequent Bartlett's tests for continuous variables. SD
is standard deviation. Note that the last row with N denotes the sum.
*
p < .1, **p < .05, ***p < .01.

professional status. And 71.4% of those who realised the intention to

significantly larger shares of leavers were working (50.8% vs. 24.3%)

stay indicated that family and friends played an important part in their

or pursuing other activities (27.7% vs. 16.2%). Those who realised

decision to stay, followed by the partner and the living environment

their intention to leave and those who did not differ significantly from

(important for 70.2% each), and work (important for 67.9%). For those

each other regarding the main reasons for their (im)mobility. For both

who intended to stay but left, 88.2% indicated work as an important

groups, the largest share or respondents indicated work to be an

reason for this. In this regard, they differ significantly from stayers

important reason for their behaviour. However, the share is much

who realised their intention; 64.7% of those who did not realise their

larger among those who realised their intention to leave (80.0%

intention to stay reported that the partner played an important role in

vs. 59.5%). The living environment was indicated as an important rea-

their decision to leave, followed by the costs of living and the living

son by 76.9% of those who left and by 56.8% of those who stayed.

environment (58.8% each). A significantly larger share of those who

Family and friends were reported to play an important role in the deci-

did not realise their intention to stay also indicated “adventure” as a

sion to leave for 63.1% compared with 48.7% of those who stayed.

reason for moving. Other significant differences between the two

The share of respondents who indicated the partner to play an impor-

groups relate to their familiarity with the region (56.0% vs. 32.4%,

tant role reaches 60.0% among leavers and 43.2% among stayers.

respectively) and changes in the relationship status. Of those who

Finally, 50.8% of those who realised their intention to leave reported

realised the intention to stay, 94.1% did not experience changes in

adventure as a main reason, compared with 13.2% of those who did

their relationship status between 2015 and 2017, compared with

not realise their intention. Those who did not realise their intention to

73.5% of those who did not realise the intention to stay; 8.8% of

leave are on average more familiar with the region (19.9% vs. 10.8%)

those who did not realise their intention to stay broke up with their

and have less mobility experience (mean 3.2 vs. 4.5 previous moves).

partner, and 17.7% found a new partner, compared with 2.4% and

Finally, the two groups differ significantly when it comes to changes

3.6% of stayers, respectively. Finally, there is a significant difference

in their relationship status between 2015 and 2017. Those who

between those who realised their intention to stay and those who did

realised the intention to leave less frequently experienced changes in

not with regard to their score on conscientiousness, with stayers scor-

their relationship status (67.7% vs. 78.4%) were separated (9.2%

ing slightly higher.

vs. 8.6%) or found a new partner (23.1% vs. 11.4%) more often.

4.1.2

4.2 | Explaining the gap between (im)mobility
intention and behaviour

|

Leavers

The second part of Table 1 refers to the 102 respondents with the
intention to leave, of which 65 (63.7%) realised this intention; 42.2%

Table 2 presents the results of the regressions to explain the gap

of those with the intention to leave are female, and on average, they

between (im)mobility intention and subsequent behaviour. Models 1a

are 26.2 years old. Respondents who did and did not realise their

and 1b present the probability to have realised the intention to stay,

intention to leave differ significantly in terms of their professional sta-

and Models 2a and 2b present the probability to have realised the

tus in 2017. A significantly larger share of those who had not realised

intention to leave. Models 1a and 2a are probit models, and Models

their intention were studying (59.5% vs. 21.5%). At the same time,

1b and 2b binomial probit with selection models (BPSMs). The results
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TABLE 2

Probit model and BPSM of realising the intention to stay or leave
Realising the intention to stay

Realising the intention to leave

Model 1a probit

Model 2a probit

Model 1b BPSM

Model 2b BPSM

Resources and opportunities
0.221** (0.0998)

Familiar with the region

−0.0469* (0.0282)

Previous mobility

0.0873*** (0.0286)

0.00870 (0.134)

0.00843 (0.0263)

−0.0102 (0.00801)

0.0563* (0.0301)

0.0156** (0.00646)

Degree (Ref.: BA)
MA

−0.227*** (0.0824)

PhD

−0.0543 (0.143)

−0.0901*** (0.0297)

0.0573 (0.103)

0.0125 (0.0248)

−0.0695 (0.0500)

0.132 (0.205)

−0.00252 (0.0574)

0.0575 (0.0993)

0.00777 (0.0303)

0.260** (0.131)

0.0953** (0.0455)

−0.0495 (0.0907)

−0.0126 (0.0264)

0.294** (0.142)

0.105** (0.0494)

Internship during study (Ref.: Yes inside the study region)
Yes, outside study region
No
Unexpected events
Relationship transition (Ref.: No change in relationship status between Wave 1 and Wave 2)
Broken heart
New love
No change in expectations after graduation

−0.365* (0.206)

−0.114 (0.0883)

0.0516 (0.177)

0.0194 (0.0469)

−0.458*** (0.156)

−0.183** (0.0907)

0.142 (0.107)

0.0252 (0.0198)

0.150* (0.0824)

0.0476* (0.0271)

−0.0739 (0.0981)

−0.0220 (0.0183)

0.0839** (0.0420)

0.0176 (0.0146)

−0.107** (0.0464)

−0.0147 (0.0112)

0.0472 (0.0345)

0.00939 (0.0109)

0.0175 (0.0378)

Personality
Conscientiousness
Extraversion

0.0155 (0.00961)

Agreeableness

−0.00241 (0.0442)

0.00992 (0.0139)

0.0749 (0.0531)

0.00462 (0.0125)

Openness to experience

−0.00384 (0.0374)

−0.00466 (0.0120)

−0.0244 (0.0419)

−0.0110 (0.0104)

0.0747** (0.0366)

0.0225* (0.0125)

−0.00646 (0.0379)

−0.00477 (0.00962)

Neuroticism
N

118

118

Censored N

102

102

566

Wald χ (21)
2

Prob > χ2
Fisher's transformed correlation

47.40

47.11

0.0008

0.0009

−14.9206*** (4.8153)

−15.07927 (7.8042)

−1 (0.0000)

−1 (0.0000)

(Derived) correlation (Rho)
Likelihood-ratio test (indep. Eqns.; rho = 0): χ (1)
2

610

4.19

**

4.65**

Note. Average marginal effects are presented, standard errors in parentheses. The dependent variable takes a value of 1 for having realised the (im)mobility
intention. Controlled for gender, age, study field; current status (working, studying, and other); quality of life extremely important; social ties extremely
important.
*
p < .1, **p < .05, ***p < .01.

are presented using average marginal effects. The hypotheses will be

for sample selection would therefore lead to biased results. The

tested based on the BPSM. Results of the probit models, including the

BPSM controls for this bias (Models 2a and 2b; Baum, 2006; van de

coefficients of the control variables, and the full results of the BPSM,

Ven & Praag, 1981; Heckman, 1979). Unless reported otherwise,

including the outcomes of the selection stage, can be found in the

results of the BPSM (Models 2a and 2b) and the probit model (Models

Table A2.

1a and 1b) are consistent with respect to the sign of the effects and
the significance of the effects. However, the difference in
magnitude of the marginal effects between these models is

4.2.1 | Intervening factors: Resources and
opportunities, unexpected events, and personality

relatively large.

The significance level of the Wald test and the likelihood-ratio test of
independent equations rejects the null hypothesis with an estimated

4.2.2

|

Resources and opportunities

rho of (−1) between the two equations’ errors, indicating that the
probit models suffer from sample selection. Estimates explaining the

In Model 1b, average marginal predictions indicate that the probability

gap between (im)mobility intention and behaviour without controlling

of having realised the intention to stay in the study region increases

12 of 21

HOOIJEN ET AL.

with 8.7 percentage points (pp) for the respondents who are familiar

for both groups. As expected, respondents who are familiar with the

with the region. In Model 1a, without controlling for selection bias,

study region are more likely to realise their intention to stay, and

we find a larger marginal effect of 22.1 pp. In addition, in Model 1a,

those with more previous mobility experience are more likely to real-

previous mobility decreases the likelihood of having realised the

ise their intention to leave. In general, increased resources and oppor-

intention to stay by 4.7 pp. However, this effect is only marginally sig-

tunities point more towards leaving the study region, independent of

nificant, and no significant effect is found in the selection Model 1b.

the initial intention, whereas increases in location-specific capital

In the BPSM for realising the intention to leave (Model 2b), previous

point more towards staying. This suggests that respondents try to

mobility increases the probability by 1.6 pp for the respondents who

maximise the returns to their resources and might perceive the (labour

realised the intention to leave. A similar effect is reported in Model 2a

market) opportunities in the study region as too restricted, which is

with 5.6 pp.

why they do not perceive immobility as a valid option for their future.

On average, the probability of having realised the intention to
stay in the study region decreases by 9.0 pp in the BPSM 1b for those

As they increase their location-specific capital, these perceptions
change and immobility does become an option.

following a Master's degree relative to the respondents following a
Bachelor's degree in 2015. The magnitude of the effect in Model 1a is
larger with 22.7 pp. Oftentimes, students continue studying for a

4.2.3

|

Unexpected events

Master's degree at the same university after finalising their Bachelor's.
The completion of a Master's degree is likely to be followed by the

The results of Model 1a indicate that the probability of having realised

transition to the labour market, which comes with a higher level of

the intention to stay decreases by 36.5 pp for those who have a bro-

uncertainty. These results are in line with previous research

ken heart relative to the ones who have no change in their relation-

emphasising that mobility increases with educational level and

ship status between Wave 1 and Wave 2. However, the effect is only

increased mobility experience (e.g., Kooiman, Latten, & Bontje, 2018;

marginally significant, and no significant effect is reported in the

Venhorst, van Dijk, & van Wissen, 2010).

BPSM (Model 1b). Furthermore, the results indicate that the probabil-

Having done an internship outside the study region relative to

ity of having realised the intention to stay also decreases by 45.8 and

having done an internship within the study region increases the prob-

18.3 pp for those who found a new love compared with the respon-

ability to realise the intention to leave by 9.5 pp in Model 2b. An

dents who did not face a change in their relationship status between

effect of 26.0 pp is reported in Model 2a, without controlling for

Wave 1 and Wave 2 in Models 1a and 2a, respectively. A possible

selection bias. At the same time, respondents without internship

explanation for not realising the intention to stay is that both partners

experience relative to those with internship experience in the study

have divergent (im)mobility intentions (Coulter et al., 2012). If this is

region are more likely to realise the intention to leave (10.5 pp) in

the case, respondents' (im)mobility intentions may have had to be

Model 2b. The same is true for Model 2a where we do not control for

aligned with their partners' plans, and it is likely that they move to a

sample selection, yet the magnitude of the effect is larger (29.4 pp).

place outside the study region, where both of them gain compara-

Thus, respondents who have done an internship within the study

tively more from moving (Mincer, 1978).21

region are less likely to realise their intention to leave. Through the

Furthermore, the average marginal prediction in the BPSM

internship, recent graduates might have accessed networks, which

(Model 1b) indicates a higher probability to stay (4.7 pp) for the

provided information about labour market opportunities inside the

respondents who did what they expected to do after graduation (e.

study region, respectively, and facilitated the transition from higher

g., expects to start working after graduation and is indeed working

education to the labour market (Teichert et al., 2018). In line with this,

after graduation). In Model 1a, without controlling for selection bias,

the survey data shows that, on average, respondents who did not real-

an effect of 15.0 pp is found. This suggests that in the absence of

ise their intention to leave were unemployed for a much shorter

unexpected events, graduates more likely realise their intention

period (1.87 months) before finding their first job compared with all

to stay.

other groups.20 This might be an indicator for the important role that

We do not find significant effects of unexpected changes in rela-

unexpected job offers play in retaining graduates who initially

tionship status or activity after graduation on the realisation of inten-

intended to leave.

tions to leave. Hypothesis H2 supports that unexpected life-course

The results show that different forms of resources and opportunities have divergent effects on the realisation of intentions to stay or

events can explain why graduates do not realise their initial (im)mobility intention for those with the intention to stay only.

leave. Whereas regional familiarity increases the propensity to realise
the intention to stay, increased human and migration capital, measured through educational level and previous migration experience,

4.2.4

|

Personality

have the opposite effect. Intentions to leave the region are more likely
realised with increased migration capital and access to employment

With respect to the Big Five personality traits, higher conscientious-

opportunities through internships outside the study region. Hypothe-

ness increases the probability to realise the intention to stay by 8.4 pp

sis H1 supports that individuals with more resources and opportuni-

and decreases the probability to realise the intention to leave by

ties are more likely to realise their intention to stay or leave partially

10.7 pp. The significant effects are only found in the models without
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controlling for sample selection. We therefore find no evidence to

intention. We find the same results as presented in Table 2, Model 1a.

reject the null hypothesis H3 that higher conscientiousness increases

Next, we use the intention to leave and realised as base outcome that

the probability to realise (im)mobility intentions. In addition, the aver-

enables us to compare those who realised the (im)mobility intention

age marginal prediction indicates a higher probability for higher

to those who did not. With the exception of the variable “internship

scorers on neuroticism to realise their intention to stay by 7.5 and

during the study,” we find the same results as displayed in Table 2,

2.3 pp in Models 1a and 1b, respectively. This contradicts previous

Model 2a.

research by Jokela (2014), who finds that high scorers on neuroticism

Second, we apply a probit regression with the dependent variable

are in general less likely to follow their migration desires. Our results

indicating whether one has realised the (im)mobility intention or not.

might differ as we focus on respondents who are mobile as well as

Interaction terms are used for whether (a) respondents indicated to

immobile. In addition, our study focusses on mobility intentions rather

have the intention to stay in the study region or (b) respondents who

than desires that are in general more likely to be abandoned (see also

indicated to have the intention to leave the study region on the same

Carling, 2019). High scorers on neuroticism are characterised by wor-

set of independent variables presented in Table 2. Again, the results

rying a lot, getting nervous easily, and being sensitive to negative

are the same as reported in Table 2, with the exception of the signifi-

emotions and feelings and are therefore more prone to experiencing

cance of the variables on the relationship transition and the Big Five

fear and anxiety (Ashton, 2007; Jokela, 2014; McCrae & John, 1992).

trait neuroticism. The results of the additional regressions provide evi-

A possible explanation for our result is that by realising the intention

dence to consider the results of the main analysis to be robust.

to stay, higher scorers on neuroticism remain inside their comfort
zone and avoid the different costs associated with moving (unexpectedly). We therefore find no evidence to reject the null hypothesis H4

4.3

|

Interview findings

that neuroticism decreases the probability to realise (im)mobility
intentions.

In this section, we report the most important interview findings and
link them to the results of the quantitative analysis. This allows us
to better grasp the intervening factors leading to the gap between

4.2.5

|

Controls

(im)mobility intentions and behaviour. In addition, through insights
into respondents' personal (im)mobility, we arrive at a more

In addition, in Model 1a, respondents are more likely to realise their

nuanced understanding of (im)mobility behaviour by disentangling if

intention to stay by 19.7 pp with a degree in hard science (Science,

intentions were not realised because they were changed (voluntar-

Mathematics and Computing, Engineering, Manufacturing, and Con-

ily), respondents failed to realise them, or they postponed them

struction). Furthermore, the importance attached to the quality of

(see Figure 1).

life in choosing the residency after graduation indicated in Wave
1 has a positive impact on the probability of realising the intention
to stay in Wave 2 by 16.8 pp. The same is true for the result of
the BPSM (Model 1b), yet with a marginal effect of 3.9 pp. In addi-

4.3.1 | Mobility behaviour: Change intention, fail
to realise intention, or postpone intention

tion, in Model 1b, respondents are more likely to realise the intention to stay by 0.9 pp with increasing age. This is in line with

For respondents who did not realise their intention to stay, most

previous research that suggests that mobility decreases with

report work as the main reasons to have left. For some, this means

increasing age (Van Wissen, van Dijk, & Venhorst, 2011). Last, in

that they could not find a job in the region where they studied even

the BPSM (Model 2b), respondents are more likely to realise their

though they would have liked to stay (Interviews 5 and 25), whereas

intention to leave if they are working (7.8 pp) or doing something

others decided to leave for a more suitable and/or better paid job

else (7.0 pp) than studying in Wave 2. There are no significant

elsewhere (Interviews 4, 6, 10, 24, and 27): “I would have stayed, but

effects for the control variables in Model 2a.

to me the kind of employer and job were more important than the

We additionally apply a series of robustness checks. We pool all

location” (Interview 10). This suggests that graduates change their

respondents together in one regression, instead of applying separate

intentions or fail to realise them because of a (perceived) lack of

regressions for the respondents who had (a) the intention to stay or

opportunities in the study region or (perceived) better opportunities

(b) to leave. Grouping all respondents together enables us to examine

elsewhere. Another interviewee who had the intention to leave in

whether the results of the main analysis are robust to changes in the

2015 had not realised his intention yet because he preferred to

sample size. First, we apply a multinomial logistic regression. Our

remain living in the study region while looking for a job (Interview 17).

dependent variable takes four possible outcomes: (a) the intention to

As he did not expect to find a job in the study region, his move is likely

stay and not realised, (b) the intention to stay and realised, (c) the

to be postponed. This is in line with the theory of planned behaviour

intention to leave and not realised, and (d) the intention to leave and

that emphasises the importance of “perceived behavioural control”

realised. We use the intention to stay and realised as baseline out-

(Ajzen, 1991) and suggests that individuals are more likely to realise

come. In so doing, we compare the stayers who realised the immobil-

their (im)mobility intentions if they perceive their opportunities to do

ity intention with the stayers who did not realise the immobility

so as sufficient.
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Four interviewees changed their plans and actively decided to

For some interviewees, the gap between (im)mobility intention

remain living in the study region despite their initial intention to leave

and behaviour resulted from unexpected events that are neither

as they received unexpected job offers, for example, by the supervi-

related to work nor relationships. One interviewee decided to leave

sors of their Master's thesis or through a student assistant job (Inter-

against her initial intention to stay because, having lived abroad for a

views 12, 13, 14, and 16). This can be linked to the quantitative

while, she could not imagine remaining in Europe anymore, mainly for

analysis that shows that respondents who have done an internship

lifestyle reasons (Interview 3). A participant from India had to leave

within the study region are less likely to realise their intention to leave

the region where he studied because of visa issues, but he would still

arguably because of improved access to networks and labour market

like to come back (Interview 11). This shows that sometimes, individ-

opportunities in the study region. Just like Interviewees 12 and 14, it

uals may fail to realise their intentions depending on external influ-

is possible that these respondents were not aware of opportunities in

ences beyond their control. Six interviewees explained that delayed

the study region prior to their internship. Therefore, one could argue

graduation or enrolment in another study programme led to the post-

that not only the realisation but also the formation of (im)mobility

ponement of mobility (Interviews 1, 2, 8, 17, 18, 20, and 22). By the

intentions depends on perceived behavioural control: When graduates

time they were being interviewed in 2018, three of them had realised

do not expect to find a job in the study region because of a perceived

their intention to leave (Interviews 8, 18, and 19).

lack of opportunities for them, they might think it is necessary to

For many of the respondents, the fact that they actively decided

leave. Only if they receive more information, for example, through

to stay despite the initial intention to leave does not imply that they

internships, student jobs, or other unexpected job offers, they are

will remain living in the region forever. They might still leave at a later

convinced otherwise. Several interviewees indicated that they could

point in time (Interviews 14 and 23). Hence, it is often a combination

imagine that more graduates stayed in the study region if there were

of factors, mainly work and relationships that lead interviewees to

more job opportunities (Interviews 10, 25, 24, and 26). Hence, access

change their initial (im)mobility intention, at least for the time being.

to employment opportunities is crucial to understand the gap

We did not notice any differences between the experiences of inter-

between (im)mobility intentions and behaviour of recent higher edu-

viewees who studied in different subregions of the EMR. In addition,

cation graduates.

it is worth mentioning that a number of interviewees had the impres-

Work-related factors triggering (im)mobility are often paired with

sion that there are not enough jobs outside academia in some study

other factors such as distance to partner and social ties (Interviews

regions, for example, for engineers. They think that more graduates

4, 6, and 10) or a relationship break up (Interview 9). For the inter-

would be able to realise their intention to stay if there were more job

viewees who changed their plans and stayed in the region because

opportunities in the industry (Interviews 2 and 20).

of unexpected job offers, this was furthermore perceived as very
convenient because their partners were living in the same region or
close by (Interviews 13–15): “If I did not have friends and a partner

5

|

CONCLU SION AND D ISCU SSIO N

in the study region, I would not have accepted the job” (Interview
14). One interviewee also reported that she stayed because she

The aim of this paper is twofold. Based on a mixed methods approach,

broke up with her partner with whom she was initially planning to

it sets out the factors explaining the relationship between the (im)

move away. As she received an attractive job offer, she changed her

mobility intentions and behaviour of recent higher education gradu-

plans and decided to remain living in her study region, also because

ates and examines to what extent (im)mobility outcomes reveal recent

“it feels like home” (Interview 16). Similarly, another graduate

graduates' preferences for (im)mobility. It views mobility and immobil-

decided to remain in the region when a relationship ended because

ity as equivalent options. Drawing on existing research on the rela-

she received a job offer, had become familiar with the region, had

tionship between mobility intentions and behaviour from different

found many friends, and was active in a sports club (Interview 23).

disciplines, we develop a conceptual framework that links (im)mobility

One interviewee explained that his intention to leave changed as he

intentions and behaviour through three groups of intervening factors:

got married and became more settled in the study region. This event

resources and opportunities, unexpected events, and personality

also meant that additional factors such as the distance to his wife's

traits. In addition, it highlights that it is not sufficient to analyse if (im)

family now play a role in choosing his residency, which is something

mobility intentions were realised or not but to differentiate if inten-

that he had not taken into account in 2015 (Interview 20). Two

tions were not met because individuals changed their intention, failed

female interviewees reported that the main reason for them to leave

to realise their intention (i.e., involuntary (im)mobility), or postponed

(and thereby changing their intention to stay) was to move in with

the realisation of intentions.

their partner who was living further away (Interviews 15 and 21).

This study contributes to the literature on the relationship

These are examples for people who voluntarily changed their plans

between (im)mobility intentions and behaviour in three ways. First, it

because of a shift in priorities. The importance of relationships and

focuses on recent higher education graduates, a group that has not

changes in relationship status as reported by the interviewees is in

been studied in this context so far and that is seen as increasingly rel-

line with the quantitative analysis, which suggests that finding a new

evant in today's competition for talent. Second, it is among the few

partner is associated with an increased likelihood not to realise the

studies applying a multidisciplinary approach. Third, it is based on

intention to stay.

mixed methods. Through combining survey and interview data (for
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contextualisation and triangulation), it helps to arrive at a more

outcomes. Not realising (im)mobility intentions often has a negative

nuanced understanding of the intervening factors explaining the gap

connotation and is frequently associated with a failure or inability to

between (im)mobility intentions and behaviour as well as pointing out

realise one's intention. This is problematic because as we have shown,

the extent to which (im)mobility behaviour reflects individuals' actual

it does not reflect the process through which individuals go internally

preferences.

between the points in time when intentions and behaviour are mea-

Our results confirm that (im)mobility intentions are a good predic-

sured. Not realising one's intention can be a result of changing, post-

tor of actual behaviour. About 70% of our survey respondents had

poning, or indeed not being able to act in line with one's earlier

realised their intention within 2 years after graduation. In line with

indicated preferences (i.e., involuntary (im)mobility). Accordingly,

previous research and our conceptual framework, the remaining gap

speaking of (im)mobility behaviour as “revealed preferences” can be

between (im)mobility intentions and behaviour can be explained

misleading because not everyone is able to act in line with their pref-

through a variety of intervening factors.

erences. Future research should explore in more detail which inter-

According to the results of the quantitative analysis, all three

vening factors lead to different (im)mobility outcomes (i.e., changes in

intervening factors identified by the conceptual framework (resources

intentions, postponement of mobility, or failure to realise intentions/

and opportunities, unexpected events, and personality traits) help to

involuntary (im)mobility).

better understand the gap between intentions to stay and behaviour.

The main limitation of this study is the small sample size on which

Regional familiarity (location-specific capital), no change in expecta-

the quantitative analysis is based. It does not allow for a more detailed

tions for activities after graduation (continue studying, working, and

analyses by subregion inside the Euregio Meuse-Rhine. The impact of

other), not finding a new partner, and higher neuroticism increase the

regional labour market and cultural differences between the subre-

likelihood that respondents realise their intention to stay, whereas

gions, separated by country borders, is therefore beyond the scope of

previous mobility, having a Master's degree (human capital), and

our analysis. Such factors might be very interesting to be analysed in

changes in the relationship status decrease the probability that

future research. Moreover, it is advisable for future research to collect

respondents realise their intention to stay (supporting H1 and H2).

more detailed (e.g., monthly) longitudinal data on the timing of events

With regard to realising the intention to leave, previous mobility

and changes in intentions to leave or stay in a particular region.

and gaining human capital outside the study region (internship)
increase the likelihood that intentions to leave the study region are
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years are not always enough for graduates to realise their (im)mobility
intentions. The time needed to complete education and to plan and
realise one's move may differ from respondent to respondent.
In addition, future research should take into account that it is useful to take a more nuanced approach when comparing (im)mobility
intentions and behaviour and when interpreting (im)mobility

ENDNOTES
1

In migration studies, the distinction between and the use of the concepts of migration and mobility receive increasing attention (King, Lulle,
Morosanu, & Williams, 2016). Mobility is a broader concept,
encompassing different movements including various forms of
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migration (Aybek, Huinink, & Muttarak, 2015). The concept migration
often refers to long-distance and long-term moves of at least 1 year
(King & Findley, 2012; King & Raghuram, 2013). Accordingly, migration
is one form of mobility, but not all forms of mobility can be regarded as
migration (e.g., business trips, commuting, and tourism). In a policy context, the term mobility is perceived as more neutral, which is why it is
often used to refer to movements within the European Union (King
et al., 2016). Although we prefer the term (im)mobility, we recognise
that the terms mobility and migration are often blurred and difficult to
disentangle because authors use them differently throughout the literature and because of the emergence of complex forms of mobility and
migration (King et al., 2016). Therefore, the term migration is also used
at times in this paper, especially when reviewing the existing literature.
2

3

The EMR is a cross-border region spanning parts of the Netherlands,
Belgium, and Germany (Hooijen et al., 2017). The EMR is especially
interesting to study because it hosts five excellent research universities
and several universities of applied sciences with more than 100,000
students from all over the world translating into an enormous potential
of human capital (Hoogenboom & Reinold, 2017).
Not all authors report the share of respondents who actually realised
migration intention. Van Dalen and Henkens (2008, 2013) find that
24% and 34%, respectively, realised their intentions. Hoppe and
Fujishiro (2015) distinguish between different decision-making phases.
The extent to which individuals realise migration expectations varies
from stage to stage, ranging from 2% in the “predecisional stage” over
22% in the “preactional” stage to 47% in the “actional” phase.

4

An example for this is home ownership, which does not seem relevant
in the context of recent graduates' mobility decisions. In Germany, for
example, home ownership is related to the number of years spent in
paid employment (Mulder & Wagner, 1998), and recent graduates are
at very early stages of their careers.

5

For prospective graduates from universities in Germany, Fouarge et al.
(2019) find that the Big Five personality traits extraversion and openness to experience are positively associated with individuals' intention
to migrate to culturally remote countries. Furthermore, they find a negative association between agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional stability (vs. neuroticism) on migration intentions. Furthermore,
Canache et al. (2013) find that openness to experience and extraversion
are associated with the intention to emigrate in 22 countries in the
Americas. In addition, Jokela (2009) finds that higher openness to experience and lower agreeableness predict the probability of migrating
within and between U.S. states. High extraversion predicts the probability of migrating only within U.S. states.

6

7

8

9

Our analysis does not cover more anticipated events like childbirth or
buying a house, which are life-course events that are more likely to
happen after having spent a few years in paid employment and not
directly after graduation from higher education (Mulder & Wagner,
1998).
The first wave targeted students in the final phase of their studies
because it was assumed that this group had already thought about their
future (im)mobility. Unfortunately, it was not possible for all participating institutions to single out this group when sending the invitations,
which is why the survey included a question on the phase of the studies
(beginning, middle, or end) to be able to identify the target group.
Two hundred twenty-nine respondents in the follow-up survey indicate
to have an uncertain mobility intention in the first wave of data collection. The results of the second wave show that 41% left and 59%
stayed in the study region. We consider this to be a relatively equal distribution. It is beyond the scope of this paper to discuss the ones with
an uncertain intention further in depth as our focus is on the realisation
of mobility intentions.
All students who were following a Bachelor's degree in Wave 1 finished
their education at the time of Wave 2. Furthermore, the majority
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(81.89%) of Master's students of Wave 1 finished their education. The
Master's students of Wave 1 that did not complete their degree
(18.10%) in Wave 2 (N = 21), 15 respondents (71.43%) are currently still
studying and six (28.57%) respondents are currently doing something
else than studying or working. Five respondents are doing an internship
or traineeship and one respondent is having a gap year. For PhDs,
about 50% finished by the time of Wave 2.
10

The mobility intention in 2015 was measured in two steps by the following questions:

1. Do you intend to move to another town/city after your studies? (The
response categories were [a] yes, [b] no, and [c] don't know yet.)
2. Where do you plan to live? (The response categories were (a) stay in
the Euregio Meuse-Rhine, (b) leave the Euregio Meuse-Rhine, and
(c) don't know yet).
11

Participants could indicate if they wanted to enter a raffle to win a price
upon completion of the survey.

12

Excluding returners entirely does not change the models significantly.

13

From the respondents who were living in the study region when aged
16, 82.3% are still living in the study region in Wave 2. From the
respondents who were living outside the study region when aged
16, 51.1% are still living in the study region (EMR) in Wave 2.

14

We refer to hard science for those with a degree in Science, Mathematics & Computing or Engineering, Manufacturing, and Construction
(in total 65.60%). We group all other fields together and refer to it as
soft science due to a relatively low sample size compared with the
study fields in hard science. Specifically, we group the ones together
with a degree in Social Sciences (8.72%), Business & Economics
(6.42%), Law (8.72%), Health & Welfare (2.75%), and Behavioural Science or Life Science (7.80%; in total 34.40%).

15

Quality of life refers to the importance of the living environment, cultural and social activities, aesthetic appeal of the region, and way of life;
social ties include the importance of family and friends in choosing the
residency after graduation.

16

We considered controlling for (a) the subregion in which respondents
were living in 2015 and (b) nationality in relation to the place of the
educational institution because these are assumed to be relevant indicators of future mobility. These variables, however, do not seem to add
explanatory power to the model, as goodness of fit tests (both Akaike
information criterion and Bayesian information criterion), one-way analysis of variance, and chi-squared tests indicate excluding these variables. We assume that this can also be due to the small sample size.

17

This slight imbalance is not surprising because the share of male survey
respondents is a bit larger (53.7%).

18

Spain and Poland

19

China, India, Mexico, and Syria

20

Those who intended to stay and stayed were unemployed for
2.76 months, those who intended to stay and left were unemployed for
4.66 months, and those who realised the intention to leave were unemployed for 3.03 months.

21

The dataset does not allow to control for the partners' mobility intentions. Furthermore, note that the exact timing of the second measurement of the relationship status, relative to the actual (im)mobility
behaviour, is unknown.
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APPENDIX A

TABLE A1

Full probit models
Realising the intention to stay

Realising the intention to leave

Resources and opportunities
Familiar with the region

0.221** (0.0998)

0.00870 (0.134)

−0.0469* (0.0282)

0.0563* (0.0301)

MA

−0.227*** (0.0824)

0.0573 (0.103)

PhD

−0.0543 (0.143)

0.132 (0.205)

Previous mobility
Degree (Ref. = BA)

Internship during study (Ref. = Yes, inside study region)
Yes, outside study region
No

0.0575 (0.0993)

0.260** (0.131)

−0.0495 (0.0907)

0.294** (0.142)

Unexpected events
Relationship transition (Ref.: No change in relationship status between Wave 1 and Wave 2)
Broken heart
New Love
No change in expectations after
graduation

−0.365* (0.206)
−0.458

***

(0.156)

0.0516 (0.177)
0.142 (0.107)

0.150* (0.0824)

−0.0739 (0.0981)

0.0839** (0.0420)

−0.107** (0.0464)

0.0472 (0.0345)

0.0175 (0.0378)

Personality
Conscientiousness
Extraversion
Agreeableness

−0.00241 (0.0442)

0.0749 (0.0531)

Openness to experience

−0.00384 (0.0374)

−0.0244 (0.0419)

0.0747** (0.0366)

−0.00646 (0.0379)

Neuroticism
Control variables
Gender (female)

0.0426 (0.0904)

0.00913 (0.0973)

Age

0.0209 (0.0158)

−0.00768 (0.0239)

0.197* (0.116)

−0.0972 (0.0994)

Study field (Ref. = Soft science)
Hard science
Current status (Ref. = studying)
−0.0101 (0.106)

0.377*** (0.118)

Other

0.0696 (0.123)

0.281** (0.128)

Quality of life important

0.168** (0.0726)

−0.0748 (0.0920)

Social ties important

0.0472 (0.0837)

0.0143 (0.114)

Working

N
2

Pseudo R based on probit regression

118

102

0.2974

0.2516

Note. Average marginal effects are presented, standard errors in parentheses. The dependent variable takes a value of 1 for having realised the (im)mobility
intention.
*
p < .1, **p < .05, ***p < .01.
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Binomial probit with selection model including the main equation and selection equation
Realising the intention to stay

Realising the intention to leave

Resources and opportunities
Familiar with the region
Previous mobility

0.806*** (0.253)

0.0723 (0.232)

−0.0882 (0.0688)

0.130** (0.0531)

Degree (Ref.: BA)
MA

−0.888*** (0.293)

0.104 (0.206)

PhD

−0.752* (0.413)

−0.0194 (0.438)

Yes, outside study region

0.0729 (0.287)

0.593** (0.234)

No

−0.106 (0.224)

0.686** (0.284)

Internship during study (Ref. = Yes,
inside study region)

Unexpected events
Relationship transition (Ref.: No change in relationship status between Wave 1 and Wave 2)
Broken heart
New Love
No change in expectations after
graduation

−0.750* (0.422)
−1.035

***

0.167 (0.451)

(0.371)

0.226 (0.198)

0.405* (0.226)

−0.187 (0.158)

0.153 (0.127)

−0.122 (0.0937)

0.0816 (0.0951)

0.129* (0.0780)

Personality
Conscientiousness
Extraversion
Agreeableness
Openness to experience
Neuroticism

0.0861 (0.120)

0.0384 (0.104)

−0.0405 (0.104)

−0.0913 (0.0855)

0.195* (0.108)

−0.0406 (0.0806)

Control variables
Gender (female)

−0.0881 (0.274)

Age

0.0866* (0.0481)

0.152 (0.196)
0.0118 (0.0385)

Study field (Ref. = Soft science)
0.408 (0.325)

−0.00301 (0.207)

Working

0.0198 (0.278)

0.624*** (0.240)

Other

0.0885 (0.352)

0.525** (0.205)

Quality of life important

0.381 (0.255)

−0.273 (0.183)

Social ties important

0.269 (0.245)

0.0806 (0.193)

Hard science
Current status (Ref. = studying)

Participated in Wave 2

Participated in Wave 2

Resources and opportunities
Previous mobility (2015)

0.0612 (0.0396)

0.0577 (0.0419)

Degree (Ref. = BA)
MA

0.190 (0.152)

−0.0358 (0.143)

PhD

0.362 (0.121)

0.344 (0.278)

0.0720 (0.125)

0.353*** (0.111)

Conscientiousness

0.0513 (0.0626)

−0.0699 (0.0639)

Extraversion

0.0333 (0.0537)

−0.0450 (0.0512)

(Unexpected) events
No partner (2015)
Personality
Big Five Personality traits

Agreeableness
Openness to experience

−0.0579 (0.0638)

0.0958 (0.0663)

0.0368 (0.0573)

0.0430 (0.0600)

(Continues)
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(Continued)
Participated in Wave 2
−0.0566 (0.0513)

Neuroticism

Participated in Wave 2
0.0266 (0.0517)

Control variables
Gender (female; 2015)

0.197 (0.144)
−0.0230 (0.0176)

Age

−0.0100 (0.141)
−0.0201 (0.0257)

Study field (Ref. = Soft science)
Hard science

0.162 (0.138)

Quality of life important
Social ties important

−0.159 (0.152)

0.133 (0.140)

0.150 (0.130)

−0.220* (0.129)

0.00315 (0.156)

0.355*** (0.118)

−0.101 (0.113)

Exclusion restrictions
University email address
Win a price in the raffle

0.548

***

(0.189)

1.330*** (0.401)

N

118

102

Censored N

566

684

Wald χ (21)
2

Prob > χ2

47.40

47.11

0.0008

0.0009

−14.9206*** −4.8153

Fisher's transformed correlation

−1 (0.0000)

(Derived) correlation (Rho)
Likelihood-ratio test (indep. Eqns.; rho = 0): χ (1)
2

**

4.19

−15.07.927 −7.8042
−1 (0.0000)
4.65**

Note. Coefficients are presented, standard errors in parentheses. The dependent variable of the main equation takes a value of 1 for having realised the
(im)mobility intention. The dependent variable of the selection equation takes a value of 1 if having participated in the second wave of data collection.
*
p < .1, **p < .05, ***p < .01.

The first part of the table presents the outcome stage; in this case,

Column 1, the outcome equation, estimates whether one has

whether one has realised the intention to stay or leave in the study

realised the intention to stay in the study region. Column 2, the out-

region, taking the value one if one has realised the intention and zero

come equation, estimates whether one has realised the intention to

otherwise. The lower part of the table presents the selection stage,

leave the study region. The outcome equation is estimated conditional

where it estimates whether one participated in the second wave of

on respondents participating in the second wave of data collection.

data collection (1) or not (0). In the selection model, the selection

See the main paper for the discussion on the results of the outcome

equation should include the same independent variables as also

stage.

included in the main equation and should additionally include exclu-

The selection equation estimates the probability of respondents

sion restriction(s) that are supposed to influence the dependent vari-

to have participated in the second wave of data collection. The bot-

able of the selection equation but not the dependent variable of the

tom half of the table in Columns 1 and 2 (see participated in Wave 2)

main equation (Baum, 2006; Heckman, 1979; van de Ven & Praag,

presents the selection equation. The results in Column 1 show that

1981). Both stages contain a series of independent variables grouped

the importance of social ties in choosing your residency after gradua-

into resources and opportunities, unexpected events, and personality.

tion negatively impacts the probability to have participated in the sec-

We furthermore control for gender, age, study field, current status

ond wave. Furthermore, the variables for exclusion restriction (prize

(working, studying, and other), quality of life extremely important, and

variable and the email variable) are significant and positive. The results

social ties extremely important. In addition, the selection stage con-

in Column 2 show that having no partner, relative to having a partner,

trols for two exclusion restrictions: university email address (indicating

positively affects the probability to have participated in the second

whether someone received an invitation to participate in the 2017

wave. In addition, the prize variable and the email variable are

survey via a university email address) and price (indicating if respon-

included as exclusion restriction. The prize variable is significant and

dents wanted to participate in the raffle to win a prize in 2015). These

positive effect.

two variables are assumed to influence the participation of individuals
in the second wave but do not influence the realisation of mobility
intentions.

