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Abstract

The migration literature has identified the variouschanisms explaining why migration
processes tend to gain their own momentum and beselfiperpetuating partly independent
of their original causes and migration policiesparticular the migration-facilitating role of
migrant networks has been extensively studied.clineent theoretical literature ascribes a
pivotal role to networks in explaining the diffusiof migration access within communities
and the relatively autonomous continuation of ntigra

However, current theories on the internal dynarofagigration processes are
haunted by three fundamental weaknesses. Firédcoging on the role of social capital in
the form of migrant networks in endogenously parpghg migration processes, they tend to
underexpose other internal dynamics of migrati@mtesses, and in particular contextual
feedback mechanisms at the sending and receiuiieg Second, they are unable to explain
why these network effects do not always occureasfied by the much-ignored fact that
many initial migration moves do not unleash proesssf chain migration. Third, the central
argument of conventional migration network theorsslgrgely circular, according to which
migration goes oad infinitum assuming a naive linearity of causality betwéengrowth of
migrant communities and (positive) network exteitres.

They give surprisingly little, if any, systematitsight in thenternal mechanisms
that counteract the tendencies that lead to incrgasigration through networks and which
may lead to the weakening of migrant systems dwe.tThis paper aims to outline the
contours of a theoretical framework on the intesmaial, cultural and economic dynamics of
migration processes. While systematically distisbirig endogenous (network) and
contextual (sending and receiving communities) dyiog, the paper syntheses disparate
insights and concepts derived from the sociologemathropological, economic and
geographical migration literature, and appliesghts drawn from the critical social capital
literature to migration theory.

This synthesis enables an improved understanditigedfieterogeneous nature of
migration diffusion processes across differentapcultural and economic settings; and
inevitably leads to a critical discussion of thedamentally mixed blessings of social capital
in migration processes. The paper concludes byniglthe internal endogenous and
contextual internal migration dynamics that tendreate exclusionary mechanisms,
increasing selection, negative network externaligied, eventually, the disintegration of
migration networks and migration systems.
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1. Introduction

The idea that migration often leads to more migratiomyshéng but new. The
migration literature has particularly highlighted the ratgm-facilitating role of
migrant networks. This idea is that, once a critical numberigfants have settled at
the destination, migration become self-perpetuating becacasmates the social
structure to sustain it (Castles & Miller 2003, Massey 188d5sey et al 1998). Many
empirical studies have shown the power of migrant networkiwiimggmigration
processes their own momentum.

However, state-of-the-art theories give surprisinglyeliitisight in the internal
dynamics that magounteracthe self-perpetuating dynamics of migration processes
and which may lead to the weakening of established migystéms over time. The
argument that migration is a self-reinforcing process is#ilyi problematic because
of the circularity of it central argument and the lingeoit causality this implicitly
assumes.

This paper aims to outline the contours of a theoretical frameon the internal
social, cultural and economic dynamics of migration processesyihesising
disparate insights mainly derived from the sociological, ecamand geographical
migration literature, it aims to achieve improved understanditigecheterogeneous
nature of migration diffusion processes across differentlssetitngs. This paper
should also be seen as part of a more general effort to bgather the sociology and
economics of migration (Boswell & Mueser 2008, 1995), as theg/sinakill

exemplify that the social and economic factors involved inrnademnigration
dynamics are difficult to disentangle.

The paper will first discuss conventional approaches focusinigeorote of social
capital in explaining processes of chain and network magraSecond, it will be
argued that the usual focus on endogenous internal dynamics inrtheeftworks is
one sided, because it overlooks other, less direct but nisipegtantcontextual
internal migration dynamics. Building on migration systenestij, the paper
subsequently extends the analysis by discussing three contextidke
mechanisms identified in the literature. These operateigir the hypothesised
effects of migration on (1) inequality and relative deprivaiti(2) local and regional
economies; and (3) cultural change in sending communities. Cuiveutausation
theory, in particular, links endogenous and contextual dynamics bingrtat
migration creates more migration not only through networks bubglsieepening
inequalities undermining local societies and economies, theuetnef uprooting
their populations.

Subsequently, these approaches will be criticized for theular line of
argumentation and the implicit linear causality, accordinghich migration seems
to go onad infinitum and their associated inability to theoretically expthim
crumbling of migration systems and networksill subsequently attempt to identify
the most important endogenous and contextual dynamicedbhateracthe self-
perpetuating dynamics of migration processes. Notions of norritynaad saturation
of network effects are introduced to the debate on endogenous éfjedrawing on
diffusion theory.



Naive assumptions about migration spreading outward to all segwiesociety will
be questioned by drawing on the critical social capital tieea showing that close-
knit migration networks also tend to be highly exclusionaryftgsiders. This will
lead us to a critical discussion of the fundamentally mixessbigs of social capital
in migration processes. Also cumulative causation theory eidirtiicized for its
circular and linear line of argumentation, which is not only logiaansistent but
also conflicting with empirical evidence.

The final sections will synthesise the various insights ptesieby proposing an ideal-
typical conceptual framework explaining theterogeneousse and fall of migration
systems over time. This framework will be based on the galwestion of migration
as a spatio-temporal diffusion process, but will be amendhdhie various
theoretical insights discussed in the paper. Hence, piomgeation will be cast as
innovative behaviour, often by non-conformist community membeepéasg
negativesocial capital such as the oppressive lack of personaldines In order to
explain why only some initial migratory moves by pioneer migraesult in large-
scale group migration through networks, the analysis will distihqugs‘herd” and
network effects and discussing their shifting role in diffestajes of migration
processes.

While most endogenous and contextual effects of migration tentf-teiséorce
migration processes during the early adopter and early magphidises of migration,
most of these effects are generally not linear. Thereffoisesection will also outline
the main contextual internal dynamics that tend to leadetoveakening of
established migration systems and migrant networks over Itinvél show how, with
the growth of migrant communities and the passing of time, pestiternalities of
network formation and economics of scale of the growth of imanigelusters tend to
decline and may finally become negative. This explains wttkedemigrants and
their descendants often become from “bridgeheads” to “gateisgejreaddition,
negative social capital in the form of excessive cldinaonmigrant community
members and strong moral pressure to support them, seemg &m [laportant role
in the crumbling of migration systems.

2. Existing theories on internal migration dynamics

2.1. Chain migration

Migration may begin for a variety of reasons. Although thestnunolds that
opportunity differentials almost always a major role in exptegmigration this alone
cannot explain the actual, highly specialized and geographaatifered morphology
of migration, typically linking particular places and regionthatsending and
receiving end (Massey et al 1998, Salt 1987). Structore¢s majeures the
international political economy such as warfare, colonialigmguest, occupation
and labour recruitment often play a role in ithidation of, particularly international,
migration processes (Castles & Miller 2003, Massey et al, 198 don 1997). Also
former colonial or other historical bonds, or a shared culturengukge, tend to



make initial migration moves more likely and have a high imfiteeon the
geographical structuring of migration patterns. For instanceg @ifgrentials alone
cannot explain why many Moroccans have migrated to Franaoe tloe French-
speaking Canadian Province of Quebec, and why so many Moroeszcamigrated
to Israel. Despite globalisation geographical proximity continogday an important
role, especially in the migration of low skilled workeffer instance, it seems no
coincidence that most African migrants in Spain are Mom&calso in an age of
globalization, distance has not lost its relevance.

However, once a certain critical number of migrants Istded at the destination,
other forces internal to the migration process itself cmtieeplay. The deliberate or
more ambiguous choices made by pioneer migrants or labour-rexteiterto have a
great influence on the location choice of subsequent migrahish tend to follow
the already beaten track. Again, the idea that inter-perselaséibns across space
facilitate migration is anything but new (cf. Franz 1939). l“fdeneral Typology of
Migration”, Petersen (1958) already argued that “Migration besoanstyle, an
established pattern, an example of collective behavioure @igewell begun, the
growth of such a movement is semi-automatic”. Lee (1966: 54rgGgd that
migration facilitates the flow of information back from thlace of destination to the
origin, facilitating the passage for later migrants.

While the ternchain migrationhas already been used by Kenny (1962) and,
particularly, Price (1963) in his study of the migration of seuttEuropeans to
Australia, it was coined by MacDonald and MacDonald (196#)eir seminal article
“Chain migration, ethnic neighbourhood formation, and social netwtdbkawing on
the example of large-scale migration from ltaly to thetéthStates in the late 19
and early 28 century, MacDonald and MacDonald defined chain migratidthas
movement in which prospective migrants learn of opportunitieqrareded with
transportation, and have initial accommodation and employmemtgardby means of
primary social relationships with previous migrah(p. 82, emphasis in original).
Importantly, they distinguished chain migration from “impersonatlyanized
migration”; movement based on impersonal recruitment anstasse.

2.2. Migrant networks as social capital

MacDonald and MacDonald’s initial idea that migraetworksbased on kinship and
community membership facilitate processes of chain migratésrbeen further
elaborated by Tilly and Brown (1967) and Choldin (1973) and has rdtaimezncy

in the multidisciplinary literature on internal and internatlonayration (Boyd 1989,
Fawcett 1989, Gurak & Caces 1992, Haug 2008, Taylor 1986, Waldorf 1998).
Migrant networks can be defined as sets of interpersondahtiesonnect migrants,
former migrants, and nonmigrants in origin and destinatiomsateough bonds of
kinship, friendship, and shared community origin (Massey et al ¥3%83: Network
effects explain the (often unintended) perpetuation of migratohits continuation
partly irrespective of its original causédigrant network analysis has also become
popular because it is seen a vital meso-levelternmediate structure linking
individual migrants, households and families toi@p@conomic and political
structures at the macro level (Faist 1997, Hau@200



Migrant network can be interpreted as location-specificabgaipital. Since the mid
1980s, the concept gbcial capitalas defined by Bourdieu (1979, translated and
reprinted in Bourdieu 1985) has gained enormous popularity in soi@atss.
Bourdieu defines social capital as “the aggregate of thelaar potential resources
which are linked to the possession afumable network ofmore or less
institutionalized relationships of mutual acquaintance and retogri or in other
words,to membership in a grotigBourdieu 1985: 248) Bourdieu makes an
essential distinction between the networks themselveshangsources that can be
claimed through such networks by pointing out that the volume afatial capital
possessed by a person depends on the (1) size of the network cmsnaeti the (2)
volume of the (economic, cultural or symbolical) capital passettdy each of those to
whom he is connected. Bourdieu argued that the profits whicheafrom
membership of a group are consciously or unconsciously the balses silidarity
which makes them possible (Bourdieu 1979, Bourdieu 1985). Socialdapit
therefore to be considered as a resource that can be paiallerted in other forms
of human (Coleman 1988) economic, cultural and capital (Bourdieu 1686sP
1998).

In the late 1980s, the concept of social capital was grateipplied by Douglas
Massey and his colleagues to the study of Mexico-US migietmiorks (Massey et al
1993, Massey & Espafia 1987, Massey et al 1994, Massey & Zentend2868;j et
al 2001). Migrant network connections can then be conceived asafdocation-
specific social capital that people draw upon to gain ad¢oagsources, such as
employment, abroad. Massey stresses the importance ointnigtavorks in
decreasing the direct costs of migration, information and lseasts, opportunity and
psychic costs of migration. He conceptualised migraticadiffusion process within
communities, in which

expanding networks cause the costs of movemeiatltarfd the probability of
migration to rise; these trends feed off one anmp#ed over time migration spreads
outward to encompass all segments of society. fEeidback occurs because the
networks are created by the act of migration itself. Once the number of network
connections in an origin area reach a critical llewggration becomes self-
perpetuating because migration itself createsdbmlsstructure to sustain it (Massey
1990: 8)

So, besides financial and human capital, social capitathird crucial factor
determining people’s motivation and ability to migrate. Satiaictures of migrant
communities should therefore be taken into account in order tostadérspecific
patterns of migration selectivity. Empirical work has &ygconfirmed the hypothesis
that migrant network facilitate migration (Palloni et al 20@lfhough migrant
networks seem to be more important for international than fermiak migration due
to the generally higher costs and risks involved in trans-boumdawvgments (cf.
Curran & Rivero-Fuentes 2003). Differential access to soejaital in the form of
migrant networks connection largely explain the distinct, giggcally bundled
patterns of migration flows, which are highly dissimilar frdm random patterns

! This is a translation from Bourdieu’s (1979:2)gimal definition of social capital in French. The
emphasis was in in the original version.



predicted by orthodox neo-classical and place-utility (‘push-puldyiets, which
therefore seem to have limited heuristic value.

2.3. Self-reinforcing mechanisms

As the costs and risks of migration are lowered by sociairdadmational networks,
once established migration streams tend to gain their owremtam. Already settled
migrants function as “bridgeheads” (Bocker 1994), reducing theaskell as
material and psychological costs of subsequent migration. Througissfstance of
friends and relatives, new migrants may more easily betalolbtain information and
receive active assistance in finding employment and a pldive tan arranging
residence papers, or in finding a marriage parffiegrefore, the formation of an
established migrant community at one particular destinatitbincrease the
likelihood of subsequent migration to that particular place.

In addition, research on migrant transnationalism has poihteé sadically
increased technical possibilities for migrants and theirlfesnio pursue multi-local
livelihoods, to foster double loyalties, to travel back anthfdo communicate with
and relate to people, and to work and to do business simultéyeodistant places,
and to adopt new hybrid, or “transnational” identities (Faist 2@0i@k Schiller et al
1992, Guarnizo et al 2003, Portes 2003, Vertovec 2004). Transnatoraltes can
become transgenerational. This is exemplified by the post-tiaigrsurvival of
traditional marriage patterns and the high frequency of agasi between the “second
generation” Moroccans and nonmigrants in Morocco (Lievens 1999, R&diel).
This exemplifies the importance of transnational social dapitsustaining migration
processes over many decades.

The ‘migration industry’ is the other main example of interratgliself-sustaining
structures largely created or reinforced by migration psasethemselves. This
includes travel agents, lawyers, bankers, labour recruterkers, interpreters,
housing agents as well as human smugglers and traffickertse@C2804). All these
agents have an interest in the continuation of migrationfamndany facilitating
migration is a major business (Salt & Stein 1997). The dighimevith migrant
networks is often rather blurred. Many recruiters, brokers;preters, smugglers and
traffickers are (former) migrants themselves, and terektensively draw on their
personal social networks (Bredeloup & Pliez 2005, de Haas 206): P

The cost and risk reducing role of networks and other interneefdiators makes
migration, once set in motion, notoriously difficult to control jovernments. For
instance, migrant networks largely explain why the number Maromigrants living
in Europe is many times higher than the number of originallypited migrants. Even
in 1976, at the eve of the 1973 recruitment stop, 43 perceltdiaecans living in
the Netherlands had migrated through personal relations (Shadid A9%8)e
recent study demonstrated that only 3.5 percent of the Moroot&etgium had
been recruited through official selection (Reniers 1999). Ongoitvgorie migration,
mainly in the form of family reunification and family fornat by the second
generation, largely explains how the total Morocco born populati&uiope could
increase at least fivefold from an estimated 300,000 in 19&Pléast 1.5 million in



2005 despite increasingly restrictive immigration policies putdiyeEuropean states
(de Haas 2007b).

3. Distinguishing endogenous and contextual interna I
dynamics

3.1. Beyond network effects

Although there is little doubt that migrant networks often fiaté onward migration
through the provision of information and ‘migration help’, thereadiher, more
indirect mechanisms that operate at the contextual leveliexglavhy migration can
become a self-reinforcing process. These mechanisms offeraigh migration-
affected changes in sending and receiving communities whitieir turn, affect
migration. To reach more conceptual clarity, it is ustfudistinguish between (1)
endogenous or intermediate and (2) contextual level causes ofianig@ocial
networks can be conceived as the intermediate structuredtaathe migration
process itself linking individual migrants and their households tavitier socie
context at the sending at receiving end.

On the basis of this distinction, we can distinguish finst second order internal
migration dynamics. First order internal dynamics are &ffégmat areendogenouto

the migration process itself. Network effects are the mosterful example of first
order internal migration dynamics. As argued above, the nogrptocess itself
directly affects the ability of individuals and households wittia links to migrants
to migrate themselves. Second order level internal migratynamics operate more
indirectly, that is, through the ways in which migratiomsf@rm the broader social,
cultural and economic contexts in sendamgli receiving communities and societies.
These broader contexts caused migration in the first platarduveciprocally
affected by the same migration processes. The crux isubhatmigration-engendered
contextual changes have their own, reciprocal effects oocthwerence of subsequent
migration. Whereas there is rather extensive literaturendagenous effects,
contextual effects have received less attention initdr@iure. They have rarely been
theoretically connected to the internal dynamics of migrationgsses or are
confounded with network effects.

This exemplifies the need to study migration processes inviiider societal context
to gain a full understanding of the dynamics at play. Migrati@ngeocess which is
an (1) integral part of broader socio-economic transformation ggesgbut (2) also
has its internal, self-sustainiagd self-underminingynamics, and (3) affects such
processes of change in its own right, in particular@tdbal and regional level. In
their turn, these migration-affected changes (4) affect gulesg migration patterns.
Where (2) refers to direct (endogenous) internal dynamicsef@srto indirect
(contextual) internal dynamics of migration processes.

% Throughout this paper | will interpret ‘social’ its broadest sense, that is, all dimensions ofarum
society and its organization, embracing its socdaltural, economic and political dimensions.



Figure 1. Conceptual framework of endogenous amdesdual internal migration dynamics
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It is analytically useful to distinguish between contextual exahenous factors.
Contextual factors relate to the concrete communities anlitiesanigrants are
embedded in at the sending and receiving end. These dyatdike fundamentally
affected by migration processes. Exogenous factors refiee toational and global
political economy and society-wide processes of spatiallyrdifteated social,
economic and cultural change, which create interspatial opportlifigyentials
conducive to migration. Although migration eventually also affech broader
processes of change, this macro-level impact is lintitedpared to localized and
regional impacts and mainly indirect, and therefore of no tingeortance to internal
migration dynamics. For the sake of this analysis, whichges on micro and meso
level internal dynamics, it is therefore justifiable to coesithiese factors as
exogenous. Figure 1 depicts this differentiation between endogerwousxtual and
exogenous effects, which will serve as the overarching concémoawork for this
paper. Table 1 summarises the most important endogenous and cdiméanal
dynamics, which will be discussed in the remainder of thiepap



Table 1. Internal endogenous and contextual dynsumifienigration processes

Type Level Domain

Social Economic Cultural

Endogenous Intermediate - Migrant networks; Remittance-financed Transfers of

(First order (migrant group) ‘Migration migration migration-related
effects) industry’ ideas and
information
Contextual Origin Social stratification Income distribution, Social remittances;
(second order community and relative productivity and culture of migration
effects) deprivation employment
Destination Patterns of Demand for migrant Transnational
community clustering, labour generated by identities, demand
integration and clusters of migrant  for marriage
assimilation businesses partners

3.2. Migration systems theory

Migration systems can be defined as spatially clustéoed and counterflows of
people, goods and remittances between a particular commuwitigiof and a
particular destinatiof Migration systems theory as pioneered by the Nigerian
geographer Akin Mabogunje (1970) has been the most comprehensive attempt
integrating both first (endogenous) and second order (contextuagtimigsystem
feedbacks so far. A migration system can be definedsas of places linked by flows
and counter-flows of people, goods, services, and informationhwdndto facilitate
further exchange, including migration, between the placeso®org from general
systems theory, Mabogunje (1970) focused on the role of flowsafation and
new ideas (such as on what is the “good life” and new consunymiterns) in
shaping migration systems. He stressed the importance offdediechanisms,
through which information about destinations is transmitted bacletpléte of
origin. Information is then not onipstrumentain facilitating further migration, but
Mabogunje also suggests that new ideas and exposure to febstylés transmitted
back by migrants may also increaspirationsto migrate. Such feedback
mechanisms would lead to situations of

almost organized migratory flows from particulalfages to particular cities. In other
words, the existence of information in the systermoeirages greater deviation from
the “most probable or random state” . . . . In mblioyth-African cities, for instance,
it is not uncommon for an entire district or cradtupation in a city to be dominated
by permanent migrants from one or two villages..[The] state of a system at any
given time is not determined so much by its initiahditions as by the nature of the
process, or the system parameters . . . . sinaeoy@ems are basically independent
of their initial conditions (Mabogunje 1970:13-4)

%It is also possible to distinguish migration sysseat the macro, country-to-country level. However,
such as analysis would go beyond the aim of thipawhich is focused on micro and meso level
migration processes.
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Migration systems link people, families, and communities gpace. This results in a
rather neat geographical structuring and clustering of magr&ows, which is far
from a “random state™

formal and informal subsystems operate to perpetaad reinforce the systematic
nature of international flows by encouraging mignatalong certain pathways, and
discouraging it along others. The end result istabkrelatively stable exchanges . . . .
yielding an identifiable geographical structurettbersists across space and time
(Mabogunje 1970:12)

While Mabogunje focused his analysis on rural-urban migratidxirina, migration
systems theory can be extended to international migreéfendett 1989, Kritz et al
1992). International migration systems consist of countries—or, aumerately,
places within different countries—that exchange relatilelye numbers of migrants
in which the movement of people is functionally connected to corantriiows and
counterflows of goods, capital (remittances), ideas, andnraton (Fawcett 1989,
Gurak & Caces 1992, Massey et al 1998). Migration systems lofjdgever space
in what today is often referred to as transnational commesr{iCastles 2002, Riccio
2001, Vertovec 2004).

The resulting clustered morphology of migration flows can tyfyicait be explained
by push-pull theories, corroborating their limited heuristic valualmost all
emigration countries, we often see that particular regiliages, or ethnic (sub)
groups tend to specialize in migration to particular aretsscor even city
neighbourhoods, either within the same country or abroad. For exdhgplast
majority of the international migrants from Figuig, an isethoasis in southern
Morocco, live in particular quarters of Paris (Saa 199&nWwmigrants from
Laarache in northern Morocco happen to live in London—whiciotis “typical”
destination for Moroccan migrants at all—and certain vikagethe northern Rif
mountains are firmly linked to specific German or Dutdlesi(de Haas 2003).

Whereas network theory mainly focuses on the way in which-togas social capital
in the form of interpersonal networks sustains migration processg®tion systems
theory focuses on the role of counterflows of information anasidte facilitating and
inspiring people to migrate in order to achieve (newly setpbjectives. However,
and despite its considerable merits, migration systenosytio®es not really go
beyond that point. Its focus on bidirectioflalvs of people, information and goods
between sending and receiving ends coincides with a relatjecief how
migration transforms sending and receiving communities andt&xmore
generally.

In order to gain a fuller understanding of second order systedbacks, we need to
extend the analysis by postulating that migration not only taftee direct micro-
social environment of migrants, but restructures the eraimgegt in which migration
takes place. The assumption is that migration alters sogllral and economic
structures both the sending and receiving ends—that is, the sotiat space within
which migration processes operate. Through such feedback mechamigration
changes the initial conditions under which prior migration took plaoe fdllowing
three sections will extend migration systems theory by disw$ise three main
contextual feedback mechanisms that have been identiftbd iiterature, that is, the

11



impact of migration on (1) inequality and relative depiat(2) local and regional
economies; and (3) cultural change in sending communities.

3.3. Migration, income inequality and relative depr  ivation

It is possible to extend migration systems theory by drawinfenesearch literature
focusing on the effects of migration on sending and receidoges. Although
these strands of literature have largely evolved segrdiey can be relatively
combined into a more comprehensive account of second order, cohiebetral
migration dynamics. Massey’s (1990) hypothesis of the cumuledivsation of
migration is the most comprehensive effort at synthesisiegast insights
endogenous and contextual internal migration dynamics so fasdyiaeintroduced
Myrdal’s (1957) concept of circular and cumulative causationther idea that
migration induces changes in social and economic structaesttke additional
migration likely” (Massey 1990: 5-6). In fact, this is fundaméythe same idea as
posited by Mabogunje’s (1970) migration systems theory.

Cumulative causation, as interpreted by Massey, incorporaggbpsly
developed theories on chain and network migration, but extenbigd
discussing some second order internal migration dynamics.

However, Massey (1990) went beyond common network explanations by
incorporating the impacts of migration and, particuladynittances on the (1)
distribution of income and wealth and the (2) economic straatfisending
communities. It is therefore unfortunate that the majoritatfrlinterpretations of
cumulative causation have focused on network effects araipaored the network
side, while this was his major contribution to the debate.

One of the most important contextual dynamics through which migratiamisec
self-reinforcing is the effect of remittances on incaigtributions in sending
societies. In particular in the case of international atign from poor to wealthy
counties, remittances may significantly increase inconguealéy and, hence, may
upset ‘traditional’ socio-economics hierarchies. For instanstjdy conducted in a
southern Morocco migrant sending region showed that the aveiagee of
households receiving remittances from Europe twice the incowief households.
The study showed that new forms of inequality, mainly baseaccess to
international remittances monetary resources, have be@tylaigperimposed upon
the traditional forms of structural, hereditary inequaligdd on kinship, complexion
and land ownership (de Haas 2006). Remittances and (conspicuoushptosiby
migrants can therefore easily increase the feelinglafive deprivation among non-
migrants, and increase their aspirations to migratenss/do achieve upward socio-
economic mobility.

So, besides networks, migration and remittance-induced s&séa community-level
income inequality and, hence, relative deprivation is hypotbésabuild a strongly
self-perpetuating tendency into the process of migration. iRelkd¢privation and
network effects can easily reinforce each other, becheda st effect is likely to
increase the aspirations to migrate while the second edfeet$ the costs and risks
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of migration. Risk diversification and relative deprieat as also postulated by the
new economics of labour migration, and as confirmed by manyrieaistudies, are
important incentives for nonmigrants to migrate (Quinn 2006, 3@9k, Stark &
Taylor 1989). Besides this motivational effect of relatiegrivation, remittances are
can also directly or indirectly finance migration of famalyd community members
(van Dalen et al 2005), but this is an endogenous rather thaxtcahieffect.

While pioneer migrants are often among télativelywell-off, this interaction sets in
motion a diffusion process which tends to make (international)atiogr generally
more accessible for other groups.

3.4. Cumulative causation and the “migrant syndrome

The second main second order internal migration dynamic idehitijieMassey
(1990: 12) operates through the hypothesised negative of migratioa eacdhomic
structures and productivity in migrant sending communities and regitassey
hypothesises that large-scale out-migration of the “most ptwdunembers of the
household (fathers and older sons)” often leads to less intdagivieg and overall
disruption of agrarian organisation. Moreover, migrant householdsivbeuinore
likely to let their lands lie fallow, whereas remittaneesuld be mainly invested in
labour saving techniques, further restricting local opportunitieprioduction and
employment. This would then further exacerbate the feedbacktmogecting
migration, agrarian change and further migration.

There is a clear link here to the broader literature @ration and development,
which has traditionally opposed positive and negative views oratiag’s role in
either stimulating or undermining development in sending comresratid countries
(de Haas 2007a). Cumulative causation particularly fits ivell“pessimistic”
theories on migration (and development), which gained popuiaribe 1970s and
1980s under the influence of a paradigm shift away from develupiis theory
towards neo-Marxist and dependency (Frank 1966, Frank 1969) theories of
development (see also Castles & Miller 2003)

Cumulative causation theory as originally formulated by My(@i857) holds that
capitalist development is inevitably marked by deepening $patitare inequalities.
Once differential growth has occurred, internal and extermalanies of scale
perpetuate and deepen the bipolar pattern characterizéé kicious cycle of
poverty in the periphery and the accelerated growth of theeregion. Although
positive “spread effects” also occur—such as increasexdue for agricultural
products and raw materials trade from the periphery and doeset match the
negative “backwash effects”. Myrdal argued that, withoutrggrstate policy, the
capitalist system therefore fosters increasing regiorajualities.

Applied to migration, this perspective turns the argumenkofclassical and
developmentalist approaches upside down. While neo-classicaéptvep predicted
long-term convergence of income and other opportunities through a pobdastr
price equalization, cumulative causation theory posits thatatiog does not
decrease, buhcreaseincome disparities between sending and receiving countries
and localities. Cumulative causation theory predicts thatatam undermines
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sending economies by depriving them of their valuable humamatetial capital
resources, which are exploited for the benefit of industridleaintries (international
migration) and urban-based capitalist elite groups within develauuagtries
(internal migration) in need of cheap migrant labour. Migraundermines regional
and local economies by depriving communities of their mostéduabour force,
increasing dependence on the outside world (of which remittanedsit one
manifestation) and stimulating subsequent out-migration (AlmEdd8, Binford
2003, Lewis 1986, Lipton 1980, Reichert 1981, Rhoades 1979, Rubenstein 1992).
In this way, the productive structures at the origin would berpssiely
undermined, contributing to “asymmetric growth”—as opposed to thelassical
equilibrium model of factor price equalization and spatial ire@wnvergence—and
the increasing dependency of the underdeveloped on the developeduwarees (cf.
Almeida 1973). This pauperization is seen as encouraging futitenigration.
migration-induced dependency, instability, and developmental dst@ate assumed
to result in economic decline (Keely & Tran 1989:501). Negagiesspectives were
amalgamated into what might be called the “migrant syndr@Reethert 1981), the
vicious circle of migration — more underdevelopment — more nidgraand so on.

At the receiving end, employment growth is supposed to germa@migration,
“which stimulates further employment growth, which stimwuddtether migration,
revealing a macroeconomic process of cumulative causaticmSg®y 1990: 15).
Ethnic enclaves might provide labour in ethnic businessese\fédte sufficiently
large in number, immigrant populations might therefore produceonkeexternalities
that will attract other migrants (Epstein 2008: 568). More gdlye patterns of
occupational specialisation (also outside of “ethnic busingsard’segmentation of
labour markets tend to perpetuate the demand for migrant lalibim specific
economic niches (Castles & Miller 2003, Massey et al 19@8eRi979).

Cumulative causation theory hypothesizes that migrationeteats/e process —
attracting those with the greatest endowments of human caital therefore
contributes to economic growth and labour demand in receiving isscietile
having the opposite effects in sending societies, engenderthgifapportunity
disparities, leading to even more migration (Massey 1990, M¢a%v). In neo-
Marxist terms, migration not only reproduces but furtieémforcesthe capitalist
system based on global class inequality.

3.5. Social remittances and cultures of migration

Besides the impact of migration on (1) social stratiftcatind relative deprivation

and (2) the economic structure in sending communities, the irarkef migration
systems theory can be extended with a thirds contextuahsysedback in the form

of (3) migration driven forms of cultural and social changegctvineciprocally affect
people’s future propensity to migrate. While contextual impacbonterflows of
information and ideas and the effect of migration on aspirati@ssalready been
acknowledged by Mabogunje (1970) and others, Levitt (1998) coined thésecial
remittances” to describe ideas, behaviours, identities @eidl £apital flowing from
receiving to sending communities. While Levitt focused onrtiportance role of
social remittances in social and political life in sendiogntries, the concept can also
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be applied to migration systems theory in order to includenmaterial feedback
mechanisms in our framework.

Migration and the close confrontation with other norms and pescthis involves,
tends to have to have a profound influence on identity formatiomsand
behaviour in migrant sending communities. This may lead tertiexgence of a
“culture of migration”, in which migration becomes a soai@fm or even a modern
rite de passagéMassey et al 1993: 453). If international migration becostresgly
associated with personal, social, and material sucecegsting can become the norm
rather than the exception and staying home is associ@tethiure. Such migration-
affected cultural change is likely to generate self-suistg dynamics by further
strengthening migration propensities along established pathwagsmimunities and
societies that can become obsessed with migration. Thugettieack mechanisms
propelled by social remittances stimulate migration bectingsetend to increase
aspirations to migrate in largely similar ways astiedadeprivation does. This effect
should be distinguished from the role of migrant networks andtearoés in
lowering costs and risks of migrating.

In Moroccan sending regions, for instance, international migramesdften become
new role models. Their yearly massive return during sunmolétays and exposure
to the relative wealth of migrants and their directtreds have increased the sense of
relative deprivation and, hence, aspirations among nonmigrdrgdater effect
exemplifies that processes of economic and cultural changkffegalt to
disentangle. Migration has had an important influence omHifthm and seasonality.
Instead of the sowing and harvest seasons in autumn and $ipeidgly-August
holiday season is now the yearly economic and cultural peakrseahen markets
are at their busiest and most marriage feasts take.pligration influence local
tastes and styles, which is for instance visible in the ngrigin of urban of
European style houses and villas by migrants (Ait Hamza 199%ate 2003,
Kerbout 1990).

Through the exposure to migrants’ (perceived) relative suosesdth and status
symbols (international) migration has almost become an obsessibis perceived
as the main or only avenue of upwards socio-economic mobilitidéiéah et al
2000), and in which ambitions, life projects and dreams opleeare generally
situatedelsewhergHajjarabi 1988). The fact that migrants often have a terydienc
present themselves as successful and to conceal their ecamahsocial problems
would further fuel this culture of migration.

The exposure of nonmigrants to the relative wealth and succesgrants,
combined with changing “urban” tastes and material aspirsitimakes the rural way
of life less appealing, discourage local people from workirtgattitional economic
sectors, and encourage even more out-migration. This wouldolegattulture of
migration”, in which youth can only imagine a future through atigg. For many
youngsters, the question is not so much whether to migrasdeamndhowto
migrate. The hopes of many young non-migrants are focused on reasitagan
international migrant as the most secure way of migratinggabIiThis fixation on
migration can be so overwhelming that in several Moroccanami sending areas a
large number of young men were not only jobless but not looking for eithré&r
(Fadloullah et al 2000, Schoorl et al 2000).
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Figure 2. The ‘migrant syndrome’ — hypothesisedtextual internal migration dynamics at
the sending side

Source: Author’s literature review of cumulativeisation and neo-Marxist migration theory

More generally, the socio-cultural impacts of migratiorsending communities tend
to receive a bad press. Migration is often held responibt&e disruption of
traditional kinship systems and care structures (King & Vuin@006), the loss of
community solidarity and the undermining of their “socioculturagnity” (Hayes
1991). The exposure to the wealth of (return) migrants and the gndddeas they
bring with them, would contribute to changing rural tastes (Lia@80:12), lowering
the demand for locally produced goods, increasing the demands for ichpdséan or
foreign-produced goods, and thereby increasing the general tbsisgin sending
communities. This again shows the close conceptual links théecdrawn between
the effects of financial and social remittances and howegsas of social, cultural
and economic migration-related change are inextricably linked.

Because notions about whether and which migration is an acceptatdsirable
choice are likely to be influenced by shared beliefs\ahdes (cf. Boswell 2008:
558), prior migration moves are likely to shape the prefese(iRadu 2008) and
locational choices of future migrants — migration-induced culthrahges is another
explanation of the spatially clustered, fundamentally non-rargtate of empirically
observed migration patterns. State-of-the-art insights ingoatidn-induced
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contextual changes can be amalgamated into an extendexptiaidramework of
cumulative causation, depicted in figure 2, in which theaats of migration on
inequality, economic production and cultural change tends toasengeople’s need
and aspirations to migrate.

4. What conventional theories cannot explain

4.1. Questioning the circularity and linearity of n etwork theory

Notwithstanding their considerable merits, conventional theoné£mpirical work
on the internal dynamics of migration processes are charactdaysthree
weaknesses. First, most research concentrates on endogenibaskemechanisms,
mainly in the form of migrant networks. This tends to conseabnd order internal
dynamics that operate through contextual effects at the seadtitrgceiving side.
The previous sections analysed how general processes of sooi@mic and
cultural change in receiving and sending communities and sacietienly affect
migration butare also affected byigration processes through various endogenous
and contextual effects summarised in table 1. At figdttsit seems relatively
straightforward to integrate network theory, migration systdmory and cumulative
causation theory into a single conceptual framework perspedtilaie trst order
(endogenous) and second order (contextual) internal mechanisnigrafion (see
figure 1). The endogenous and contextual dynamics described a@mmedcs
reinforce each other, and jointly seem to form a powerfutistc tool for
understanding why migration processes tend to become selfrsugtand typically
gain their own momentum.

However, this conceals a second, and more fundamental, weakmessork,
migration systems and cumulative causation theories, whtble isnear circularity of
their core arguments, according to which migration seems tmgd infinitum They
give surprisingly little insight in the external and, pautarly, internal (endogenous
and contextual) dynamics that mayunteracthe self-perpetuating dynamics of
migration processes and which may lead to the weakenimjgofnt systems over
time. As we will see, the circularity of these thesiigerooted in the assumption that
the relation between increases in migration and mig@mtrunities on the one hand
and endogenous effects and contextual externalities are linealvaayg positive.
These assumptions are not only logically inconsistent and at dttdheories on
diffusion and (dis) economies of scale but also conflictirth empirical evidence.
The circularity of the argument “migration leads to more migretis the both
strength and weakness of such theories. This explains théaneadre sophisticated
conceptual frameworks that are to account for non-linearityaf selations

Third, conventional theories are unable to explain the frequembccurrencef
self-reinforcing internal migration dynamics. They do not g meaningful insight
into the question why most migration moves do not unleash proaefssesin
migration to evolve into full-blown migration systems, and why salm. Because
studies of migration networks tend to sample on the dependeable, they tend to
ignore and fail to explain the many cases in which migratiomes do not set in
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motion self-reinforcing endogenous and contextual feedback dynavetwsork and
cumulative causation theory both postulate that the number camisgand network
connections first has to reach a certain but unspedfigdal level before migration
becomes self-perpetuating through the creation of a socialls#uotsustain the
process (cf. Castles & Miller 2003, Massey 1989). Afterfathese self-reinforcing
processes would apply from the beginning, all initial migrathoves would evolve
into migration systems. This raises the following question:cWfactors explain the
much-ignored fact that only some initial migration moves uhl@agrocess of chain
migration leading to the establishment of migration systems?

4.2. Explaining heterogeneity

The study of migration networks has become very popular in théewaslecades (cf.
Haug 2008, Heering et al 2004, Palloni et al 2001, Winters2&(dl), which is not
unrelated to the striking popularity of the concept of sociaitakin social sciences
generally. The accumulation of social capital in the fofrmigration related
knowledge and resources therefore tends to lead to a furthesialif of the migration
experiences within communities, regions and even nations. Yetitha tendency to
accept the arguments of network theories too uncriticallgy Tannot explain the
real-life heterogeneity and variances in the occurrencepawedr of network
dynamics.

Conventional network theories fail to explain why most initignation moves do
notresult in network dynamics and do not give insight into thenateanechanisms
that lead to the heterogeneous weakening, crumbling and disapjeeafanigrant
networks. While some migration networks — such as among Itafighe United
States (MacDonald & MacDonald 1964) — may prove sustainablentare
generational, others, such as those among Algeriansned-(€ollyer 2005), seem to
crumble much faster. The main point is to go beyond a circathtedeological
perspective in order to account for theterogeneityf migrant network dynamics.
Network decline is usually explained as the result of the gradeakening of
transnational social ties. Although this seems indeed an impestplanation, this
argument is somehow inconsistent with the idea that netwonkatiug continuously
‘refreshes’ these bonds. Moreover, it cannot explain why suakeming occurs very
fast for some migrant groups, and much slower or not at aitiier.

4.3. The conflicting internal logics of cumulative causation

Migratory cumulative causation theory as coined by Douglas&jasas a major
step forward because it goes beyond network analysis by incongocantextual
feedback mechanisms in explaining why migration can becorek-pespetuating
process. Cumulative causation theory is analogous to migsatsbems theory in the
sense that it links the process of migration to the dynaimiite local and
community context at both the origin and destination. The mairreiifée is that
cumulative causation theory is more explicit on the naturkeeoimipact of migration
on sending areas, and its verdict is clearly negative. @hieat idea is that migration

18



leads to more migration because the social, cultural and ecoréigats of migration
further undermine social cohesion and productivity in sending commesiisiee
figure 2).

Yet, cumulative causation theory as applied to the aisabysnigration processes
suffers from a number of internal logical inconsistencies andsitalso been clearly
refuted by empirical evidence pointing at the complex, heterogea@ouson-linear
character of contextual migration impacts. First, as nétfwork theory, there is an
uncomfortable circularity in the feedback mechanisms positeditoylative
causation and the “migrant syndrome”, according to which theugcycle of
impoverishment of “pauperization” in the periphery and migradnd growth at the
core seems to go @d infinitum

This is suspect, since it seems unrealistic to assumhéhitre are no counter-
mechanisms which level-off or change the nature of this suppdsestly process
over time. In particular, how far can impoverishment and “udiédeelopment” go on
without decreasing migration? In addition, the determinisicire of cumulative
causation does not give room for heterogeneity in the spdoitaljzed migration
impacts. For instance, for what precise reasons would posjiread effects (e.qg.,
remittances, innovations) never match negative backwastie{ég., lost labour,
brain drain) under certain conditions?

This leads us to the second problem, which is empirical. Anasirg body of
empirical research has appeared in the 1980s and 1990s indibatingnder certain
circumstances, migration can play a positive role in tiesgasand economic
development of regions and countries of origin (cf. Agunias 2006, de 2G07c,
Taylor et al 1996a, Taylor et al 1996b). Massey and his colledigereselves have
later challenged the prevailing view that migration disages local and national
economic growth and that it promotes economic dependency. Basedr cutheys
of Mexican-US migration, they showed that the inflow of réamites stimulate
economic activity, both directly and indirectly, and tleak to significantly higher
levels of employment, investment, and income (Durand et al 1996)

The accumulated evidence has clearly indicated that ini@mahtnigration has a real
potentialto improve well-being, stimulate economic growth and reduce poverty
directly and indirectly, in particular through remittandegidence on the
heterogeneity of migration impacts went along with a morege critique on the
rigidity of structuralist and neo-Marxist migration theory unidduence of the rise of
pluralist, more empirically informed theories such as thve @@onomics of labour
migration (Stark 1991, Taylor 1999). Apparently, the self-reinfgy@yclical
mechanisms of asymmetrical, polarizing development cannakbe &s axiomatic.

Although situations reminiscent of the “migration syndrome” do ocmader
favourable general (economic, political) conditions migrantsiwdest, circulate and
return to origin communities. The non-longitudinal, “snapshot” charattmany
studies can also lead to potentially misleading conclusiortBeacial and economic
impact of migration tend to change over time. Migration camrdsh agricultural
production in the short run through “lost labour” effects and otheuptisns created
by migration. But migration and remittances may also enharazictivity in the

long run through invested remittances after agricultural productgiereg have
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adapted and migrants have settled at the destination ardis#fieient money
(Lucas 1987, Taylor 1994). A study of Turkish remittances indicttuat while
consumption smoothing is the dominant short-run motive for sendingaeroes, the
investment motive is important in the long run (Alper & Ney@p06). A study in
southern Morocco identified a sequence in which most housingiineets occur
relatively early in the migration cycle and peak figeld years after initial migration.
Most agricultural investments occurred from 15 to 24 yeaes afigration, and
investments in non-agricultural private businesses peaked fram2Zbyears after
migration (de Haas 2003).

Under highly unfavourable macro-level economic and political conditroiggants
are likely to disinvest in communities of origin, which ¢adeed set in motion
cumulative causation-like processes. On the other hand hifrsacro conditions are
more favourable or improve over time, if societies stabp@éically and economic
growth starts to take off, then migrants are likely t@ab®ng the first to join in and
recognize such new opportunities, reinforcing these positvel$rthrough investing,
circulating and returning to their origin countries. Such turnarouads happened in
the past few decades with several emigration countrievasdias the South-Korea,
Taiwan, Spain, and Greece, and might be currently happeningaantry like
Turkey.

So, migrants and remittances can neither be blamed fok aflaevelopment nor be
expected to trigger take-off development in generally urdditteainvestment
environments. Depending on the macro-context, effects can bo#gbhéve and
positive. After all, earnings abroad and remittances not@myple migrants to invest,
but also give them and their families the freedomisengagdrom societies of
origin.This exemplifies another shortcoming of cumulative camsdkieory. By
concentrating on the community level it de-contextualisesrhbysis of migration
effects. This might lead to misleading inferences about tgug#or instance, the
supposed causality of

migration leads to more underdevelopment and, heagaore migration,

if empirically verified, is in fact a spurious correlatiti®cause both migration and
community development are both influenced by structural forceése ahacro-level,
which micro-level surveys, notwithstanding their many advantagesally fail to
capture. This once again underlines the importance of contekigale study of
internal migration processes.

Third, there is an inherent logical contradiction in the ¢&otral arguments that
cumulative causation makes: On the one hand, migration iscshrded inequality
because migrants come from relatively well-off groups witlimmunities. This
assertion is largely consistent with empirical evide@oethe other hand, further
impoverishment at the community and regional level is expeotieéd to more
migration. This is logically inconsistent, as the firstuangnt rightly supposes that a
certain threshold of wealth needs to precede migration arsktomd argument
supposes a negative-linear relationship between wealth gnation.

Thus, cumulative causation makesireonsistenainalysis of the causes of migration
through their selective ignorance of the selective charattergpation. This also
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reveals that by implicitly assuming that impoverishmenddga more migration,
cumulative causation theory implicitly assumes a linearinegassociation between
“development” or wealth and migration. This is fundamentatlgdds with empirical
evidence that international migrants generally tend to cortieenérom the most
deprived and isolated communities within countries, nor from thé¢ depsived
families within communities. People need certain cagadsland access to resources
in order to be able to migrate. Theoretical and empigealence on the “migration
hump” and migration transitions strongly suggests that theaesdtip between
aspirations and capabilities increasing development and noigriatd- or inverted U-
curve like rather than linear (de Haas 2007d, Hatton & Wikian 1998, Martin &
Taylor 1996, Skeldon 1997, Zelinsky 1971). Such evidence fundamentallydiotstra
the cumulative causation’s conceptualisation of migratiohasdsult of
impoverishment.

This undermines the entire central argument of cumulativeaiangheory. Most
migration seems to result from relative, and not absaillgerjivation and increasing
aspirations in combination with substantial spatial opportunitgmifftials. Even if
the feedback dynamics depicted in figure 2 would empiricallgl,tbe systematic
impoverishment of sending communities and is rather expectedddodecreasing
rather than increasing migration, because less and less pélbjple able to migrate,
in particular when it concerns costly and risky internatiomgration. The true
migration paradox is that, besides network effects, poste&l and economic
impacts of migration which endow people with more resourcekttereinforce their
(1) ability and (2) aspirations to migrate, at least inytiaDnly in the longer term,
such positive effects might lead to decreasing migra@ote again, the causalities
are fundamentally non-linear.

As with network theory, the circular character of cumulati@asation also highlights
its inability to conceptualise contextual feedback mechanisaisright counter-act
self-reinforcing contextual migration dynamics and, eventubdading to less
migration. The remarkable explanation provided by Massey (8)4feyond
network saturation (which is endogenous) was that

“the rate of out-movement ultimately reaches aestalgere labor shortages begin to
occur and local wages start to rise . . . . Theseldpments act to dampen the
pressures for additional migration and cause tteeabentry into the migrant work
force to decelerate and then to fall of”

this argument is directly drawn from neoclassical migrati@oty, which expects
migration to cause labour to become less scarce at theat@stiand scarcer at the
sending end. Capital is expected to move in the opposite dimetiia perfectly neo-
classical world, this process of “factor price equalizatigngé Heckscher-Ohlin
model) will lead to growing convergence between wages atethéing and receiving
end (Harris & Todaro 1970, Lewis 1954, Ranis & Fei 1961, Schiff 1984he long
run, this process would remove the incentives for migratingsées neoclassical
argument is problematic since it is logically inconsisterh \wis cumulative
causation theory, which predicts divergence instead of convergéhis also
illustrates the pitfalls of combining different, fundamentatigommensurate theories.
All'in all, cumulative causation theory is not only base@grartial understanding of

21



the forces driving international migration, and cannot explainrimalaing of
networks over time.

Another assertion of cumulative causation theory is that megréads to more
migration through remittance-driven increases in income ineyualg#ending
communities. Such impacts are unlikely to be linear, lesthaty of migration
selectivity tends to change over time. During the fisgas of the evolution of a
migration system, selectivity tends to decrease rapldigough costs and risks
diminishing network effects and the flow back of informatidatreely less wealthy
community members tend to gain increasingly easy atcaesgjration.

As a consequence of this diffusion process, empirical evidérogesshat the initially
negative effect of remittances on income equality mightetbes, be dampened or
even reversed in the long term (Jones 1998, McKenzie & Rapoport, 2008ugh
exact effects are highly contingent on initial migration dtaléy (Stark 1988). So,
whereas relative deprivation relative deprivation is likelincrease in early stages of
migration, it may decrease at later stages. Howevequility may again increase at
the “late adopters” stage of migration, when selectivitgna@fration, other things
being equal, tends to increase again (Jones 1998).

4.4. Exogenous factors and their interplay with int ernal
dynamics

It is tempting to attribute the rise and fall of migrantwerks and migration systems
to exogenous, macro-level factors impacting on migration. Ftarios, there is
evidence suggesting that migration tends to sharply fathgferand other opportunity
differentials between sending and receiving countries fadvbel critical threshold
level — for wages usually put at a range between 3 and $86hning 1994, de Haas
2007d, Martin & Taylor 1996) — provided that the emigration coustgrowing fast,
politically stable and offering hope and opportunity (Martin & Tayl886). Beyond
that threshold level, the advantages of staying home appeséanti to outweigh the
costs of migration, and many migrants will effectivelyura to their origin countries,
which then gradually transform into net immigration countrieehSprocesses have
recently occurred in countries as diverse as Spain, &réeckey, South Korea and
Taiwan.

Also restrictive emigration and immigration policies — e¥hare typically more
successful in authoritarian states such as Cuba and Atgetiee sending end, and
Saudi Arabia and Singapore on the receiving end — tend to $ectiea costs and risks
of migration. If marginal increases in externally deteedimigration costs start to
outweigh marginal reduction of migration costs through networksnight expect a
decline of migration and eventual weakening of migrant netw@&Hyer challenged
existing social network approaches to migration (2005) by howaasitrgly
restrictive immigration policies by the French state fatssuch pressure on migrant
networks that Algerian asylum seekers migrate increasmglyate to the UK and
other destinations, where they do not have family membershabare politically
and economically more attractive destinations.
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This indicates that advocates of network models may oveth&tecase when
arguing that networks give migration its own, self-perpetuatinghentum
independentlyf its initial causes. This is at odd with ample evidethes when these
causes disappear, migratidoestend to decline. Declining migration from once-
classical emigration countries such as Ireland, ltghpirs South-Korea, Taiwan and
even Turkey are just a few cases in point. Networks can thsesdoeas intermediate
factors reducing the costs and risks of migration ratherrévadering its fundamental
macro-causes irrelevant. This also shows why network the@ycasdoes not
necessarily undermine neo-classical explanations of migration.

However, apart from obvious exogenous forces, this paper eraphdisat there are
alsointernal andcontextuaimechanisms internal to migration processes which may
weaken migrant networks and migration systems over tmmeontrast to self-
sustaining forces, self-undermining internal migration dynamics feedved only
scant attention in the literature. As far as they lageived attention, they have been
weakly theorised, let alone incorporated in network and cumealatiusation theory

in order to make these theories more realistic. Howévisrimportant to do so in
view of descriptive evidence that migrants are not nedgseaty “bridgeheads”
facilitating subsequent migration, but may also become regéritgatekeepers”
(Bocker 1994, Collyer 2005), being hesitant or unwilling to agsestpective
migrants.

There is reason to think that the research focus on tréaosalggm and networks has
contributed to a biased view exaggerating the power and positives of social
capital. Most empirical studies are based on case studieb v@md to sample on the
transnationalism or network variable and are therefore likebetbiased towards
immigrants with high levels of transnational orientations d@rahg network ties. This
can easily lead to exaggeration of the proportion of imamity that maintain intensive
transnational ties and identifications through migration netw@és Guarnizo et al
2003), and leaves out of the picture the many instances in wbialorks do not play
an important role or have weakened over time. The followirngsections will
analyse the various endogenous and contextual mechanisms wgitHead to the
rise and fall of migration networks and will assess teettttical implications of these
findings.

5. Non-linear and exclusionary endogenous dynamics

5.1. Migration as a diffusion process

Linear and circular interpretations of network and cumulataugsation theory are
unrealistic because, according to their logic, a whole comgnshduld end up at the
destination. Massey (1990), Haug (2008) and others have rathept@icsed
migration as a diffusion processes which follows a clasSiesdlaped curve, while the
migration rates follow the shape of a bell curve (see figurén this diffusion
process, the migration diffusion rate increases slowbn tnore strongly, before
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declining first at a fast rate then more slowly, untdribps to almost zero and the
process comes to a halt (Haug 2008: 152).

Figure 3. Hypothesised migration diffusion (Belta® curves)

In his hypothesis of the mobility transition, Zelinksy (1971) lindedhographic
transition theory to the spatial diffusion of innovations, throwgich he managed to
reach a more spatio-temporal understanding of the spread aitimigiHe
conceptualized the demographic transition — in many waysxy j@f modernization
— as a process diffusing outward through space and time and tiikgrocess to
patterned regularities in tlggowth of personal mobility (Zelinsky 1971: 220-222).

The application of diffusion theory to the study of migrantveeks seems useful to
explain common empirical patterns in which emigration rixtes particular
communities is seldom constant and tend to peak and than tHiere dEgerett
Rogers (1962), the founder of diffusion thepryroposed that adopters of any new
innovation or idea can be categorized as innovators, early adagatdysmajority,

late majority, and laggards. Rogers argued that peopldisdattioward an innovation
is a key element in its diffusion. His innovation decisioocpss theory states that
innovation diffusion occurs through five successive stagesinflo@ation-decision
process is the process through which people pass (1) first knovdedgennovation;
to (2) forming an attitude toward the innovation; to (3) a decitd adopt or reject; to
(4) implementation of the new idea, and to (5) confirmaticthis decision.

Applied to migration, pioneer migrants seem to fit withinfirg category of
innovators and, perhaps, early adopters. Generally, empiricaheeideggests that
such early migrants tend to be from relatively wealthyi(fstance, lower middle
class) households, as early migration—analogous to the adoptiorffas@diof a
new technology through space and populations—often entails high costskand
Network effects diminishing the risks and costs of migraticau@ & Zimmermann
1998) and facilitating the flow back of information (Korner 198 )c®these costs
and risks decrease below a critical threshold level, arastgly large proportion of
the population will be able to migrate, which leads to an exg@ierowth of
migration participation in the next phase.

* Rogers defined diffusion as the process by whitlhaovation is communicated through certain
channels over time among the members of a soc#tisy Although Rogers developed his theory for
the diffusion of innovations, diffusion theory hasen widely applied in social science to descititee t
adoption of new ideas and behaviours throughoutamusociety.
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According diffusion theory, we can expect migration slowing dawihne “late
adopters” stage. The more contentious points are at which pairdtgai occurs and
the extent to which migration will slow down. Haug (2008) hypotleelsikat with
each new migrant, social capital declines at the plhoegin, resulting in an
attendant drop in the potential loss of social capital at #epf origin. According
to this line of reasoning, however, there would not be a iouighdency for network
migration to slow down beyond a certain point, and we can expewatibie
community to end up at the destination.

Empirical evidence strongly suggests that only a minorityoofraunity members
actually migrates. This can be better explained if areceive migration as part of
broader household strategies to spread income risks and to oedomahmarket
constraints (rather as individual strategies for utilitikimésation, as assumed by
neo-classical migration theory), as proposed by the new econohiatsour
migration and other household approaches developed by other samitistsi(see de
Haas 2007a for an extensive discussion of these approaches).

The spatial risks diversification argument and the desimvest in origin
communities implies that it is generally not in the intecégtouseholds that all
members end up at the destination, but rather two haverdees “best suited”
(generally young) household members to migrate. In addition to hodsabdkels,
human capital theory applied to migration further enables tlebretically explain
the selectivity of migration beyond explanations focusing only on opptytcosts
(Bauer & Zimmermann 1998, Sjaastad 1962).

Taking into account individual differences in terms of skkfspwledge, physical
abilities, age, sex, and so on, there will also be miffees in the extent to which
individuals and their households are expected to gain from timgr®ifferences in
expected returns on migration investments will partly explaiarding propensities
across individuals or communities. For instance, huamatsocial capital theory
provide relatively straightforward explanations why earlgnaits tend to be young,
as they have more expected returns on their human capitdiegnbave invested less
in social capital at the origin, and therefore literadlgd to loose, but they cannot
explain

On this basis, we can hypothesise that saturation occursmderhousehold willing
to participate in migration have actually done so. Any furtleslines in costs and
risks through network effects will only allow the few remainimmst deprived
members — the late adopters — to migrate. Massey (1998&}exbthat saturation
occurs when

“virtually all households have a close connectmisameone with migrant experience
... When networks reach this level of developmtr® costs of migration stops
falling with each new entrant and the process @fration looses its dynamic”.

Put differently, the returns of network connections on the oddsgratimg diminish

as migrant communities and network connection grow. Thesdmabhppsitive
returns are large and growing in earlier stages of migraivhen the costs and risks
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diminishing effects of network lift large sections of sendingimunities above the
threshold at which migration becomes possible. They will diftninisen most
households have access to migration and migrant network connectiorizehause
less scarce. However, we can expect the right taileofliiusion graph to be less
steep and longer than depicted in figure 3, as (familgyation through networks
will continue to facilitate migration and as well as thet that the psychological,
social and financial threshold levels for migration to occuiy ali other things being
equal, have declined.

Diffusion theory when combined with network theory and householdappes to
migration decision making is a useful theoretical tool to unaledsthe typical
sequences of rising and falling migration rates occurring pecific migrant
communities. Saturation is the only endogenous mechanisms idehtified
conventional network theory to explaiecliningnetworks migration over time.
However, there are a number of conceptual caveats.

First, the theory implicitly assumes that migration anamalous, new behaviour,
which in its turn is based on the “myth of the immobile pedg&keldon 1997: 7-8)
and the implicit assumption that pre-modern societies codsi$telatively isolated,
stable, static, homogeneous peasant communities, in which iomgnas fairly
exceptional. This is generally consistent with historicadence. So, it is not
migration that is new, it is rather new (internationalltidesions and its association
with modern wage labour and capitalist economies that coestiitetmain
“innovation” of contemporary migration. So, as much as therewg%eginning” of
migration, we should not assume an “end” of migration atitft hand side of the
bell curve, it rather represents a deceleration of mayrao that particular
destination. Second, application of this theory should nottteddgmatic,
teleological views of migration stages communities “havego through. Empirical
realities tend to depart from this ideal type, in paréiciflexogenous economic and
political conditions (which are assumed constant) change.

More fundamentally problematic is the assumption that “over tmggation spreads
outward to encompasdl segments of society” (Massey 1990: 8, emphasis by author).
From empirical studies, we know that this is typicalty the case. As any society,
migrant sending societies tend to be socially and ethnistall§ified. This also means
that group boundaries may impede the diffusion of the migrationierperacross
communities. Instead of spreadingalbsegments of society, migration tends to be a
socially stratified process. This will inevitably leadatanore critical discussion of the
fundamentally mixed blessings of social capital in migragimtesses.

5.2. The downsides of migratory social capital

Social capital in the form of strong kinship and social bondgyeceatly facilitate the
migration of group members, but the flipside of the coin isgbhah strong
community bondsisotend to exclude outsiders from access to migration. In
communities where social organization and trust are mbadgd on kinship ties,
these bonds were also the main channel for gaining accessrtational migration,
either through marriage, assistance with securing Viisasicing irregular migration,
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finding work and housing, and so on. Moreover, migrants, includieig ¢hildren,
tend to prefer to marry partners within their own extendedl{ or the own ethnic
lineage.

For instance, my doctoral fieldwork in southern Morocco revketiat in the six
communities surveyed, selectivity of access to internatimngtation to Europe had
not decreased over the past decades, which is conflictihdhe predictions of
network theory (de Haas 2003). Data analysis revealed a higledif&gion in
migration participation across different lineagehgar within the same village and
across villages. Some (extended families within) lineage$ar more heavily
involved in international migration than others are, angramts from the same
lineagetend to be concentrated in specific destinations. OuteoBBhdifferent
lineages included in the survey, only 7 contained more thaers@mt of all current
international migrants.

A Gini-index based analysis of the distribution of internationigrants at the lineage
level, differentiating between migrants who left before sinde 1980, indicated that
the degree of inequality of international migration participati@asured at the
lineage level had remained virtually constant. This sugdbat inequality in access
to international migration has not decreased, and thatfiatienal migration capital”
has remained concentrated within certain lineages.pertance of such kinship
networks has become even more important due to the incréegaidparriers to
migration. Moreover, ethnic lineages—and extended familiggn them—tend to
keep the “migration capital” within their own group through endogammarsiage

(de Haas 2003, de Haas 2006).

Figure 4. Lorenz curves for participation in int&ional migration at lineage level before and
since 1980, Todgha oasis, Morocco
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Source: de Haas 2003. Gini index: 0.463 (befor®d)188d 0.471 (after 1980).

Thus, kinship-based access to migrant networks can alsotéemesjuality in access
to such networks. This also explains why the supposed “diffusionigration

within communities—as predicted by migration network theory aakttional
models—remained largely limited to particular lineagesextdnded families within
them which monopolize access to international migratan.the predicted spread “to
all segments of society” (Massey 1990: 8) did not occur. In souMerocco, such
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patterns are repeated at the local and regional levelceithin villages, towns, oases
or valleys having much higher levels of international ntigraparticipation than
others, and with each locality being highly “specialized’ agration to one or two
particular destinations in Europe. Such spatially concendteatd bundled nature of
migration patterns have for also been described for hiatorigration from southern
Italy to the US (MacDonald & MacDonald 1964), migratiorthivi Africa

(Mabogunje 1970) and seem in fact rather typical for migratcmurring from
traditional societies.

This also explains why ethnic groups and/or regions which aradedaifrom existing
networks and/or not incorporated in established migration sysesmdso develop
distinct migration patterns. In southern Morocco, for instateepeasant populations
of certain oases have heavily participated in migratidfrance and the Netherlands
since the mid 1960s. While more marginal, often semi-nomadiaceghmiips (such
as the Ait Atta of the Saghro mountains) tended to be excfugi®dsuch migration,
but have been at the forefront of exploring new migration deftitsin Spain since
the 1990s (de Haas 2003).

Although kinship networks tend to be of great help for insidery,dls® tend to be
exclusionary for outsiders. This points at the “downside of soajaital’. This
concept was coined by Portes and Landolt (1996) and further elabbyafexites
(21998) in his seminal paper on the origins and applications ofl sag#al. Portes
introduced this concept to criticize uncritical and fashiongpéieations which
celebrate social capital as a “key to success and devehliprAe Portes argues,
popular views now portray social capital as wholly beneficigh wa significant
downside, and thereby naively assume that social capitaésalve the classic
dilemmas of collective action. However, as Portes (199ff)eat, social capital does
have also has at least four possible negative implications:

1. Restricted access to opportunities through exclusitve same strong ties that
bring benefits to members of a group often enable to exclude astédetes
1998: 18, Portes & Landolt 1996: 3);

2. Excessive claims on group membdéright social networks and obligations
may undermine individual economic initiatives through pressinglsocia
obligations and excessive claims on such successful individusigport
family and community members.

3. Restrictions in individual freedanCommunity or group membership creates
demands for conformity, which can be asphyxiating to the indivisjpiat. A
high level of social control can also be quite restrictivpeatonal freedoms.

4. Downward levelling normsParticularly if group solidarity is cemented by a
common experience of adversity and discrimination by mainstsearaty,
individual success stories undermine group cohesion “because ¢néslatt
precisely grounded in the alleged impossibility of such occurgériPertes
1998: 17). This may lead to the emergence of downward leveltings that
keep members of a group in place and force the more ambitiessdpe
from it.

This paper argues that these four “downsides” of social tagitdentified by Portes

can be successfully applied to the study of the internalmigsaof migration
processes. Incorporation of these negative forms of sog#hken our conceptual
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framework will enable to improve insight in the internal dyrethat may
effectively block or gradually undermine self-perpetuating migmnadynamics
described above. In the next section we will limit thewssion to the first,
exclusionary, downside of social capital, as it is the medevant to the study of
endogenouternal dynamics operating through migrant networks. The dihee t
downsides rather refer to contextual effects, and will thezebe discussed in
subsequent, relevant sections.

5.3. The exclusionary dynamics of migrant networks

In the arena of migration research, social capitététform of access to migrant
networks tends to be invariably seen as an unmixed blessititatang the migration
of more and more community members. However, such reasoningaslpaircular,
but also largely ignores the internal socio-ethnic differénotieof migrant sending
communities. Migration networks may be to the benefit of pebplonging to the
(extended) families, ethnic groups or communities containingnatienal migrants,
but they also entail the exclusion of those outside these griougsuthern Morocco,
for instance, predominantly kinship-based nature of access tanmhigetworks
implies that although current migrants may indeed act as “bridgshéor
prospective migrants within the same family and lineage, dlsyact as
“gatekeepers”, who are unwilling to assist non-kin or onlgado do so in return for
a high (bride) price.

This also highlights the importance of decomposing social capmtite{1) the social
relationship itself and (2) the amount and quality of resouha#scan be accessed
through such relationships. As Portes (1998) argued as well, skircction was
essential in Bourdieu’s original definition of social cap{see paragraph 2.2), but
these two elements have unfortunately been confounded in mtloh later
literature, such as is for instance evident in Colemdr®8§) and Putnam’s (2000)
influential interpretations of the concept. As has been drgydortes, the inherent
danger of such analytical fuzziness is tautological reasoAiiey. all, “defining
social capital as equivalent with the resources thus obtariadtamount to saying
that thesuccessful succee(Portes 1998: 5; emphasis added). This criticism can be
directly applied to the literature on migration networks: Stremgjal networks only
facilitate migration if members of such networks have ssteresourcedacilitating
such migration. Networks can be highly useful, but areyuels, sieither a sufficient
nor a necessary condition for migration to occur.

Defining capital as “accumulated labor”, Bourdieu (1985: 241) engatathat the
different forms of capital are fungible. This implies thaireamic, human social and
cultural capital can be partly converted into each others&cial capital in the form
of migrant networks can be a useful resource enabling people tatengmnd, hence,
potentially gain access to economic, cultural and cultural ¢aditavever, strong
social connectionas sucldo not enable migration. Networks do not automatically
lead to more migration, because it requires that migeaetboth (1) willing to help

® Bourdieu (1979; 1985) did not use the term hunapital, but this concepts seems to be more or less
included in his definition of cultural capital (salso Portes 1998).
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prospective migrants and (2) capable to mobilize the resoueeeed to facilitate
migration.

Impoverished migrants, for instance, might simply not md#ato deliver “network
help” if they lack the resources to do so. At the same,tprople lacking strong
social connections to migrants but possessing high economic, humenltznal
capital will often still be able to migrate without thelp of others, because they can
more easily access visas, are generally better infoabedt migration opportunities
and have the financial means to assume the opportunity anti@dtsaof migrating.
So, networks are certainly not a necessary condition for nogredioccur.

We can therefore hypothesize thaltativelypoor, low skilled migrants are generally
more dependent on social capital in the form of networksdardo migrate than
wealthy, high skilled migrants. This is consistent with angpieence of the clustered
nature of migration of low skilled migration as well asithmore segregated
settlement patterns as opposed to the more individualizesharedspatially diffuse
and less geographically concentrated nature of high skilledting. This also shows
that we should not overstate the importance of networks iratiogrprocesses.

Thus, while networks tend to be particularly crucial forliting migration of
relatively poor people, this very dependence on networksrajsieed that relatively
poor people lacking access to such networks can be effeatixelydedrom
migration. This can lead to situations of “involuntary immoyil{iCarling 2002), in
particular in communities where the contextual effectsugfd-scale emigrations have
increased people’s aspirations to migrate, but where atx@gsrnational mobility
has become more costly and selective through the implemerthiimreasingly
restrictive immigration policies by destination countrigach situations of
involuntary immobility through exclusion of access to migratospueces among the
relatively deprived have been described in several or@intcies of immigrants in
Europe, such as Cape Verde (Carling 2002), Mali (J6nsson 2008) anddddde
Haas 2003). As we will see in section 6.5, under suchrostances, diseconomies of
scale of migrant networks through increasing competition for jobg@esdure on
wages might further decrease the willingness and abflisgttled migrants to provide
migration assistance.

Particularly, in the case of “South-North” international miigna where financial
resources mobilized through migration (remittances) can sulahbaintcrease the
wealth of migrant families, these exclusionary mechanisamdead to new
inequalities. In southern Morocco, international migration haesrgiise to new socio-
economic divides between families and lineages with and witlvoesa to
international migration and remittances, which have beenlyasgperimposed upon
the traditional forms of structural, hereditary inequaligédd on kinship, complexion
and land ownership. Sustained inequality between internatidgedtion “haves” and
“have-nots” is reinforced by the mainly kinship-based actessgration networks
(de Haas 2003, de Haas 2006). This exemplifies that migrambmks are a double-
edged sword which include some, but therefore inevitably exdilndgs. “Sociability
cuts both ways”, to speak with Portes (1998: 18). The moredctmsamunities and
(ethnic) groups and the higher the migration costs (such as threstgltive
immigration policies) the stronger these hypothesized excluyiefi@cts will be.
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6. The rise and fall of migration systems

Conventional theories on the internal dynamics of migration procassexcellent in
explaining the expansion of already established migrant networknamdtion
systems, but fail to analytically capture their creatiod demise. While the
exclusionary mechanisms of networks in closed kinship andl gwoigps help to
explain the limited spread of the migration experience tadmrts it is also important
to theorise the factors explaining why only a small minorityndial migration moves
result in the creation of migrant networks and migration systénough a more or
less systematic flow of people, information goods and moneyeketpiaces.

The implicit assumption is often that network effects irdiately start to work with
the departure of the first migrants. However, network ts&olike Massey rightly
claim that a certain critical number of migrants neetave settled at the destination
before network forces come into play. A certain “criticalssi’ before positive effects
of spatial clustering and economics of scale start to gigeation processes their
own momentum. After all, an uncritical application of netwomrotly predicts that all
individual moves by should lead to large-scale migration. Thistibtes the need to
improve insights in the processes that precede the ebtabli$ of migration systems,
beforenetworks gain their self-reinforcing internal dynamics.

Figure 5. Ideal typical scenarios of migration foaaticular destination

It is equally important to theorise why the self-reinfordimgrnal migration
dynamics tend to first gain and then gradually loose their mtumeand can even
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become self-undermining over time. While most endogenous and cohefktats of
migration tend to self-reinforce migration processes duringainky adopter and early
majority phases of migration, these effects are typicgtyerally not linear.
Conventional network and cumulative causation is unable to explaimingettled
migrants and their descendants often transform from “bridgehgadsncreasingly
selective “gatekeepers”. To explain these self-reinforamg) self-undermining
dynamics, it is useful to distinguishing between the rold pirigration-related
information flowing back to sending communities; (2) actual asgistan the process
of migrating; and (3) assistance in the settlement prodéissreas the second effect
is mainly endogenous, the first and the last effects majpdyate on the contextual
level at the sending and receiving ends, respectively.

This section will propose an ideal-typical conceptual framewnoakyaing the
processes various processes and relationships which explaetéihegeneousse
and fall of migration systems across space and time ffEmsework, which is
depicted in figure 5, will be based on the notion of migrati®ma spatio-temporal
diffusion process, but will be amended with various theoddtisagghts discussed in
the paper. Because of significant data gaps, this exesgsariarily meant to provide
a set of hypotheses, which will need further verification modification through
qualitative and quantitative empirical research.

6.1. Migration as innovation: pioneer migration

Under different guises, the migration literature has madassic distinction between
pioneer and chain migrants. The geographer Hagerstrand (1957Quitstied active
and passive migrants. In the same vein, Petersen (1958pdistied innovating and
conservative migration. MacDonald and MacDonald (1964) dextabain

migration from Italy to the US as a process involving thtages: (1) pioneer
migration of “padroni”, (2) labour migration through larger commun#yworks, and
(3) family migration through family reunification and marriadgpesween migrant men
and Italian-born brides. Pioneer migrants are unlikely to be athengoorest
community members. In his study on ltalians migration to Quc¥ecoli (1964)
showed that the original pioneer Italian immigrants to Chi¢agded to be
merchants rather than peasants.

While the structural factors which tend to encourage margsuch as opportunity
differentials, infrastructure development or violent catflare well documented, the
processes which actually trigger initial migration movedess well known.
Explanations why particular individuals within communities explore megration
itineraries and “spontaneously” appear destinations are djgriess satisfactory, and
rarely go beyond bringing in rather obscure factors such as deirea or luck.
However, even in the case of labour recruitment or confliditced migration there is
usually a degree of agency involved. This is why we would needra

sociologically founded explanation of early migration processes.

Negativesocial capital is often a major cause of pioneer migratidras been

frequently observed that pioneer migrants, are often ratreconformist
individuals. This is a general attribute of innovators, astfuption of new ideas and
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behaviours often implies violating social norms and therefayeines a certain
independent spirit. After all, people’s attitude toward an innonas a key element
in its diffusion (Rogers 1962). This also shows that the seconthaddorms of
negative social capital — excessive claims on group mesnaloel restrictions on
individual freedom — can explain why pioneer migrants tend toidetlgi non-
conformist and entrepreneurial community members. As Portes (16ppointed
out, a high level of social control can also be quite resteicif personal freedoms,
“which is the reason the young and more independent mindedalveaygs left”.
Migration can then be particularly attractive option lesegit enables individuals to
place themselves out of the social context. This seemsujartyctrue for politically
motivated migration For the case of Algerian asylum seekasllyer (2005)
described how the presence of co-nationals at a particulamatas) might be a
disincentivedo settle there, as escaping control is the very reasondtiair
migration.

Thus, there is a dangautomaticallyconceiving migration as an act of group
solidarity or as part of household or family strategies ¢eeimse of diversify
household income, as has been the overall tendency in thetiongiterature, and in
particular under influence of the new economics of labour magraéilthough these
approaches were a highly welcome departure from neo-classaigidualistic cost-
benefit approaches, this brings the danger of reifying the housatifachily as a
harmonious unit with a clear will, plans, strategy, and aand;leaves no place for
dissent, conflict and the desire to escape. In particular piomgeation can under
certain circumstances be motivated by the very wilscapegrom asphyxiating and
oppressive kinship and community bonds. This explains why those pioigranta
whose act of migrating was motivated by the very wisbstape often do not
maintain intensive social and financial ties. This seeanscplarly true in the early
phases of migration. Once established, financially seawtesacially independent,
pioneer migrants might however renew such bonds at latersstéghe life cycle (cf.
Stockdale 2002).

6.2. Early adopters: Chain migration and herd effec  ts

Pioneer migrants tend to end up in a range of destinatiots @thers return, but
only a small minority of such moves will eventually resulb@iwork migration to
destination. If pioneer migrants settle at the destinaliimited chain migratiohof
close family members of friends might follow, after whictgration largely ceases.
This most common scenario of countless initial migration mthatsnever result in
take-off migration is represented by line A in figure 5.sTisithenormal pattern.

But the crucial question remains: What explains the seleetikition of only few of
such initial moves into take-off network migration and full-bfomigration systems?

® We define chain migration as the migration of didnd family members of initial migrants to
distinguish it from network migration, where endogas externalities and contextual internal effect
start to play a role beyond the hypothesised “tioks level at which migration becomes a self-
reinforcing social and economic process. Migratibains then refer to direct, vertical family ties,
whereas networks suppose transversal connectigwede such migratory family chains both at the
community level at both the origin and the destorat

33



To understand the growth and clustering of migration flows tiicpéar destination
beforethey the network threshold level is reached, it is usefdiaa on Epstein’s
(2008) distinction between (herdand (2)networkeffects.

In brief, herd effects entail discounting private inforroatio follow others. There is a
substantial literature on herd effects. While the theorpfofination cascades has
been applied to the explanation of behaviour in several conEpagsin (2002, 2008)
has successfully applied this concept to migration. Theisdiat those without
information about destinations will migrate to where mosiahihigrants have gone
to. If full information on all possible destinations is neaidable — the implicit
assumption of push-pull and other neoclassical place utility madeth obviously
never applies — migration choices are made under conditions afainte It is then

a fully rational choice by new migrants to follow previous raigs on the supposition
that previous emigrants enjoyed information that they did nat bad that so many
other people cannot be wrong (Epstein 2008: 569). Even those withoutarifmm on
alternative location will therefore often choose the laratvhere most prior migrants
have gone to. So, initial choices by some pioneer migrantaitttaimn contact and to
facilitate migration of some family members and frienals become self-reinforcing
through these herd effects, wie#forethe network threshold level is reached.

Herd behaviour is an endogenous effect because the migrantdaehaivgroup
members directly affects the migration decision of othewiddals. In particular, this
will also encourage community members outside their direcedioanigrate before
network effects come into play. It is important to emphasiaedt this stage, the role
of social capital mainly confined to family support used irbéing chain migration

of direct kin, and does not significantly extend to wider neltvediects yet. As more
individuals migrate, unobserved conditions at the destination ahefueduced
(Radu 2008), leading to an increasing clustering around a fewispisstinations
typical for emigration communities. Obviously, such herd betawvill only occur if
people expect to benefit from migration.

Due to the increasing concentration on and selection of déstisamost herd
behaviour will be limited and will never reach the networkshaodd level. This
pattern of “failed migration systems” is represented by B in figure 5. Only a few
initial clusters will reach the threshold level at whimdsitive network externalities
start to make the process self-reinforcing. Theoreticallgn rather tiny initial leads
in number of migrant at a particular destination will begmified many times through
the increasing clustering of migration through herd effects. alesexplains why
factors such as labour recruitment, even if the number ofmtigrecruited is fairly
limited, are often crucial factors in giving this initedvantage to particular
destination to trigger self-reinforcing herd effects orsame more exceptional cases,
pushing the number of migrants at a particular destination beganthreshold level,
triggering self-reinforcing network dynamics.
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6.3. Take-off migration: Mutually reinforcing netwo rk
externalities and contextual impacts

Once the number of migrants at a particular destinatisiréached a certain critical
level at which positive network externalities occur, migraprocesses become self-
reinforcing. At least four conditions needs to be met for stfelats to occur. First,
pioneer migrants need to send back information on their pladestination and
migration experiences. Second, they need to be clustetteel destination to a certain
extent. Third, they need to be willing to accommodate tlggation of others. And
last but not least, exogenous macro-factors have to enable aredpegple to
migrate.

Networks not only facilitate migration to a particular desion but also facilitate
settlement and adjustment to a new location by providirggamis access to local
resources. Beneficial network externalities arise whenttol& ®f migrants is
sufficiently large to provide accommodation and work, other ecanassistance and
reduce the stress of cultural adaptation (Epstein 2008Watworks decrease the
costs and risks of migration, positive networks externalitifeseconomies of scale
created around immigrant clusters make the destination amorenore attractive for
new migrants, which make an increasing number of migraatstgting to that
particular destination, and so on.

In addition, the spatial clustering of migrants in enclamngsarticular towns or
neighbourhoods, the rising demand for immigrant-specific productdamnélated
rise of “ethnic” entrepreneurship tend to create a high dpsddademand for co-
ethnic workers, such as cooks, halal or kosher butchers, bakers &extiooers,
hairdressers, interpreters, teachers, and clergymedditioa to network effects, this
creates an autonomous demand for co-ethnic workers from theosgme(cf.

Castles & Miller 2003, Portes et al 2002). Again, a cedagree of spatial clustering
in specific neighbourhoods seems a prerequisite for such netwerkalites, which
is more often the case for low skilled and/or closed ethnidigiaes migrant groups.

Also in mainstream business and the civil service, ethniesiemerge when a group
is able to colonize a particular sector of employment in auehy that members
monopolise access to new job openings, while restricting tlwttsiders. Examples
cited by Portes (1998) range from restaurant work and garmeaotiéscall the way to
police and fire departments and certain branches of theYéekvand Miami civil
services. This can explain why entry-level job opening$racgiently filled by kin

and friends in remote foreign locations rather than by availabbl workers (Portes
1998). More generally, the segmented nature of labour marketsledit to such
specific, semi-autonomous demand, in particular for irregutaikevs in agriculture,
construction, domestic and other unskilled services (de Haas 2008).

Also at the sending end, several endogenous and contextual effgletis why
migration can becomes self-reinforcing. While the flow baickemittances often
finance the migration of other family and community memhéesjnitially inequality
increasing effects of remittances is likely to inceeteelings of relative deprivation
among nonmigrants and, hence, increase their aspirationsratenigocial
remittances in the form of flows of ideas, behaviours, (fratisnational) identities are
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likely to reciprocally reinforce these processes and contribude increasingly
outward looking mentality or even a “culture of migration”, in @fhincreasing
prestige is attached to migration, which can becomeialswrm or evenite de
passage.

To varying degrees, and primarily depending on the more gergogenously given
investment environment, remittance-triggered local consumptidringestment in
houses and private enterprises stimulate local economiclgeowd are likely to
provide employment and income to nonmigrants too. The same afopliesal wage
increases resulting from migration. This will enable amgasing share of the
population to reach the threshold level at which they camnas the costs and risks of
migration. However, such diffusion will be fundamentally limitestrong bonding
social capital if certain classes or ethnic groups coincidkbsthe exclusion of
outsiders.

At the same time the latter costs and risks are fallingugh network effects,
exemplifying how the internal dynamics at the sending and liegeénd tend to
reinforce each other during the phase of take-off migrationodg as people’s
aspirations faster than increases in local opportunitiex feedback mechanisms at
the contextual level will spur migration, while positive impasftsnigration and
remittances on local income growth actually enable thedo ®0. The ideal-typical
evolution of average community-level capabilities and aspira to migrate over the
different migration stages are depicted in figure 6. Thasrasther different
perspective than the more pessimistic view associated tdativaeicausation, which
tend to see migration as the result of impoverishment and “uprbdtirmygh global
capitalist forces.

Figure 6. Ideal-typical evolution of average comityttevel capabilities and aspirations to
migrate
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A certainlevel of spatial clustering at the destination seems ® flrerequisite to
generate the threshold externalities necessary to makamiséer from chain to
network migration, which to a certain extent becomes seifaring. This happens
when a sufficient number of migrants have started to independestéilish ties so
as to create a sense of community at the destinationisT&liso the point where
contextual, second round effects will come into play. A recatibmal survey among
rural Mexican households showed that community and family netwoegks a
substitutes in facilitating migration, but that, once migraisowell established in a
community, family networks become less important and communityonies become
more important (Winters et al 2001). The study also revealeththaevelopment of
strong community networks decreases the role of household whasties in
migration, allowing those initially least favoured to alsctipgrate in migration.
While this is consistent with the diffusion hypothesis, it poatdhe importance of
disentangling chain and network migration.

Spatial clustering and, hence, network effects are ni@dy lio occur in the case of
relatively low skilled migrants. Although high skilled migoat can generate
substantial chain migration, network migration is likely tddss important, and they
are therefore much more likely to follow scenario B. Migsamithout kinship ties are
also more likely to assimilate. Choldin (1973) already shawatmigrantsvithout
kinship ties find work quicker, feel less homesick and may raakere rapid socio-
psychological adjustment, exactly because they cannot rely oHikim skilled
migrants generally rely less on social networks to migeateless geographically
concentrated (Epstein 2008), will have less social and cu#tdjastment problems,
will find (formal) employment more easily, and are therefoceenlikely to develop
ties with native and other immigrant populations.

It may be clear now that network migration in fact is fagkgeptional. So, why and
how do only some small clusters of family migraterainseventually evolve into
community wide migratiometworksand local and regional migration systems?
Because of the pivotal role offormationin pre-network migration, it is useful to
apply Granovetter’s (1973) hypothesis of the “strength of wedk Hescriticized
conventional social network models for confining their applicabititgmall, well-
defined groups, by stressing the cohesive power of weak tiaso@&tter argued that
the degree of overlap of two individuals’ networks and, hencernvdtion, correlates
positively with the strength of their tie to one another.

Paradoxically, diffusion of new information, opportunities and behavingrs
therefore more likely to enter groups through “no strong tieShrdges”, which
provide the links between primary groups (Granovetter 1973: 1364)ypligHesis
has led to the conventional distinction now being in the lileeabetween bonding
and bridging social capital. Bridging capital in particutathiereby believed to
increase community cohesion and the spread of information and iiveoicktas and
behaviours. So, while Portes (1998) pointed out that strong intra-goitynties tend
to exclude outsiders, we may add that the reverse appliedlaStwwang bonding and
weak bridging social capital tends to excludesdersfrom new information and
ideas. We can define this as the fifth downside of sceiailtal.
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Applied to migration, this means that information on newidasons is more likely
to spread through relative distant connections than through veryodotets. From
this, we can hypothesise that the more closed and isolatetiggocips are (i.e.,
groups with strong bonding and weak bridging social capital), ther linee
participation to migration will be. Groups which combine strong bamdiith strong
bridging capital are more likely to migrate, but they me likely to concentrate at
in particular enclaves at the destination. This will creaternalities that will be of
great benefit of group members. Yet, this will also coineita exclusion of
outsiders and, hence, a lower degree of diffusion of nogrgiarticipation across
communities and regions in origin countries.

In particular, this seems to apply for tightly knit ethnic arigjieus groups
specialising in special trades, such as the Mourid Sufi btaibd in Senegal, who
have developed vibrant and highly successful global trading andtioignetworks
(cf. Stoller 1996). Through trading, they tend to be well infedrand economically
successful, but they strongly resist assimilation. Thibaus also applies to the
transatlantic networks of Hasidic Jews resulting from 18ttcentury migration from
Eastern Europe to the US (cf. Poll 1969). If such transnatimtelorks linking
migrants from the same (imagined or real) motherland asex&sal destinations are
sustained over generations, migrant groups may eventually beédumsporic”
(Cohen 1997).

Transnational social ties within such communities tend teelbg close and can easily
transferred to other generations, but are less likely extended to non-members
than looser migrant groups. So, this will lead to littleudifbn outside the group
which is necessary for large-scale network migration tmodn the one hand,
closed groups will facilitate the creasing of clustersrimigrant neighbourhoods) at
the destination generating positive network externaliiesifating more migration.
On the other hand, it is exactly the closed nature of these gndugis will impede

the diffusion of migration outside the group boundaries. Thus, Ergle-migration
diffusion through network effects seems most likely to occur amelagve poor,

low skilled migrant groups with a “moderate” level of group idgntohesion and
“strong ties”, which should be strong enough to guarantee chgtend prevent
rapid assimilation, but also loose en open enough so that group th@mos prevent
the establishment of “weak ties”.

This perspective also makes it possible to make a linkdegtwultural and social
change to explain how modernisation-affected cultural chandpe ifotm of

loosening group ties and growing connectedness to the outsidecanrtik a cause
of migration. In southern Morocco, for instance, sedentaryape@®pulations of
relatively well-connected oases, which were exposed tmtluences of the French
colonial state relatively early by forces of colonisation, nnoidation and education,
participated earlier and more intensively in internationgkration than sedentary and
semi-nomadic people living in isolated areas in the Atleantains (de Haas 2003).

This was not only related to the slightly greater wealtheople living in these
“moderately marginal” areas, but also to their connectestioethe outside world and
the fact that modernization processes had affected theseeardiar. Modernization
as embodied by improving infrastructure and transportation linkszased mobility,
education and the influence of mass media, and demographititrankiad spurred
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family nucleation and individualisation processes in “modgra@arginal” agrarian
communities relatively early . The increased exposuregmttside world and other
ways of life increased the aspirations of young people, whiclypaally not be met
locally. The isolation and stronger tribal cohesion of ethrocigs such as the Ait
Atta and their inward orientation explains their low propensitydrticipate in
internal and international migration. Again, such evidenceraditts common views
(which are ultimately based on neo-Marxist and dependency thebigh primarily
see migration as the result of marginalisation and, subsiguerpoverishment. In
fact, the most marginal and excluded groups simplyndtanigrate internationally.

This gives another twist to the notion that modernisation apidadist expansion
“uproot” rural populations. This notion is not new but still rathewvpfent. Most
explanations focus on economic aspects and are cast witholarxist perspective
of marginalisation of (rural) communities through their inclusiothie capitalist
economy and the subsequent undermining of traditional economies. Hotheve
common idea that migration is the resultrmpoverishmenfi.e., growing poverty) is
conflicting with empirical evidence that most internationajnation does not occur
from the poorest “margin of the margin” communities, as mignatot only requires
a certain threshold level of wealth, but also the necgssairations and “weak”
social connections.

The relevance of rising aspirations in explaining mounting desiresiigrate can
hardly be overestimated. This might explain why internationgtation propensities
are often particularly high in “moderately marginal’asend towns in middle
income countries such as Morocco and Mexico, where modernizingat
influences are fundamentally changing local culture, loosening cortyriigs, but
where local or even national opportunities cannot met surgingaieps.
Communities who do not resist cultural change, and whose youngarerseare
rapidly expanding their imaginative and geographical horizons, araftarebetter
culturally and socially connected to the outside world throughagidun; travel and —
last but not least — internal migration, are thereforéquédarly prone to migrate
internationally too.

This also leads to more neutral and contextualised neuadihge of the “culture of
migration” (see section 3.5)., which is mostly seen as argng to migration
processes, thereby potentially overlooking broader transformatoegses to which
it is intrinsically connected. There is reason to criédize uncritical way in which the
culture of migration is often assumed to be just “thei@” §n example, see Heering
et al 2004). Besides this danger of reification, the resdactis on migration can
easily lead to overestimating its importance. The tempoientially misleading in
suggesting that migration is the main causes of socio-cuttnaaige. It is important
to recognize that migratiatselfis constituent part of a complex set of social, cultural
and economic transformations, as well as an independent fagirietuating and
probably intensifying, magnifying and accelerating these prosedgsbe local and
regional levels.

Rogers (1962) argued that people’s attitude toward an innovatokeig element in
its diffusion, and migration does not seem an exception. Othezgw®es, such as
improved education, increasing exposure to electronic media, intpnoivastructure
and tourism also play a key role in broadening people’s horizbasgig their
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attitudes and raising their aspirations. Since these charegpard of more general
and universal processes, a ‘culture of migration’ is perhaph@wohost appropriate
term to use. More in general, the expectation and actaptd the need for young
adults to leave rural areas is rather universal in moderetissc(cf. Stockdale 2002),
and certainly not limited to poor countries.

There is often a strong rationale underlying migration aspiratiThe literature has
interpreted cultures of migration in an overly negativg,vead has generally done so
with strong moral overtones, reflecting a belief that the “ddetican best be
achieved “at home” and that migration is an indicator of lbgwaent failure
(Bakewell 2007). This view is intrinsic to cumulative causatf@ory. However,
migration has always been a strategy used by people toitnptove their quality of
life. The life of subsistence farmers is often harshraag offer few chances for
improvements over the generations (Bakewell 2007). In southerocktmrfor
instance, migration has been a liberating experiencédédraratin, a subaltern group
of Black sharecroppers and (former) slaves, and has beemtiieiavenue to upward
socio-economic mobility (de Haas 2006).

6.4. From bridgeheads to gatekeepers: Migration wea  kening
contextual dynamics

Once set in motion, the self and mutually reinforcing maedynamics at the sending
and receiving end become so powerful that this createsragstwn momentum.
Howver, the core of our argument is that these self-reimfgneciechanisms are not
linear. In particular endogenous and contextual network effeudsdeincrease
exponentially in the “early majority” phase due to economiesxale and
agglomeration affects. However, once networks reach arcsiza and maturity,
marginal positive externalities tend to decrease and diseéesofscale might occur
through increasing competition for jobs and other resources.

Epstein (2008) hypothesised two opposing effects resulting fromdhease of the
size of networks. The first effect is direct and increake migrants’ benefits from
the network. The second is negative via the decrease oswaljieh decreases the
migrant’s benefits. Initially, both new migrants and sdtti@grants benefit from
network growth through mutual support and economies of scale involveowimgr
migrant clusters. However, these advantages tend to de@eastime, and at the
point that the marginal costs for the existing migrants siakteed the benefits, then
the existing migrants become less likely to wish moreanit to join them (Epstein
2008: 573). This suggest that the networks externalities arenaatlly positive, and
that the probability of an individual migrating to a particuastination has an
inverse U-shape relationship, with regard to the stock ofigrants already in the
host country (Epstein 2008: 573). This has been verified empirinaurveys
conducted among Mexican migrants in the US (Bauer et al 200@namag migrants
from the Soviet Union to Israel (cited in Epstein 2008).

If the number of immigrants increase, there is potentialyencompetition for jobs,

which potentially lowers immigrants’ wages. Such negatetsvark externalities may
eventually cause the attractiveness of a destination teaks (Epstein 2008). This
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seems to be corroborated by macro-economic evidence suggestiwheneas
immigration often has a positive, albeit small impactaial economic growth, it may
have adverse effect effects on lowest income earners, (édigner) immigrants
themselves (WorldBank 2005). This also rationalises the erappinomenon that
established migrants and their children are often in favborore immigration
restrictions (ref). In particular if immigration is subjeo adverse selection, high-
productive immigrants do not want low-productive people to immidigpstein

2008, Stark 1991). Hence, migrants may gradually transform fooitigeheads”
facilitating subsequent migration to restrictive “gatekegpf@ocker 1994).

In addition, once immigrant population reaches a particularasid maturity, and
second and even third generations start to come of ag@émelaan become more
impersonal, explaining why “the arrival of someone from ‘back Hanas not evoke
the same feeling of responsibility and benevolence. Networkreiiees can,
therefore, be subject to diseconomies of size of the inmamigropulation. After a
sufficiently long presence, a local individualistic culture tae hold” (Epstein 2008:
580). Although migrants and their descendents maintain a str@ehment to their
homeland — a tendency which is facilitated by the media arabktndicture revolutions
— such attachmeméndsto become more transnational in character and less tied to
direct kinship relations and implicit social contracts wimily “back home”.

Collyer’'s (2005) more analysis of the spatial reorientatiorecent Algerian asylum
seeker migration from France to new destinations such a$kradso fits into
Epstein’s scheme. Collyer described a pattern in whitleddamily members started
to avoid claims on their assistance and also migrantseBcsought new destinations,
thereby mainly drawing on “weak” links. This process was acateldrby the
increasingly restrictive immigration policies of the Friestate, which has put
additional pressure on assistance by settled migrants, wiggtare increasingly
unwilling to provide giving the high risks and costs and the dichtienefits they can
expected to reap from such arrangements.

Such striking diversification in migration away from thasdical destination
countries towards new destinations such as Italy, Spain, Canddhe US has also
occurred for Moroccan migration (de Haas 2007b). Such shiftshwehienot be
explained by conventional network theory, might be explained byné#tering of
migrant networks, the diseconomies of scale, gradual detaclmeiricreasing
avoidance of claims making this involves. Long-term network cotidraand
breakdown is particularly likely to happen if (1) migraotronmunities start experience
socio-economic mobility, usually coinciding with increasingragdation and
geographical dispersal; (2) if severe legal migration w#&tns increase costs of
migration and the claims put upon settled migrants or if (3) oppitytgaps with
origin and destination countries are significantly reduced. Uthaefirst and/or
second conditions, migration flows are less likely to decreaseibbuather shift to
new destinations. This combination of internal (contextual)eatternal dynamics
might explain why most “post-colonial” migration has experésha significant and
largely unattended spatial diversification over the pastdecades.

Herd effects as modelled by Epstein (2002, 2008) occur becauselirads/observe

and copy others’ behaviour. Herd effects continue to be sefbreing and may at
least initially continue to motivate new migrants to movthtoinitial destination
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even after conditions at the destination have deterioratedinipiies that people
may continue to migrate to a particular place even when memadke locations are
available, in particular when no information on such destinatis available. This
again exemplifies the importance of weak ties in discovemtexploring new
destinations by pioneer migrants. However, because of the diegedllingness of
settled migrants to facilitate their migration, lesd \é able to do so. From this, we
can hypothesise that in the phases of network contraction aaktlbren, network
migration will largely cease and most “late majority” dtaygards” migrants will
move through family chain migration channels.

Table 2. Hypothesised effects of migrants’ groupesion, human capital and migration costs on
internal migration dynamics

Networks
Many bonding ties, low skilled Many bridging tiegyh skilled
Low Initially strong clustering, after which Networks less important, low spatial
intra-community diffusion occurs clustering, spatially diffuse flows,
through ‘herd’ and ‘network’ effects, rapid diffusion of migration through
transfer of family to community spread of information

networks; declining relevance of
networks over time

High  Extremely clustered flows perpetuatedimportance of networks at family and
over long time periods, limited friends level (chain migration), rapidly
diffusion, highly facilitating for declining over time

members, but highly and increasingly
exclusionary for non-members.

Migraiton costs
(distance, infrastrcture, policies)

Although the declining, right-hand tail of figure 5 is likelydocur, it is not
inevitable, as is testified by some migration networkssystems whihc survived
several generations. As has been argued, some tightly-ki¢ ettehreligious groups
living in enclaves are an exception to this role, and ngghtain close transnational
kinship relations over many generations, which can become trulyptia”, in the
way Cohen (1997) defined them. However, most immigrant groups deewot to
follow this trajectory, and in particularly the second anditgeneration do tend to
integrate or assimilate into mainstream society to a mghigh degree to stop most
network migration. Even when this is in the form of segmentednward
assimilation as a response to limited opportunities, diseatiain or outright hostility
(Haller & Landolt 2005, Portes 2007), this still implies thatiakties with origin
communities will weaken over the longer term. Moreover, amaaruence of the
limited human and financial resources, such communitigslso havdess
capabilitiesto provide assistance to new migrants. Also herejmp®rtant to keep in
mind Bourdieu’s important but oft-ignored distinction between theorks
themselves and the resources that can be claimed thraciglsacial capital.
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6.5. Sending-end migration undermining dynamics

The internal social, cultural and economic processesrtagticontribute to network
breakdown at theendingend have hardly received any attention, but are no less
important. According to migration diffusion theory, we can expagration rates to a
slow down once the majority of families or households withpawicular social or
ethnic group participate in migration to a particular destinatn fact, there are also
striking parallels between the U-shape relationship betwea®moriegrowth and
migration rates and the bell curve-like evolution of migmatiates typical for
migration diffusion theory (see figure 3). It is therefokely that these two processes
are mutually reinforcing and will result in decreasinignation rates over time.

In addition, such diffusion and the decreasing selectivitpigfation over time is
likely to eventually dampen or even reverse the initiafuality and relative
deprivation increasing effect of migration and, particulasdynittances. Finally,
diffusion of the international migration experience throughout commesng likely
to result in a declining prestige attached to internati@ieddr migration, which
become a “normal” phenomenon. This may even lead to increasiegative values
attached to migration, as a last resort for “laggarisfieople who cannot make it at
homé€. Such processes will also lead to attenuate relativévaéipns and, hence,
migration aspirations and propensities at the sending side. Hepvtkis decline in
migration propensities will really be, is obviously contingent on erogs economic
and political factors determining local opportunities.

Besides declining diffusion rates and contextual dynamics pdtgméiading to less
migration, there are other, more endogenous dynamics causing ndeetirie at the
sending end. These are triggered by the wish among resideittaree-receiving
migrant families to avoid negative social capitalnternational migrants and the
family they left behind are continuously confronted with excessaiens by more
distant family and community members for financial and/or atign assistance, this
can eventually cause a social and also spatial distancinghfsarmigrant community
members. In rural areas of Morocco for instance, migmatélated tensions on
remittance use between women left behind and their fanmliesy have played an
accelerating role in the breakdown of extended families @ddncomitant
nucleation of family life (de Haas 2003, De Mas 1990, Hajjatabb).

Besides investment, social security, wellbeing and statiives, this creates an
additional push for migrants’ nuclear families to construct heuses either in the
native village or in nearby towns. Besides increasing treopal liberty of the
spouses of migrants, this can also be an effectiveegirdbr migrants to escape from
the heavy financial burden of supporting large extended familiekelpthg other
community members. Second or third houses are often not consirutttechative
village, but in towns, often precedinmgernal migrationof entire households. Such
spatial lifting out of nuclear families has been observesktugral Moroccan migrant-
sending areas , and can be interpreted as an attemptpe &ésoa social pressures to

" | observed this during fieldwork | conducted iruaal area in Turkey, where rural youth aimed to
study and build there futures in big cities suclsgnbul, Ankara and Izmir. Labour migration to
Europe was increasingly seen as behaviour typicdldsers”. There seems to be an obvious link
between this shift in orientations and Turkey’ser@cspectacular economic growth.
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“help” excessive claims by community members, the seconddbrmagative social
capital identified by Portes (1998).

Several studies have shown that attitudes of nonmigranéswisrelatively wealthy
international migrants and their families are rather aaieit. Migrants and their
household members are both praised and vilified. People’s jgalbusigrants tends
to be expressed through by strong moral-religious criticism. “Gouodrants are
expected to share their wealth with poorer villagers arigtlp them with establishing
businesses, obtaining visas or irregular migration. Migrantsarsidered as
“selfish” or “bad Muslims” if they do not behave accordinghtese norms. This puts
enormous moral pressure on migrants, in particular during holidag.v

Those not acting conform to traditional norms of “shared povecfy'Geertz 1963)
behaviour entails the risk of being criticized. This waputting social pressure on
migrants to share their wealth with family and commummbers is another
example of the “downside of social capital” — and can evdgtaatourage the
relocation of migrant households and the breakdown of networks. Altltbegé
processes are obviously an intrinsic part of more general smaalultural processes
of family nucleation and individualisation, but have been acateld by the
migration-related tensions between migrant families and aamtynmembers. It is
evident that these processes contribute to the breakdown of mmgtesairks and
increasing selectivity of migration, which generally becomese and more limited
to first degree family members.

Portes (1998: 16) argued that “cozy intergroup relations of the kind founghly
solidary communities can give rise to a gigantic free-righraplem, as less diligent
members enforce on the more successful all kinds of demarkidiaca shared
normative structure”. This should also be a warning agdirstcaromantic and
naive interpretations of “community solidarity”, which can bgrefat value to those
in need but also asphyxiating to the aspiring and successful.
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6. Conclusion

Past research has identified the role of networks in explaivitygmigration
processes become self-perpetuating leading to the establisbimeigtation systems.
However, by focusing on the role of migrant networks in endogenpeshetuating
migration processes, current theories have largely obscuredioternal. This
particularly applies for the feedback mechanisms operatingghrmigration
affected changes in the sending and receiving contexts. Secoreht theories are
remarkably unable to explain why these network effects dalnatys occur and are
actually fairly exceptional. This is testified by the mughered fact that many initial
migration moves do not unleash processes of chain migration, Tierdentral
argument of conventional network theoriesiisular, according to which migration
goes ored infinitum assuming a naive linearity of causality between theviiyr of
migrant communities and (positive) network externalities.

Current theories give surprisingly little systematic insigththe internal mechanisms
that counteract the tendencies that lead to increasing migthtough networks and
which may lead to the weakening of migrant systems awex. {This paper has
provided theoretical and empirical evidence in order to outtieedbntours of a
theoretical framework on internal migration dynamics. Itd@se so by
systematically distinguishing endogenous (network) and contextual rigesnutil
receiving communities) dynamics.

As a starting point, the paper conceptualised migratigh)astegral part of broader
socio-economic transformation processes, which (2) alsoshametnal, self-
sustainingand self-underminingndogenous dynamics, which (3) affects such
processes of change in its own right, in particularetdbal and regional level. In
their turn, these migration-affected contextual changestaftdsequent migration
patterns. Where (2) refers to direct (endogenous) internal dgsaf) refers to
indirect (contextual) internal dynamics of migration processddgn@a longitudinal
perspective of migration as a diffusion process, the papeattesspted to achieve an
improved understanding of the fundamentally heterogeneous nature dfionigra
diffusion processes across different social, cultural and ecaorsmsttings.

The core of the argument was that internal dynamics operateumdamentally non-
linear way and that their role and effect on subsequent noigréterefore tends to
change in the different stages of migration processessanet&orks grow in size. To
summarise, these internal dynamics tends to be positiveetfrctinforcing at early
stages of the growth of migrant communities, but tend to dez@zer time and
eventually become self-undermining. While positive network eatities derived at
the destination from the clustering of migrants are likelintrease fast during early
build-up phases of migrant communities but will decrease andezame negative at
later stages through diseconomies of scale and increased damgetijobs and the
resources. In the same vein, the initially inequalitigtree deprivation and income
increasing contextual effects of financial and social amits on sending
communities tend tincreasepeople’s capabilities and aspirations to migrate. At late
stages of migration diffusion processes, such efteatdto be dampened or even

45



reversed, if migration selectivity and, hence, remittgpropelled inequality
decreases and the social prestige attached to migrationesecl

We can draw the following analytical conclusions from this pafpiest, the evidence
presented in this paper contradicts common views of which plynsae migration as
the result of marginalisation and, subsequently, impoverishmentoscd ptualize
contextual internal dynamics at the sending end as “cumulaivgation”; A
negative vicious cycle of migration-more impoverishment-madggation, and so on.
This paper argued that the circularity of this argumentgslhiproblematic and the
analysis highlighted its logical inconsistencies.

Second, there is a need to improve theories on the protkaspsecede the moment
that migrant communities reach the critical threshold valwehach migration
processes tend to become self-reinforcing. Although thersiggdicant research hap
here, the paper has scrutinized the different processesitidtba at play during the
early phases of migration processes that eventually mayynotdead not to the
evolution of full-blown migration systems. By casting pioneggration as innovative
behaviour by non-conformist community members escapegativesocial capital
such as the oppressive lack of personal freedoms. In order tinexphaonly some
initial migratory moves by pioneer migrants result in lasgale group migration
through networks, the analysis has drawn on Epstein’s distirmioveen “herd” and
network effects to explain the fact that migrants tend toktyugravitate around a few
number of destinations.

Third, there seems to be a need to counterbalance one-sidéeposivs on the role
social capital in facilitating migration through networks. Pager showed that
concepts derived from the critical social capital literabg@ioneered by Portes
(1998) and his colleagues can be successfully applied ttogevenore nuanced of
the positiveandnegative role of social capital in migration processessétl
networks may facilitate migration of group members, but &sd exclusionary for
outsiders and may therefore effectivatypedethe diffusion of migration within and
across communities.

Finally, with the growth of migrant communities and the pagsif time, positive
externalities of network formation and economics of scatefyrowth of immigrant
clusters tend to decline and may finally become negative.)pilains why settled
migrants and their descendants often become from “bridgeheatigitekeepers”. In
addition, negative social capital in the form of excesslaans by nonmigrant
community members and strong moral pressure to support theng seplay an
important role in the crumbling of migration systems. Thisragaghlights the need
for a more critical discussion of the fundamentally mixed bigssof social capital in
migration processes.
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