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has been taking place.

In addition to examining the volume and patterns of internal migration, the
report describes the socio-economic characteristics of migrants, examines the
reasons for spatial movement, studies the use of remittances from migrants, and
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move in the future.
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Preface

“Internal Migration in Syria” presents some major findings of the Syria Internal
Migration Survey project, SIMS in short. The report looks at migration flows within
and across provinces, and rural and urban areas. Particular efforts have been made
to investigate the assumption made by some Syrian researchers that population
movement to Damascus and province capitals has halted and that “reverse migra-
tion”, i.e. movement from cities and to rural areas, and out of province capitals and
into smaller cities and towns takes place.

In addition to migration patterns, the report pictures the socio-economic char-
acteristics of migrants, examines the reasons for spatial movement, studies the use
of remittances from migrants, and analyses the social integration of migrants at their
place of destination. Moreover, it looks at temporary, seasonal migration and in-
tentions to move in the future.

The SIMS is a joint project between the University of Damascus, the Syrian
Central Bureau of Statistics (CBS) and Fafo Institute for Applied International
Studies (Fafo). The CBS collected the data during the second quarter of 2000, and
was responsible for data processing. Interviews with more than 20,000 families were
successfully completed. Researchers from the University of Damascus and the CBS
were responsible for data analysis, with assistance from Fafo. Fafo, in collaboration
with the University and the CBS, developed the survey instruments and provided
technical feedback during the design and analysis stages.

In addition to this report, the project has, to date, generated a Tabulation re-
port and an Analytical report, both in Arabic, written by the research teams from
the University of Damascus and the CBS and published by the University of Da-
mascus. It is further expected that the Syrian government will benefit from the wealth
of high-quality statistical data by conducting more in-depth analysis. The Univer-
sity has also published a Methodology Report (in Arabic), which presents the ques-
tionnaire, manuals and training materials that were utilized in the study. We hope
that the Methodology Report will aid and facilitate future household surveys con-
ducted by the University, and others.

The SIMS project has a two-year history. Nevertheless, the cooperation between
the University of Damascus and Fafo goes back five years, to the fall of 1996, when
a group of professionals from the University - sponsored by the Norwegian gov-
ernment - visited Fafo in Oslo for a one-week workshop. During that workshop,
each institution presented to the other party its fields of interest, and we explored
for the first time the possibility of engaging in a joint study.
At the time, we did not know where, exactly, we were heading, as we discussed such
diverse topics as the development of marriage patterns; the family and relations
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between family members; the status of women in Syria and the Middle East; the
Scandinavian welfare state model; privatisation in Syria; the role of civil society in
the Arab world; and several questions pertaining to statistics and research method-
ology.

One of the interesting papers at the workshop, presented by Dr. Kheder Zakaria
from the University of Damascus, dealt with the phenomenon of migration in Syria.
More precisely the paper discussed the rural-urban dimension of population move-
ment, as this particular aspect of migration has been of considerable concern to
decision-makers and central to policy planning in Syria. The paper resulted in a
great deal of scholarly debate and it soon became clear that the two groups of re-
searchers found common ground here.

To make a long history short, our next encounter took place in Damascus. Here,
Fafo discussed with our Syrian friends the issue of migration more in depth, and
started designing a proposal for a migration study. At this point, the Central Bu-
reau of Statistics was invited on board to share with us its expertise and experience
in conducting large-scale surveys in Syria.

The three institutions together made a proposal to the Norwegian government
to fund the SIMS, which it generously decided to do. We would like to take the
opportunity, therefore, to thank Norway for its generosity. We, moreover, extend
our greatest appreciation to Vigleik Eide, the Norwegian ambassador to Syria, and
his colleagues at the Embassy, for the wonderful support that Fafo as well as our
project partners have received over the years.

Turning back to the SIMS project, its principle objective was to provide Syria
and Syrian decision-makers and policy planners with high-quality statistics on the
nature of population movement in Syria. Through the reports of the project to date,
we believe we have come a long way to achieve that. In addition, we sincerely hope
that the Syrian Government, with assistance from the University and the CBS, will
carry out more detailed analyses in the near future. Thus, professional use of the
comprehensive data set would provide the Government with highly relevant input
needed for the formulation of population policy, socioeconomic planning and de-
velopment strategies.

We would like to thank the author of the report, Marwan Khawaja, for his relent-
less efforts at analysing the complex migration data set and presenting the main
findings in this brief and compelling manner.  Yet, “Internal Migration in Syria” is
the result of significant amount of input and contributions from many people.  We
should like to express our sincere thanks to Dr. Moussa Darir, Head of the Insti-
tute of Economy and Demography at the University, and Dr. Ibrahim Ali, Director
General at the CBS, who not only guided their respective research teams through-
out the entire project in an outstanding way, but also, together with Mamduh
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Mubayed of the CBS and colleagues at the University, contributed significantly to
the analysis of the survey data. Furthermore, we are indebted to the support that
Khawaja received from Said Safadi and his assistants at the CBS Computer section
in producing the accurate statistical output for this report.

Going back one step to the inception, planning and design stages of the Inter-
nal Migration Study, we are most grateful to Dr. Sadeq Al-Azem for the invaluable
assistance provided. Sumaya Sadel Dine at the CBS was an important factor in the
success of our cooperation, as she took care of the much-needed oral and written
translations between the Syrian and Norwegian teams.  We owe her our sincere
thanks. Other persons to whom we are deeply obliged are all the fieldworkers, who
we should like to thank for their excellent work. Last but not least, we are profoundly
indebted to the vast number of patient and sharing informants and respondents all
over Syria without whose co-operation this study would have been impossible. We
hope that the report does their contributions justice and that we have painted a
picture of migration, which will help the population of Syria through well-informed
development policies.

Turning to Fafo: Åge A. Tiltnes directed the project while several Fafo researchers
(Marie Arneberg, Marwan Khawaja, Jon Pedersen Åge A. Tiltnes and Guri Tyldum)
participated in survey design, sampling, training, data cleaning and preliminary data
analysis. Agneta Kolstad prepared the manuscript for printing. We should like to
thank them all for their contributions.

Oslo
April 2002
Jon Hanssen-Bauer
Managing Director
Fafo Institute for Applied International Studies
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1 Background to the Syrian internal
migration survey

The Syrian internal migration survey is a joint project between the Faculty of Eco-
nomics at the University of Damascus, the Syrian Central Bureau of Statistics (CBS)
and Fafo Institute for Applied International Studies (Fafo). The Central Bureau of
Statistics carried out the survey during the second quarter of 2000, and was respon-
sible for data processing. Local research teams were responsible for data analysis,
with assistance from Fafo. The local teams consisted of researchers from the Uni-
versity of Damascus and the CBS. Fafo, in collaboration with the University and
CBS, developed the survey instruments for the project and provided technical feed-
back during the design and analysis stages.

This brief report presents some results pertaining to the incidence (volume) and
patterns of internal migration in Syria based on data from the household survey.

Survey design
The survey design called for a relatively large sample of about 20,000 households,
owing to the expected rates of internal migration as well as the desire to report on
inter-regional migration flows. The sample is based on a multi-stage stratified de-
sign, using a sampling frame constructed from the 1994 census of population and
household listings updated of all the selected clusters. Interviews with 20,409 house-
holds (consisting of 120,247 persons) and 20,330 adults aged 15 years and over
were successfully completed, together with about 15,854 ever-married women aged
15-49. (See Appendix 1 for more details about the sample.)

Given our dual purpose of measuring migration flows and explaining the proc-
ess of migration, we use a specialized migration survey that captures information
at the individual, household and to some extent neighbourhood levels. Specialized
surveys are the best source of data for investigating the causes and consequences of
internal migration in developing countries, at least when compared to conventional
censuses and other household surveys (Bilsborrow et al. 1984). Extensive informa-
tion on migrants and non-migrants are included in the survey, together with data
on relevant determinants of migration decisions and behaviour. Although the sur-
vey is cross-sectional in design, it includes retrospective data for adult migrants. The
survey instrument consists of three main questionnaires: the household question-
naire, a questionnaire for a randomly selected adult aged 15 years and over from
each household, and a women’s questionnaire.

The household questionnaire includes basic information on the household unit,
every household member, and on the neighbourhood in which the household is
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located. The main migration questions are included in the household questionnaire,
especially the conventional lifetime and period migration questions. This part also
includes a special module on the dates and places of destination and origin for up
to six moves undertaken during the past five years before the survey. In addition, it
includes migration relevant questions at the household levels pertaining to social
integration, the household economy, remittances, housing conditions and more
importantly, items about close relatives living away from home (migrants).

The second questionnaire is devoted to a randomly selected individual (RSI)
adult from each household, and includes a complete migration history for adults
who moved at least once in their lifetime. This module is quite detailed with re-
gard to information at the time of move, covering objective demographic, economic
and social characteristics as well as subjective assessment of the reasons behind each
move. The RSI module covers the following:

1. Complete migration history of all adults aged 15 and older, including dates of
all moves undertaken, places of origin and destination, demographic and soci-
oeconomic characteristics of persons at time of move, help received and type of
assistance received during migration;

2. Information about the last move, including three main reasons for making the
last move, subjective assessment of economic status and social conditions at the
place of destination and place of origin;

3. Social integration questions for all respondents, regardless of their migration
status; and

4. Demographic items relating to male fertility and maternal mortality.

Finally, the women’s questionnaire includes questions about births and deaths of
children as well as family planning. For each ever married woman, a complete birth
history was collected and included the age, sex and survival status of all children
born alive regardless of their current residence. The birth history file includes data
on about 79,000 live-born children.

The wealth of data available should be sufficient for detailed analysis of migra-
tion at the regional level. While the data contain some missing information and
other inconsistencies, they are of good quality for a survey of this size in a develop-
ing country.



10

Space, time, and other definitions

Conceptually, migration involves a fundamental change of one’s social communi-
ty (Goldscheider 1971). Unlike other demographic events, it is difficult to define
and measure adequately for several reasons. For one thing, it is a movement across
space and time, and the delineation of each is arbitrary and difficult to establish
precisely. “For a movement to be considered a migration, it must (1) be across a
political or administrative boundary, and (2) involve a change of “usual residence””
(Bilsborrow 1998: 3). Both of these requirements must be satisfied for a movement
to be counted as migration. Thus, change of residence within the smallest admin-
istrative unit (town, village, etc) is not considered migration as conventionally de-
fined. Yet, political or administrative boundaries are not fixed over time; nor are
they uniform from one country to another, or from one census to another within
the same country. This has important implication for measuring the volume of
migration – more administrative units imply a larger volume of migration, other
things being equal. The second requirement referring to the change of usual resi-
dence is primarily a question of defining the exact time period for which the per-
son intends to live in the new place of residence. Following the UN recommenda-
tion for population censuses, most countries use a cut-off of six or 12 months of
residence in the new place to be considered “permanent” migration (Bilsborrow
1998: 3-4), thus excluding those who move for a shorter period of time as non-
migrants.

Migration is defined here as a move from one place of residence in order to go
and live in another place for a continuous period of at least six months. The six-
months time cut off has been drawn in order to allow for international compari-
sons, but also to distinguish permanent moves from temporary (or seasonal) mi-
gration within and across national borders.

Place of residence is defined as the smallest administrative unit in Syria for ur-
ban areas, namely, the city; it is the “Nahia” (which consists of several villages) for
rural areas. Thus, any move made by an individual from one city or town to an-
other, or from any city or town to another Nahia, or from one Nahia to another
Nahia is defined as migration; moves between villages in the same Nahia are not
counted as migration in our survey. In the analysis below, we report findings at
higher levels of aggregation, e.g., provinces, but this is done only for substantive
(or policy) reasons.

The regional boundaries used here are the same ones used by the Syrian statis-
tical classification system. We distinguish between flows between Mohafaza (gov-
ernorates, or provinces) and three types of residence, namely Mohafaza center (pro-
vincial town), other urban places, and rural villages. In designing the sample, our
aim was to generate survey data that are representative at these levels of analysis.
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There are finer geographic classifications (district, sub-district, etc), but these are
not used in the reporting of results.

We draw distinctions between various kinds of permanent migration, all of which
are based on the definition above. The main distinctions are between lifetime, pe-
riod, and migration move. Lifetime migration is used to distinguish individuals who
changed their place of residence since birth from others. Period migration also re-
fers to a change of residence at two time points, but with reference to the five years
preceding the survey (i.e., since 1995). Migration move refers to any move (of
permanent nature) made by a person during his or her lifetime. Here we utilize data
on the entire migration history of individuals, but we focus on the last move made
by migrants. Another distinction based on the migration moves’ data is that be-
tween one-time and recurrent (including return) migrants. One-time movers are
those who migrated from their place of origin and currently live in another place
at the time of the interview, but who have not returned or otherwise made another
move. Recurrent migrants are those who made more than one move during their
lifetime, but who might have returned to their place of origin at the time of the
interview.

The main unit of analysis used is the individual. However, we also report on
the migration behaviour of households, using essentially the same definitions as
above. Households are, therefore, divided into migrant households and non-mi-
grant households. A migrant household is defined as a household in which at least
one household member is a migrant as defined above. A non-migrant household
is a household from which no member has ever left the usual place of current res-
idence, or has an intention of staying away, for a period of at least six months.

We also scanned households for information on their migrant members cur-
rently living away, if any. Obviously, the data derived from this module are partial
and biased; for an unknown number of migrants have no close relatives in their
places of origin. This module concerning relatives away is especially important
however for assessing financial flows (e.g., remittances) and other links with cur-
rent migrants, and also shedding additional light on the migrants, their character-
istics, their places of residence, and so on.

Previous studies of internal migration in Syria
Empirical studies of internal migration in Syria are quite rare. Most of the availa-
ble evidence relies on limited migration data from the censuses and small-scale
surveys. To date, this is the first nation-wide specialized survey of internal migra-
tion in Syria. Below, we provide a brief review of previous empirical studies devot-
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ed to this topic. The studies, available in Arabic, are largely descriptive in nature
and devoted to rural-urban migration.

There are exceptions, however. The most comprehensive analytic study of in-
ternal migration in Syria is the recently completed Strategic National Plan for In-
ternal Migration in the Syrian Arab Republic, sponsored by the State Planning
Commission in cooperation with UNFPA and ILO (State Planning Commission
1991). This study primarily reports the results of a large internal migration house-
hold survey carried out in 1987. The survey is based on a sample of about 5,000
households in three cities (Damascus, Aleppo and Homs) and a sample of about
3,000 households selected randomly from the rural sector of the country as a whole.
The report consists of six chapters dealing with many of the fundamental aspects
of internal migration, including causes and consequences of migration, migrants’
demographic and socio-economic characteristics, the interrelationship between
migration and other demographic factors such as fertility, and elements of a na-
tional plan (strategy) of internal migration. Although it would be difficult to sum-
marize the many findings from this study here, a few conclusions pertaining to the
determinants of migration are in order.

One of the main conclusions of this study is that access to land plays a critical
role in determining rural-urban migration. The landless are more likely to move to
the cities, compared to those holding agricultural land. Furthermore, unemploy-
ment in the countryside is also an important determinant of citywide migration.
The migrants in the city are involved mainly in service jobs, marginal work, and
the public sector, and hence migration is a means of transplanting surplus labour-
ers to the cities. Underemployment and unemployment is more common among
the migrants of the cities. Furthermore, villagers have a desire to migrate for better
income and jobs in the cities, owing to the disparities in wage levels and job op-
portunities between the city and countryside in Syria. This is re-enforced by the
higher educational attainment of the rural population, and education is one of the
main determinants of migration. On the other hand, a few migrate for education-
al purposes. Housing and the availability of services and amenities are considered
secondary factors for migration to the cities. If anything, housing is perhaps a cause
of reverse migration from the city to the countryside.

There are a few unpublished studies focusing on internal migration in Syria (for
further detail see, Zakaria and Sibai 1991: 11-12). Most of these are Master theses
prepared by students at Damascus University. They are largely based on small-scale
sample surveys, covering rural areas in a region or migrants in a city. Rural-urban
migration is the primary focus of these studies. A main conclusion from these studies
is that the causes of rural-urban migration differ by period-related changes in the
socio-economic sphere in Syria. However, the determinants are mostly pushing
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factors in the countryside rather than pulling factors in the cities, as elsewhere in
the region (see Winckler 1999: 73). Overall, the findings underscore the impor-
tance of economic factors behind citywide migration.

Finally, the Central Bureau of Statistics released some studies and figures per-
taining to population distribution and inter-regional migration in Syria at the
Mohafaza level (e.g., Ali 1996; Ali and Mubaid 1987; CBS 1998, 2000). These
studies are entirely based on lifetime inter-Mohafaza migration data provided by
the four censuses of 1960, 1970, 1981 and 1994. The census monographs on the
demographic characteristics of the population in Syria include more or less com-
parable inter-Mohafaza migration data. Data on the last usual place of residence
for migrants and duration of stay are also available for the last two censuses. The
overriding conclusion from these studies is that internal migration in Syria has
become stable over the years, with a possible reversal in the traditional pattern of
rural-urban migration (see Batatu 1999: 9).

Some questions
Migration is a complex, multifaceted process. It involves a variety of actors and
factors contributing to its occurrence at both places of origin and destination. In
addition to, or instead of, the “benefits” of migration for the individual migrants
and their families, it has a varying impact on the people and communities of send-
ing and receiving areas. Internal migration, especially, has important bearing on
issues related to national and local development (Mollet 1991; Cole and Sanders
1983). The popular and scholarly discourse on internal migration often emphasizes
the negative dimensions of internal migration, which range from political instabil-
ity to “social breakdown”, over-urbanization, poverty, death, uneven development,
and environmental degradation (Brockerhoff 1995; Chirwa 1997; Lipton 1977;
Zakaria ND). Yet, geographic mobility can be viewed in positive terms, yielding
benefits to both migrants and non-migrants, sending and receiving areas, and to
national development as a whole (Bilsborrow 1998: 23; Papademetriou and Mar-
tin 1991; Skeldon 1997).

Policy responses to internal migration have not been widely observed (see Nam
et al. 1990; Skeldon 1990). For, unlike international migration, geographic mo-
bility within countries is largely “free” of legal or political constraints. And yet, most
people almost everywhere do not move (Hammer et al. 1997). This is quite sur-
prising from an economic perspective given the disparities between different regions
of the same country, between rural and urban areas, between centers of the main
provincial cities and their hinterland, and between places of the same kind. Indeed,
spatial inequalities in wage levels, public health and education services, agricultural
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land, cultural “life”, and so on abound in Syria as everywhere else. Questions relat-
ing to the patterns, causes and consequences of migration cannot therefore be an-
swered adequately without looking to the forces behind immobility (Hammer et
al. 1997).

Nor can we understand the present state of internal migration in Syria without
some reference to the historical context of both demographic trends and national
development there. Some comparisons with the most recent past are important if
we are to make sense of our data. For example, are the levels of internal migration
or inter-provincial flows too high? It would be difficult, if not outright impossible,
to give answers to this question without resorting to the historical record of migra-
tion and provincialism within Syria (Winckler 1999: 69). There exist of course
relevant data on internal migration for recent times, including four censuses of
population, and a complete migration history of adults in the survey. We attempt
to draw on these and other sources of information to aid us in providing answers
to the issues addressed here. However, there are usually conflicting stories, or oth-
erwise patches of evidence, to choose from, in which case our answers could be
judged as preliminary at best. The levels, trends, causes and consequence of inter-
nal migration reported here provide at least a baseline for future assessments of Syria’s
population mobility and development.

We started with a long list of policy-relevant questions relating to both mobil-
ity and its compliment, immobility, in Syria. We chose to focus on a number of
issues of current relevance, with far-reaching implications for the country’s devel-
opment. These include the following:

1. Does Syria exhibit a high rate of internal mobility by developing countries’ stand-
ards?

2. What are the reasons for the relatively low (or high) rates of internal mobility
in Syria?

3. Do economic factors account for migration flows in Syria? How do these factor
compare with geographic and social (e.g., family, social network) factors?

4. What is the shape of inter-regional migration in Syria? Are some regions in
decline, other demographic factors being equal? Are people flowing from the
countryside to provincial cities? From small to large Mohafazas? Or from re-
mote regions to more central locations?

5. What is the weight of “migration capital” in shaping migration flows in Syria?
Does migration breed migration?
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6. How do households, kinship and social networks figure in the migration of
persons and families in Syria?

7. How large is rural-urban migration in Syria? Has there been a reversal of past
trends?

8. Can the cities and the Capital city of Damascus in particular absorb more in-
migrants?

9. What is the social and economic profile of today’s in-migrants? How does it
compare to the past?

10.Is internal migration gender neutral? What is the contribution of higher edu-
cation among women to migration desires and behaviour?

11.What is the link between internal migration and national (regional) develop-
ment in Syria? Is migration good or bad for development? What are the uses of
remittances?

12.Is internal migration good or bad for in-migrants? Are the migrants economi-
cally mobile populations or stagnant groups residing on the margins of the cit-
ies’ economic and spatial life? How much segregation is there in terms of eco-
nomic and social location of migrants and “natives”?

13.Are in-migrants, and especially peasants in the cities, suffering from problems
of adjustment to city life, with implications for social marginality and “disor-
der”?

14.What is the economic impact of migration on sending regions and rural plac-
es? Does migration contribute to more development, inequality, or stagnation
of places of origin? Does it adversely affect agriculture? Is migration good for
the development of those places?

15.What is the economic and social “cost” of internal migration on places of des-
tination? Do in-migrants contribute to the local economy of those places? Do
in-migrants bring necessary or otherwise needed skills to the places of destina-
tion, leading to higher regional economic growth and development?

16.To what extent is there a competition between the new arrivals and residents in
terms of jobs, with implication for wage levels and unemployment?

17.To what extent does migration lead to economic polarization in places of desti-
nation by the immobility of children of less educated migrants?
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18.Is internal migration too skewed in terms of demographic composition, lead-
ing to segmented communities in terms of social class and economic prosperity
(or decline)?

19.What are the links between internal migration and urbanization in Syria? Is
migration leading to the development of the so-called “mega” cities or to a more
“equitable” distribution of the population over “areas”?

20.How many Syrians want to move out of their places of residence? Who are those
persons and families desiring to migrate? Where do they want to go? What are
the reasons given for their intentions to move out?

Of course, we cannot provide complete and comprehensive answers to these ques-
tions in a brief report like this one. Some attempts are made however to shed some
light on these and other issues of policy concern. The data collected in the survey
are quite extensive, providing ample opportunities for future research to address
many of the issues at hand more thoroughly.

The results of the survey are for the most part presented in the form of graphs,
although some tables are also included. However, for the reader interested in more
details than the graphs can provide, the information of the graphs is reproduced as
tables in Appendix 2.
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2 Low levels of internal migration,
overall

The conventional view is that internal migration is primarily associated with mar-
ket economies, modernization or industrial society in particular. In such societies,
people routinely relocate following availability of jobs and thus sentimental attach-
ments to a particular place are rendered weak or non-existent. Of course, there are
anomalies both in past times and now, but international comparative data show
that internal migration in the developing countries is relatively low as compared to
the industrial world. This is indeed the case for Syria.

Population
The basic lifetime and period migration rates are respectively 15.3 and 5.2 percent.
These rates essentially reflect internal migration, as only 1.1 percent are interna-
tional lifetime migrants and about 0.3 percent are international period migrants.
Thus, about 14 percent of the Syrian population had migrated from their birth-
place and were living in another administrative unit at the time of the survey. This
is not a particularly high rate from a regional or international perspective. Similar-
ly, five percent of the population aged five years and over had migrated from their
usual place of residence in 1995 and were living in another locality (or Nahia for
rural areas) at the time of the survey. This figure translates into an annual average
migration rate of one percent in Syria during the past five years.

These gross rates mask important differences between types of residence (Fig-
ure 2.1). Contrary to expectations, the main cities (Mohafaza centers) do not have
the highest proportions of in-migrants; other urban towns do. Nearly a fourth of
the population in urban localities are lifetime migrants, which is much larger than

Figure 2.1 Levels of migration (internal  and external) by type of residence; percent
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the national average. Rural areas have the lowest rate of lifetime migration, at nearly
12 percent, but the corresponding rate for Mohafaza centers is close to the nation-
al average.

Urban towns also have the highest proportions of period migrants. Nearly nine
percent of their populations aged at least five years were living in different locali-
ties in 1995. Rural areas have a slightly lower percentage of period migrants (seven
percent), but surprisingly only about two percent of the population in Mohafaza
centers are period migrants. Needless to say, these proportions do not reflect the
relative volume of migration into Syria’s main cities.

As expected, migration varies greatly between regions (Figure 2.2). Lifetime
migration rates range between 25 percent in the Damascus Mohafaza1 to a low level
of nearly five percent in Der Elzor. Thus, the Damascus Mohafaza has an excep-
tionally high rate of in-migrants, where one out of every four persons currently living
there was born in another place. With about 22 percent in-migrants, Qunitra is
not far behind, owing to displacements caused by the Arab-Israeli wars. Seven of
the Mohafazas have a disproportionately higher number of lifetime migrants than
the national average as clearly shown in the graph.

Figure 2.2 Levels of lifetime migration by governorate
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1 “Damascus Mohafaza” is used synonymously with “Damascus Other” and “Damascus Rural” in this
report, and denotes the areas surrounding Damascus City, which makes up a separate province or
Mohafaza.
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Distinguishing between urban and rural areas in the respective Mohafazas demon-
strates more diversity in the incidence of lifetime migration (Figure 2.3). Two trends
are clear. First, levels of lifetime migration in urban areas are higher than rural lo-
calities in most of the Mohafazas. Only in three Mohafazas, where comparisons
are relevant, do we notice higher migration levels in rural areas then urban ones.
Second, there are greater variations in the levels of lifetime migration among ur-
ban areas than among their rural counterparts. Thus, the rates range from a very
high level of 35 percent in urban Sweda to only five percent in urban Hama. The
corresponding rates for rural areas range from 22 percent in Qunitra to three per-
cent in Der Elzor. Thus, urban towns show more heterogeneity in terms of migra-
tion than rural areas. Sweda is not an anomaly however, and about 30 percent of
the population in each of urban Damascus and Tartous are lifetime migrants.

Variation between regions is also evident for migration since 1995, but to a lesser
extent as compared with lifetime migration (Figures 2.4 and 2.5). Here, Dara stands
out with an exceptionally high rate of period migration, at 14 percent. Otherwise
the variance is small, with levels ranging from nine percent in the Damascus Mo-
hafaza to about two percent in Damascus City. More variations in the levels are
observed after distinguishing between urban and rural residence within Mohafazas.

Figure 2.3 Levels of lifetime migration by governorate and urban-rural residence
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Figure 2.4 Levels of period migration by governorate
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Figure 2.5 Levels of period migration by governorate and urban-rural residence
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Unlike lifetime migration, there are more variations among rural areas here, with
rural Dara having a fourth of its population migrants as compared to rural Hasa-
keh with merely one percent period-migration rate. For urban areas, Sweda and
Damascus Mohafazas have relatively high rates of period migration, 15 and ten
percent, respectively; otherwise, similarity rather than difference characterizes the
trends reported here.

Are the rates of internal migration reported here too low? We certainly expect-
ed higher overall levels of internal migration in Syria. After all, Damascus has grown
at a faster rate during the past few decades than the national average. There are
various reasons for the relatively low levels of internal migration observed for the
Syrian population as a whole.

First, a relatively high proportion of the population lives in rural areas, with
reliance on agriculture as a source of livelihood. There is some evidence that Syria’s
agricultural population has decreased in recent years, despite the government’s ef-
forts to improve the living conditions in the countryside (see Batatu 1999: 38-71).
We know from various sources, that internal migration intensifies with urbanity.
Second, the vast majority of the population own their dwellings, making it more
difficult for them to move. For one thing, a housing market is nearly lacking in
most of the country’s towns and villages, save major urban areas. Third, there is a
near parity in social service provision, public facilities, public schooling, welfare and
so on, throughout the country (see Drysdale 1987), providing potential migrants
little incentives to move. For, improvements in the delivery of services in the coun-
tryside have been one of the main public policy issues in Syria since the early 1960s,
and especially from 1970 onward (Winckler 1999: 129-135). Fourth, there is also
little variations in wage levels for those engaged in paid work, and the public sec-
tor is relatively large and visible everywhere. Fifth, while the city of Damascus has
clear advantages in terms of wage levels and public services, making it an excep-
tionally desired place of destination until this day, housing costs in the main cities,
particularly Damascus, provide negative incentives for potential migrants. Sixth,
Syria is a relatively large country, with low overall levels of population density. And,
finally, internal migration figures prominently in the public policy agenda of the
Syrian State as judged by the various five-year development plans. However, these
factors remain as mere speculation and it is not the purpose of this report to estab-
lish the relative importance of each on migration flows.

Households
How are households affected by the migration of one or more of their members?
From the survey results, we can safely conclude that internal migration affects a
sizeable proportion of households in Syria.
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Nearly two in five households have at least one household member who was
born elsewhere — a much higher proportion than the one observed at the popula-
tion level. On the other hand, period migration at the household level is close to
that documented for individuals and about seven percent of households have a
household member who migrated within the past five years.

Like previously, urban towns have higher proportions of in-migrants than oth-
er types of localities (Figure 2.6). In fact, the relative distribution across residence
is similar to the one before with regard to both lifetime and period migration. Al-
most one in two households in urban towns have a lifetime migrant, and at least
two in five households in Mohafaza centers have one. Thus, both urban types have
a higher rate of lifetime migration than the national average. Rural areas have the
lowest proportions of lifetime in-migrants, but the overall level is not that low at
nearly 30 percent. On the other hand, conclusions regarding period migration at
the household level are similar to those discussed at the population level, with
Mohafaza main cities having a disproportionately low number of in-migrants dur-
ing the past five years.

Figure 2.6 Levels of lifetime and period migration by current residence; percent of households
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Similarly, the same regional variations in lifetime and period migrations also hold
at the household level (Figure 2.7). In Damascus, Qunitra and Sweda, lifetime
migration has affected one in two households. The corresponding proportions in
Hasakeh, Tartous and Latakia are also quite high at over 40 percent. In contrast,
only Der Elzor has less than 20 percent of its households without a lifetime mi-
grant. The ranking, as well as the variance in the proportions, across Mohafazas is
the same as before.

There are some differences however with regard to urban-rural residence (Fig-
ure 2.8). The lifetime household migration rates are quite high across Mohafazas,
but those found in urban areas are higher than their rural counterparts. About seven
out of every ten households in Urban Sweda and Tartous have a migrant member,
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Figure 2.8 Levels of lifetime migration by governorate and urban-rural residence; percent of
households
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Figure 2.7 Levels of lifetime migration by governorate; percent of households
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and the urban migration rate exceeds 40 percent in seven Mohafazas. While the
city of Damascus does not rank high in terms of lifetime migration rates, over one
of every third households there has a migrant member. Again, migration is more
widespread in the urban areas of every Mohafaza, and only Hama has a higher rate
of migration in its rural households as compared to urban households.

The picture for migration during the five years at the household level of analy-
sis is also similar to that shown for individuals (Figure 2.9). There are clearly more
variations in the rate across Mohafazas here, but the sample is too small to detect
meaningful or otherwise statistically significant differences, between Mohafazas or
among rural-urban localities within Mohafazas.

Figure 2.9 Levels of period migration by governorate; percent of households
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The findings reviewed here point to a greater incidence of migration at the house-
hold level compared to those pertaining to individuals. One of the main reasons
for the discrepancy is probably the expansion of intermarriage across locality or
provincial lines. However, households without any internal migrant form a clear
majority in all the Mohafazas taken as a whole, and this is true for both lifetime
and period migration.
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3 Inter-provincial migration flows

Unlike many other countries in the Arab world, Syria is a largely provincial coun-
try (Antoun 1991: 2). For one thing, it is not dominated by a “primate” city like
Jordan, Egypt or Lebanon. Nor the capital city has increased disproportionately as
compared to other Middle Eastern capital cities. Second, it exhibits a significant
topographic and socioeconomic heterogeneity. Its large surface area, including a
significant portion of agricultural land, as well its historic links (including trade
and cross-border travel) with several neighbouring countries contribute in many
ways to its diversity in both the economic and cultural “fields”. And these factors
figure prominently, perhaps indirectly, in shaping inter-regional migration flows
in Syria.

More direct determinants include the widely known forces of contiguity, regional
“inertia”, and distance. Contiguity refers to migration to a region bordering the
region of previous residence; regional inertia captures the social habitat, and more
specifically cultural attachment to a particular region (Zelinsky 1973) such as the
coast or desert; and distance is conventionally used to index the length of travel
between “regional” cities. Thus, while these “seemingly” geographic factors are in-
terrelated, they are conceptually different. Moreover, these factors are related to other

Table 3.1 Net lifetime migration across governorates

etaronrevoG stnargim-nI stnargim-tuO noitargimteN etarnoitargimteN

yticsucsamaD 148322 523972 48455- 98.43-

etaronrevogsucsamaD 281883 86678 415003 36.751

smoH 95996 06827 1092- 50.2-

amaH 33863 79998 46135- 30.14-

sotraT 42483 00064 6757- 57.11-

aikataL 22594 99826 77331- 28.51-

beldE 32902 63709 31896- 06.36-

oppelA 47909 11909 36 20.0

akkaR 81272 83514 02341- 06.12-

rozlEreD 49611 21223 81502- 07.32-

hekasaH 36746 47883 98852 69.12

adewS 16961 11112 0514- 84.41-

araD 13834 63294 5045- 05.7-

artinuQ 3556 11368 85797- 14.787-

Note: only internal migration, excluding persons coming from abroad.
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economic and social considerations, including the cost of moving, kin availability,
and so on.

As expected, internal migration differs greatly in importance between regions.
One way to measure its relative importance at the Mohafaza level is through the
net gain or loss of population due to internal migration. It should be noted that
comparisons of flows between administrative units are sensitive to the size of the
units being used in defining migration. Here, we focus on flows between Moha-
fazas, thus rendering movements within each Mohafaza as non-migration. Both
net migration for lifetime moves (since birth) and period migration (since 1995)
are discussed.

Table 3.1 displays the number of in-migrants, out-migrants and net-migration
for each Mohafaza, using the lifetime migration matrix. Net migration is simply
the difference between the number of in-migrants and out-migrants. The table also
reports the net migration rate per thousand persons, with the denominator being
the average of population size at origin and destination states. The emerging pic-
ture is one of regional diversity overall, but the importance of Damascus (both the
city and Mohafaza) cannot be easily dismissed. Over half of the one million in-
migrants are in the Damascus metropolitan area and about a third of the out-mi-
grants are in this area, resulting in a significant gross gain of population.

This is clearly reflected in the figures pertaining to net migration. As clearly
shown in the table, only three Mohafazas gained population on balance: Damas-
cus rural, Aleppo and Hasakeh. With a net gain of about 0.3 million inhabitants,
Damascus clearly stands out as a major “importer” of population. This is some-
what expected, given that Damascus is the capital and those living around the prin-
cipal city have access to public sector employment, a relatively large private service
sector, informal economic activities, an a host of other advantages associated with
capital cities in the developing world. The Aleppo Mohafaza also has a relatively
large commercial city, and a net gain in population is not surprising. The gain is
too small however to be considered meaningful. The initiation of recent agricul-
tural development projects in Hasakeh might be behind the positive gain in pop-
ulation there. On the other hand, the largest net loser of population is Qunitra and
this is due to war-related displacements. However, Edlib, Hama, and the city of
Damascus are also significant net losers of population, amounting to an estimated
50,000 out-migrants or more each.

These net-migration figures do not take into account the size of the popula-
tion in each origin or destination region, a significant factor that accounts for the
net flows observed. The last column of the table reports the average net migration
rate per 1,000 persons. It should be pointed out that the time location of lifetime
migration is unknown, for it can occur in any year since birth. This limitation is
serious from a practical point of view because it is not possible to derive the annual
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net migration rates based on these data. The results of the overall net migration are
useful however for comparative purposes, and for examining changes over time.

Here, diversity of inter-regional migration is more evident. Two obvious “out-
liers” stand out however. The Damascus Mohafaza has a net migration rate of 39
per 1,000, which is exceptionally high. With an average net migration rate of mi-
nus 197 per 1,000, Qunitra is also exceptional on the negative side of relative pop-
ulation gains. Between these two extremes, the figures range from 16 per 1,000 loss
in Edlib to five per 1,000 gain in Hasakeh.

Do these conclusions hold for period migration? Generally yes, at least with
regard to the extreme cases. Yet, the overall situation is more flux here. It should be
pointed out however that the data pertaining to inter-regional movement since 1995
are not strictly comparable to those reviewed above. Although we are dealing with
a later period, we are not addressing trends in migration flows here because there is
some overlap.

The numbers pertaining to net period migration shown in Table 3.2 indicate
that Damascus Mohafaza is an exceptionally high net importer of population, gain-
ing about 54,000 persons since 1995. It is followed by Tartous with a net gain of
only about 5,000 persons. On the other extreme, the capital city of Damascus is
an exceptionally high net exporter of population, and lost nearly 40,000 inhabit-
ants between the years 1995 and 2000. With a net loss of about nine thousand

Table 3.2 Net period migration across governorates

etaronrevoG stnargim-nI stnargim-tuO noitargimteN
tenlaunnA

etarnoitargim

yticsucsamaD 80371 67065 86783- 33.5-

etaronrevogsucsamaD 90456 74311 26045 71.6

smoH 7535 3179 7534- 07.0-

amaH 1347 5725 6512 04.0

sotraT 5909 1004 4905 67.1

aikataL 5379 2746 4623 58.0

beldE 5465 7785 332- 50.0-

oppelA 2955 45211 3665- 83.0-

akkaR 437 3335 8954- 86.1-

rozlEreD 4691 4802 021- 30.0-

hekasaH 7471 91701 2798- 47.1-

adewS 5943 5083 013- 42.0-

araD 5165 0092 5172 19.0

artinuQ 221 2934 0724- 07.61-

Note: only internal migration, excluding persons coming from abroad.
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inhabitants, Hasakeh is the second largest loser of population in absolute terms.
The other Mohafazas are in between with net figures ranging from about 100 per-
sons to 5,000 or so persons. These figures do not however control for the relative
size of the population in each Mohafazas. For this, it is important to examine net
migration rates.

Unlike the lifetime migration data, the time location of migration can be easily
identified here, permitting the calculation of average, annual net migration rates.
The assumption here is that the total numbers of net migrants are distributed evenly
over the five-year period, from 1995 to 2000. As shown in the last column of the
table, the annual rates are quite low in an international perspective. With the ex-
ception of Qunitra, they range from a high level of 1.5 per 1,000 persons in the
Mohafaza of Damascus to a low level of nearly zero in Der Elzor and Edlib. The
capital city of Damascus has a net annual migration rate of about -1.3 per 1,000,
which still makes it an exceptionally high net loser of population relative to other
areas here. Contrary to conventional views, the poorest regions do not seem to
exhibit the highest rate of out-migration in Syria.

Yet, net migration rates hide important mobility flows between places of origin
and destination. For one thing, net migration does not capture the volume of mi-
gration across region — it simply tells whether a certain region is a net exporter or
importer of population. Various exploratory measures can be used to capture mo-
bility patterns across regions, including the so-called inflow and outflow percent-
ages, the mobility ratios, and the odds ratios (Hout 1983). However, the inflow
and outflow percentages are perhaps the most commonly used measures of mobil-
ity patterns. Tables 3.3 and 3.4 report the inflow and outflow percentages of the
inter-Mohafaza lifetime migration matrix.

It is obvious that the majority of the cells in these tables are very small, and lit-
tle will be gained by a detailed discussion of these data. However, the flows to and
from the Damascus metropolitan region are relatively large. After all, flows into this
region account for about 55 percent of all inter-Mohafaza mobility, and about a
third of all inter-Mohafaza moves come from the Greater Damascus area. Put sim-
ply, the mobility matrix without the flows into and from (rows and columns per-
taining to) this regions, would be strikingly different, with a minimum amount of
migration overall. Inspecting the cells along the diagonal of the inflow table reveals
that Damascus Mohafaza and the Capital have the lowest proportions of original
(by birth) respondents living in these areas: they are respectively, 81 and 86 per-
cent. Thus about one out of every fifth person living in Damascus Mohafaza is from
other regions, and one out of every tenth person living there is from the city of
Damascus. Qunitra accounts for almost three percent of those living in Damascus
Mohafaza, and Homs one percent – and these are the largest contributors to the
current make up of this Mohafaza.
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The city of Damascus shows more diversity in terms of regional make up of its
population as clearly shown in the first column of the inflow table. Nearly four
percent of respondents living in the Capital are from nearby areas of the Damascus
Mohafaza; Hama and Dara make up almost two percent; and Homs, Tartous,
Latakia, and Qunitra account for over one percent. Thus, while the vast majority
of the Capital’s population are original inhabitants, almost every region contrib-
utes to the 14 or so percent of its other residents. This diversity is also apparent in
the Mohafazas of Damascus and Qunitra, but to a lesser degree than the capital
city of Damascus. However, the Mohafazas of Tartous, Latakia, Sweda and Dara
are also relatively more diverse in terms of their population composition than oth-
ers. Another striking feature in the inflow table is that with the exception of the
three most diverse Mohafazas, the inflows in the respective Mohafazas are largely
from neighbouring ones. Thus, contiguity is a major factor contributing to the shape
of inter-regional inflow proportions.

The destination of respondents also differs from their origin as clearly shown
by the outflow percentages (Table 3.4). The force of contiguity is also evident here
for the greater Damascus areas, but also for other Mohafazas. Among the other
interesting patterns, the following deserve mentioning. The outflow rates from the
Qunitra and the Capital are particularly large. In the case of Qunitra, war-related
displacement is evident, and less than 40 percent of those originating from Quni-
tra are living there. The rest are scattered among many Mohafazas, but the largest
concentration is in the Damascus Mohafaza, amounting to about 38 percent. In
fact, about half of those originating from Qunitra live in the Damascus City and
its Mohafaza. For the Capital, about 83 percent of those originating from it are
residing there, with most of the rest (13 percent) residing nearby in the Damascus
Mohafaza. The interesting contrasts are the Capital and the Mohafaza of Damas-
cus as clearly shown by the relatively larger proportions of the other Mohafazas’
populations ending up in these two areas.

The evidence pertaining to inter-regional flows since 1995 provide further ev-
idence concerning the primacy of Damascus, the city and the Mohafaza, as an area
of destination for Syrians (Tables 3.5, 3.6). However, inter-regional mobility is very
small here as indicated by the proportions of stayers along the diagonals. Given the
small number of cases involved in this matrix, any interpretation of the findings
should be treated with caution. Despite the low overall proportion of the popula-
tion that moved across Mohafazas, we can conclude that inter-regional migration
has a significant impact on the demographic fortune of some regions, particularly
Damascus.
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4 Rural-urban and rural-rural migration

Rural to urban migration is the overriding issue of the literature on internal mi-
gration in developing countries (see Tacoli 1998; Sabot 1982), including the well-
known Harris-Todaro model, and Syria is no exception (Oughli 1993; Zakaria ND).
This form of migration is perhaps the most important one in terms of volume in
some countries, but it is doubtful whether rural to urban migration is the norm in
the developing countries as a whole (see Bilsborrow 1998: 7-8; Nelson 1976). In
reviewing the evidence for 14 countries using census data from the 1970s and 1980s,
Bilsborrow (1992) found only three countries where rural-urban migration flows
are greater than other types of flows. In the majority (eight) of countries (includ-
ing Egypt, Brazil and Peru), urban-urban migration is the largest in terms of vol-
ume, and in ten of them the rural-rural migration flows are greater than rural-ur-
ban ones. And yet, rural-urban migration dominates the migration policy dialogue
in Syria as elsewhere in the developing countries, and it is the one that receives most
attention in the empirical literature.

The emphasis on rural-urban migration, and its negative consequences, draws
on the European experience of industrialization and the subsequent “uprooting”
of the peasantry from rural farms to work as wage-labourers in the cities (see Moch
1992), resulting in rapid urbanization.2 Recent reviews of historical trends of in-
ternal migration in Syria follow this line of reasoning (Zakaria ND; Zakaria and
Sibai 1991; Oughli 1993), although the requisite data are lacking to support such
perceptions. Movement between rural areas is perhaps equally, if not more, impor-
tant in Syria. We say “perhaps” because our survey does not fully capture migra-
tion moves between rural areas, as the smallest geographic unit at the rural level
used in the survey is the Nahia, or sub-district, not the village. Despite this limita-
tion, the data show that rural-rural migration involves a relatively large proportion
of migration moves in Syria.

For brevity, we only review the evidence concerning lifetime and period migra-
tion patterns by residence. A dis-aggregation of the overall lifetime migration rates
indicates that rural-urban migration is the dominant form (Figure 4.1). Several
conclusions can be drawn from this graph. First, a disproportionally large number
of migrants are of rural origin, regardless of their current place of residence. For
example, while 13 percent of the population in the Mohafaza centers are rural
migrants, only three percent are urban migrants. Second, rural migrants constitute
similar proportions of the population in Mohafaza centers and other urban towns.
Third, urban-urban migration is more common in urban areas, and especially in

2 An urban area is defined here in accordance with the standard classification of the Syrian Central
Bureau of Statistics as a place of living with more than 20,000 inhabitants.
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the urban areas outside of the Mohafaza centers. In other words, urban migrants
constitute a slightly larger proportion of the urban population in towns (five per-
cent) as compared to those in Mohafaza centers (three percent). Finally, while ru-
ral-rural migration is relatively large, accounting for about nine percent of the ru-
ral areas, the dominant form of migration in Syria, with respect to direction, seems
to be from rural to urban areas.

Figure 4.1 Percent (lifetime) migrant by origin and current residence, persons
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The regional distribution of lifetime migration by origin also demonstrates the
overwhelming importance of rural-urban migration. As shown in Figure 4.2, only
three Mohafazas (Sweda, Qunitra and Dara), have a lower rate of rural-urban mi-
gration than other types of migration. Qunitra is a special case, given the security
situation along the borders. But the three Mohafazas are relatively small in terms
of population size, with little impact on the overall migration of Syrians. In the other
Mohafazas, rural-urban migration exceeds five percent of the total population, and
in six of them the rates are higher than the national average (about 11 percent) of
rural-urban migration. The rates in Tartous, Homs and Latakia are relatively high,
exceeding 14 percent. Moreover, although rural-urban migration is the dominant
form in Damascus and Hasakeh Mohafazas as well as in the Capital, other forms
of migration are also significant, exceeding about five percent of the total popula-
tion. Overall, the patterns shown in the Figure demonstrate a remarkable diversity
among the Mohafazas.
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Figure 4.2 Percent (lifetime) migrant by origin and governorate of current residence, persons
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The picture for migration since 1995 looks different, and with a few exceptions
uniformity characterizes the situation both overall and across regions.  Like before,
rural-urban migration is the dominant form of migration regardless of current res-
idence as clearly shown in the graph (Figure 4.3). It is higher in urban towns (six
percent) than in either Mohafaza centers (one percent) or rural areas (five percent),
but the differences are small. Thus, Mohafaza centers have very low (and almost
negligible) rural-urban in migrants as a proportion of the total population living
there – a different trend than the one reported earlier. This might be due to the
housing situation prevailing in the big cities, especially Damascus, preventing or
otherwise discouraging many of villages to migrate there. This is also evident for
other migrants, where surprisingly rural areas have a similar proportion – about
one percent – of urban-origin migrants as compared to governorate centers and other
urban towns. While the differences are small overall, indicating uniformity, Mo-
hafaza centers seem to have a disproportionately less number of recent rural and
other kinds of migrants when compared to the rural villages or the rest of the ur-
ban sector.
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Figure 4.3 Percent (period) migrant by origin and current residence, persons aged 5+
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Uniformity is also evident when comparing the rates of migration across Moha-
faza (Figure 4.4). The levels of rural-urban migration range from about eight per-
cent in Rakka to less than one percent in Qunitra and Hasakeh. The high rural-
urban migration rate for Rakka is due to the Euphrat development project, and
the subsequent establishment of a new city in this province (see Hinnebusch 1989).
The Rakka province attracted migrants from both the rural sector of Rakka as well
as from other provinces to work in this project (Winckler 1999: 128). Interestingly,

Figure 4.4 Percent (period) migrant by origin and governorate of current residence, persons
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the Mohafaza of Damascus has a relatively high number of migrants from rural
areas as compared to other regions. However, with the exception of the agricultur-
al, and remote, Mohafazas of Dara, Qunitra and, to some extent, Hasakeh, levels
of urban-rural migration are higher than for other types of migration. Two addi-
tional observations are worth mentioning. First, the Mohafaza of Sweda has almost
an equal number of rural-urban and other migrants. Second, the Capital has re-
ceived very low (and almost equal) number of rural-urban and other migrants since
1995, at about one percent. Caution should be taken however when interpreting
these results due to the small number of cases involved.

More differentials are found when considering migration at the household lev-
el, especially with regard to rural-urban migration. Migrant households are defined
as having at least one migrant member. We distinguish between three kinds of
migrant households: those with rural migrant members, urban-migrant members,
and mixed (rural and urban) ones. Consistent with the analysis of lifetime migra-
tion at the individual level, rural-urban migration is the dominant form of migra-
tion here as well, regardless of residence (Figure 4.5).

Figure 4.5 Percent (lifetime) migrant by origin and current residence, households
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About 28 percent of households in Mohafaza centers have at least one person
originating from rural villages. The corresponding proportions in other urban ar-
eas and villages are, respectively, 20 and 15 percent. Thus, rural-rural migration is
significantly lower than rural-urban migration in Syria. The proportions of migrants
originating from urban areas are lower, but they differ as well among residence types.
As clearly shown in the graph, urban-urban migration rates of seven and ten per-
cent in, respectively, Mohafaza centers and urban towns, are higher than their ur-
ban-rural counterpart (three percent). While this points to the presence of urban-
rural household migration in Syria, the level is quite low in relative terms.  The
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proportions of households with mixed, urban-rural, migrants are small in the three
types of residence, but especially so in rural areas. They range from a high of two
percent in urban towns to less than one percent in the rural sector, which is a neg-
ligible difference indeed. The results reported here with regard to patterns of life-
time migration at the household level indicate a diverse situation, with a clear dom-
inance of rural-urban migration.

Migration patterns are rather segmented regionally. The overall rates of rural-
urban migration are high across regions, with a range of eight percent in Dara to
about 30 percent in Latakia (Figure 4.6). The emerging patterns can be grouped
into three segments: (1) those with essentially rural-urban migrant households; (2)
those with relatively low rates of rural-urban migrants as compared to other forms;
and (3) those with a mix of both rural-urban and other kinds of migration. The
first group is the largest one, with about eight Mohafazas, including Aleppo. Three
of the Mohafazas fall into the second group, and they include the small Mohafazas
of Dara, Qunitra as well as Sweda. Here, the numbers of migrants of urban origin
are proportionally greater than their rural counterparts. There are also three

Figure 4.6 Percent (lifetime) migrant by origin and governorate of current residence, house-
holds
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Mohafazas in the third group, including the Capital. While rural-urban migration
predominates here, the proportions of urban-origin migrants are relatively high and
range from 15 percent in Hasakeh to about nine percent in the Mohafaza of Da-
mascus. Interestingly, about one out of every ten households in the Capital has a
migrant from urban areas. Most likely these migrants come from cities located
outside of the Damascus region.

There are not enough cases to examine period household migration at the re-
gional level, so we confine the discussion to the overall rates by types of residence.
The findings are quite similar to those reported at the individual level, with very
small differentials by residence. As shown in Figure 4.7, the rate of rural-urban
period migration (seven percent) is relatively high but it is not significantly differ-
ent from rural-rural migration (six percent). The proportion of rural migrants in
the Mohafaza center is lower at approximately two percent. Other kinds of period
migration, including the urban-urban pattern, are relatively rare, and do not ex-
ceed two percent with little differentials along types of residence.

Figure 4.7 Percent (period) migrant by origin and current residence, households
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Rural-urban migration is often attributed to an urban bias in development plan-
ning. Thus, some argue that the equal distribution of development projects across
regions as well as the measures implemented to raise the standard of living in rural
areas would lead to a decrease in the “flight” of people to the cities (see Ali 1996;
Lipton 1977; Winckler 1999). However, the evidence is mixed and there is some
evidence pointing to more migration as a result of enterprise development in the
countryside (Cole and Sanders 1983; Liang and White 1997; Skeldon 1997). Nor
does land scarcity lead to out-migration from the countryside (Connell et al. 1976).
While the survey data contain information on these and other related issues, we
choose not to report them here mainly because the differentials are rather small.
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5 Trends in migration flows

The conventional view is that migration (both internal and international) has un-
dergone an unprecedented increase in scale during the 20th century. The increase
in the volume of migration is attributed to the sweeping forces of modernization
(for internal migration) and globalization (internationally). However, migration
trends are far from secular, lacking the regularity of the fertility and mortality tran-
sitions at the international level. There are however proponents of a systematic view
of migration trends (and patterns) as societies pass through various stages of devel-
opment. Zelinsky (1971) proposes “the hypothesis of the mobility transition” ac-
cording to which countries pass from an early stage of transition where rural-ur-
ban migration predominates to an advanced stage where urban-urban migration is
the largest form of migration. While such a perspective is somewhat dated, it pro-
vides a useful benchmark for viewing trends and patterns of internal migration in
Syria.

Trends in migration can easily be established by longitudinal surveys, tracking
the movement of persons and families over time, or repeated cross-sectional surveys
and censuses. Each source of data has its own problems and weaknesses. Successive
censuses suffer from problems relating to boundary changes and other measurement
issues (e.g., definitions of migration and reference periods), while retrospective data
are hampered by recall errors. Here, we rely on retrospective migration histories to
examine the changes in migration patterns and flows. Recall that the migration
history data refer to moves made by a sample of adults, and some insight can be
gained by examining both the migratory moves as well as the persons making such
moves.

The data pertaining to moves indicate an overall rise in internal migration as
time elapsed. About eight percent of all moves made by currently living adults aged
15 and over occurred before 1960, increasing to nearly 30 percent in the 1990s.
There is evidence that the 1990s witnessed a halt in migration, and the levels across
the past two decades are quite similar. Apparently, this is mainly due to a decrease
in male migration during the most recent period.

Examining the trends by sex from 1960 onwards shows that migration increased
consistently over time, but only for women (Figure 5.1). About 13 percent of all
moves made by women occurred in the 1960s, increasing consistently to about 32
percent in 1990s. For males, the moves made in the 1960s account for about 14
percent of all male moves, and those made in the 1980s account for 29 percent.
However, there is an apparent decline in the 1990s and this period accounts for
about 26 percent of all moves made by men. Thus, the overall high rate of female
migration as compared to male migration is due to a recent (in the 1990s) rise in
female migration. These sex differentials are still (statistically) small however, so the
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results should be treated with caution. Another shortcoming is that while the ma-
jority of adults in Syria make only one move during their lifetime, some migrate
more than once, resulting in repeatable events. It is, therefore, of some importance
to examine trends among adults.

Figure 5.1 Migration moves by period and sex
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The timing of the most recent (or first) move of a representative sample of the
population is of particular interest, and can also be used to establish trends in mi-
gration flows (see Liang and White 1996). Here, we simply report the proportions
of moves undertaken in a given year. In order to smooth out random fluctuations
and heaping, especially at zero digits, three-year moving averages are actually re-
ported here. Hence, for these averages, a single figure is not important; only trends
indexed by periods of several years are. Although these figures are not rates, trends
for the later years are of particular interest. Proportions for the earlier periods should
be smaller by definition — reflecting the age structure of the population — other
things being equal.

The numbers displayed in Figure 5.2 confirm the “secular” trend in internal
migration discussed above, with an apparent halt since the early 1980s. There is
evidence of a recent decline during the 1990s. Furthermore, there are peaks during
the war years, but these are relatively small. The trends by sex shown in Figure 5.3
also confirm the earlier conclusion concerning the similarity of male and female
migration, with female migration exceeding that of male’s only during the most
recent period. This perhaps reflects new trends in intermarriage across localities and
regions, or new migration patterns among professional females, or both.

More important from a practical and substantive point of view are trends in the
migration propensities across residence and regions. We calculate a simple “migra-
tion propensity” index, which is the proportions of all migratory moves in a given
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Figure 5.2 Trends in internal migration, last move by year (3 year moving average)
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Figure 5.3 Trends in internal migration, last move by year and sex (3 year moving average)

4��	

�5�

�5*

�5�

�5*

�5�

�5*

�5�

�5*

+5�

+5*

�1*� �1** �1,� �1,* �12� �12* �1-� �1-* �11� �11* ����

/���

3�����

��	���

residence type and period to all moves undertaken in a given period. Note that unlike
the overall trends reported above, these propensities are not affected by the chang-
ing age structure of the population. The origin and destination propensities by
residence types since 1960 displayed in Figure 5.4 are striking.
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Figure 5.4 Trends in origin and destination propensities by residence, adults
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There is a clear trend in the origin propensities, with urban areas slowly but con-
sistently replacing rural places as the dominant originators of migrants. However,
the increasing “urbanisation” of places of origin is due primarily to an increase in
the importance of Mohafaza centers at the expense of rural areas, with the relative
weight of other urban towns remaining relatively stable over the past four decades.
An astonishing 69 percent of all adults migrating in the 1960s come from rural
areas, with the remaining migrants during this period being almost evenly distrib-
uted between Mohafaza centers (about 17 percent) and other urban towns (about
15 percent). In the 1990s, about half of the migrants come from rural areas, and a
third from Mohafaza centers. The relative weight of urban areas in “exporting”
migrants increased consistently from 15 percent in the 1960s to about 18 percent
in the 1990s, but such an increase is minor in statistical terms. Thus, while a re-
versal of the origin propensities from rural to urban is evident and consistent, rural
areas still dominate, accounting for about half the flow in the 1990s.

In contrast, changes in the destination propensities are not so consistent, but
the relative decline of the Mohafaza centers as the main places of destination is
evident since the 1960s (Figure 5.4). However, migration tends to be more direct-
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ed toward urban areas during the entire period of observation. About two thirds of
all migrants in the 1960s headed for urban areas, including Mohafaza centers, and
still 60 percent of them did so during the 1990s. There is an overall decline in the
relative weight of the Mohafaza centers as areas of destination, decreasing from about
45 percent of all migrants in the 1960s to about 34 percent in the 1990s. Yet, such
decline is due to changes from the 1960s to 1970s, with the proportions of mi-
grants heading towards Mohafaza centers increasing from the 1970s’ level of 22
percent. Other urban towns continued to attract more in-migrants relative to oth-
er places, with the propensities increasing consistently from 22 percent to about
26 percent during the entire period. The irregularities in the trends observed here,
however, are mainly due to changes in the 1960s. The displacement caused by the
1967 war, resulting in the flight of people form rural Qunitra to Damascus as well
as the land reforms (Winckler 1999: 119-127; Richards and Waterbury 1990: 168)
might explain the uniqueness of the 1960s pattern. With the exception of the 1960s
events and their consequences, there is a clear increasing trend towards Mohafaza
centers at the expense of the rural sector, as places of destination in Syria.

It remains that Mohafaza centers are the dominant places of destination in the
1960s, while rural areas are the primary ones in the 1990s. Thus, rural areas are
not only the main exporter of population in the 1990s, but they are the main im-
porter of in-migrants as well during the most recent period. The graph also shows
that migration has become more evenly distributed across residence types as time
has elapsed.

However, migration propensities by residence hide a lot of regional variability.
This is true with regard to the regions where migrants come from as well as to the
regions where they currently live. There are very few variations over time, however,
with respect to regions of origin or destination. We first examine changes in the
regional origin propensities (Figure 5.5).

The regional variability of origin propensities is evident in the graph, with the
more urban Mohafazas having higher propensities than their more agricultural
counterparts. Although the city of Damascus is considered a separate Mohafaza,
we have included it here with the Damascus rural in order to facilitate compari-
sons especially with Aleppo. Damascus and Aleppo seem to be the largest exporter
of populations overall, and Damascus stands out as the largest one since 1980. More
striking perhaps is that their share has increased over time, with much of the in-
crease due to out-migration from Damascus. Thus, both Mohafazas accounted for
about 27 percent of the out-migrants in the 1960s, increasing consistently to about
49 percent in the 1990s. During the 1990s, one out of every two out-migrants comes
from these two Mohafazas. A closer look at the data shows that the city of Damas-
cus accounted for much of this increase (see below).
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Otherwise, another striking feature in this graph is the lack of much variability
– stability rather than change seems to characterize trends over time. There are two
main exceptions, however, in addition to the recent trend shown for Damascus. First
is the 1960s’ period when Quinitra accounted for a fifth of all out-migrants, ow-
ing to the special circumstances of the war. Second, the 1970s witnessed a dispro-
portionate number of out-migrants from Rakka (eight percent), Dara (eight per-
cent), and to some extent Hasakeh (12 percent). The only consistent, and noticeable,
increase in the propensities is found in Damascus. There are of course other “hid-
den” trends within Mohafazas, and most of the observed trends in origin propen-
sities are really dominated by out-migration from rural areas, save the Capital city.

The decision (or fate, in terms of forced migration) to move is not divorced from
the place of destination. Syria’s two largest cities, Damascus and Aleppo, with pro-
vincial status, have historically been important destinations for inter-regional
migrants (see Winckler 1999: 62); and they still are. The graph for the destination

Figure 5.5 Trends in regional origin propensities, adults
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propensities (Figure 5.6) shows that migration is highly concentrated in the two
major Mohafazas, and became even more so during the most recent period. With
the exception of an unusual surge of in-migrants in Hasakeh during the 1970s,
about one out of every two migrants head to Damascus and Aleppo. Damascus
receives over one of every three migrants regardless of the period in question, and
continues to receive the highest proportion of in-migrants during the 1980s and
1990s. No other region has experienced a net increase in the proportion of migrants
over the entire period than the two largest Mohafazas of Damascus and Aleppo
combined.

Figure 5.6 Trends in regional destination propensities, adults
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Migration to Edlib, Dara, and Homs consistently decreased during the 1960-1990
period, and reached its lowest levels during the 1990s relative to other Mohafazas.
Hasakeh also reached its lowest propensities during the 1990s, but the trend is not
as consistent due to planned migration to this region during the 1970s. About one
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out of every fifth migrant during the 1970s went to Hasakeh. Another observa-
tion in this graph is the rather erratic trends over time overall, with an unusual
stability of the propensities in Tartous and Latakia. Each of the latter accounted
for about seven to eight percent of all the migrants, regardless of the time in ques-
tion. Finally, the destination propensities in seven of the Mohafazas, including Hama
and Sweda never exceeded five percent of all the migrants.

Overall, the regions that received less than four percent of inter-regional mi-
grants were either economically disadvantaged or geographically remote ones. For
example, the Mohafaza of Edlib, Rakka, Dara and Der Elzor are remote, rural prov-
inces with little resources. The results reported here show that migration flows are
quite segmented as almost everywhere else (see Connell et al. 1976; Roberts 1997),
with Damascus and Aleppo attracting most of the migrants.
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6 Migration to and from Damascus:
what do we know?

The city of Damascus has been the main place of destination for migrants in Syria
throughout this century. While there is evidence that its relative importance has
recently declined as a place of destination, it is still second only to the Mohafaza of
Damascus. A large part of the latter together with the city includes what might be
referred to as the greater metropolitan area of Damascus. Migration into and out
of this metropolitan area is still the largest in importance with regard to migration
flows. It does therefore deserve special attention. Do the flows into and out of the
Capital really change over time? What are the characteristics of the migrants in
Damascus? What are the differences between those who move to the city, and those
who move to its “suburbs”? These and other related questions cannot be adequate-
ly answered in this brief report. Here, we only take a closer look at migration trends
using the last move to and from the Capital in relation to other areas in the Moha-
faza of Damascus.

As shown in Table 6.1, the estimated number of people leaving and coming to
Damascus increased substantially over the years, and the Capital is no exception.
Note, however, that these numbers are representative of adults making at least one
move during this period, and not of the total population. Our purpose in report-
ing these data is to detect trends rather than to estimate the number of arrivals and
those departing from these areas. On the whole, the Capital clearly lost popula-
tion between 1960 and 1990, while other urban towns and villages gained substan-
tially during the same period — and this is consistent with the findings reviewed
earlier using data on lifetime and period migration. Despite this, the figures indi-
cate a consistent increase in the in-migrants and out-migrants in three areas, in-
cluding the Capital. During the entire period, the Capital experienced about a 23
percent increase in the number of people moving out of it, and about one percent
increase in the number arriving. More people have been moving out of the other

Table 6.1 Estimated number of adult movers into and out of Damascus; last move only

ecnediseR s0691 s0791 s0891 s0991
etulosbA

egnahc
tnecreP
egnahc

nigirO
yticsucsamaD 1835 53782 58739 931331 857721 4732

nabrurehtosucsamaD 3936 17231 28972 94733 65372 824
larursucsamaD 92621 78311 23661 59843 66222 771

noitanitseD
yticsucsamaD 91713 38993 86195 25216 23592 39

nabrurehtosucsamaD 87712 08553 55837 537711 75959 144
larursucsamaD 30211 88312 57573 54107 24985 625
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areas, but also substantially more residents have been moving to the rural and ur-
ban sectors of Damascus Mohafaza.

Another way to assess the relative importance of the Capital is to examine ori-
gin and destination propensities, again using the total number of migrants in a given
period as the base. The results for the three areas of Damascus are shown in Figure
6.1. The graph demonstrates the increasing importance of the Damascus areas as
places of both origin and destination. The contrast between origin and destination
propensities with respect to the capital city is also clear.

Figure 6.1 Trends in origin and destination propensities in Damascus
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The declining attractiveness of the city of Damascus as a place of destination is
underscored by both the origin and destination propensities over time. Thus, while
the city accounted for merely three percent of all the out-migrants in 1960, its share
of the total during the 1990s was over 21 percent. The increase is consistent and
especially rapid during the most recent period since the 1980s. Urban towns of
Damascus changed little here, while rural Damascus accounted for slightly less (from
seven to five percent) out-migrants in relative terms during the 1960-1999 period.
The city of Damascus remains the dominant area here. However, its attractiveness
as a place of destination declined over time from about 17 percent in the 60s to
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about nine percent in the 1990s. It is interesting to note that the share of in-mi-
grants for Damascus City remained essentially stable at around ten percent since
the 1970s. There is a consistent increase in the proportions heading to the Moha-
faza of Damascus, and about ten and 17 percent of all migrants in the 1990s des-
tined to rural and urban Damascus, respectively. It remains that the really surpris-
ing finding here is the saliency of migration into the city of Damascus with no
apparent major decline of its attractiveness as a place of destination, despite an
equally remarkable flight of people out of it.

How does Damascus compare with Syria’s other main cities? The destination
propensities for the Mohafazas’ main cities displayed in Figure 6.2 indicate that
Damascus occupies a dominant place, but its relative attractiveness as a place of
destination has declined in recent years when compared to the city of Aleppo. (Re-
call that the propensities reported here are relatively small because they represent
the migrants going to a given city in a given period as a proportion of the total
during a given period). The share of migrants for the city of Damascus in the 1990s

Figure 6.2 Trends in city destination propensities, adults
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declined by almost half its level in the 1960s, from 17 percent to nine percent, as
we have already discussed above. The corresponding proportions for Aleppo are ten
and 12 percents. While Aleppo’s share in the 1990s declined from its 15 percent
level in the 1980s, it replaces Damascus as the most attractive city for migrants since
the 1980s — at least as judged by the destination propensities of adult migrants in
Syria as a whole.

The graph shows that the majority of Syria’s main cities account for less than
two percent of the total migrants regardless of the period in question. Only Alep-
po, Damascus, Homs, and Latakia exceed this level in all periods. Furthermore,
although some cities show an apparent rise (or decline) in their share of migrants
more recently, the changes are too small and not exceeding two percentage points
anywhere.
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7 Are migrants different?

Migration, whether internal or international, is selective everywhere much like other
demographic events. This is so because migration is linked to crucial life-cycle tran-
sitions such as leaving school, entering the labour market, getting married or di-
vorced, and retiring. Selectivity of course differs by type of migration (e.g., labour
versus refugee) and by historically specific social and political contexts. The following
conclusions seem to hold across space and time: migrants are relatively young; ru-
ral labour migrants are usually young adult males; women are more likely to be
migrants than men; marital status is more important for women than men in causing
migration; women’s migration decreases more rapidly with age; migrants tend to
be more skilled than the general population; and migrants are not the poorest or
the least educated in their places of origin (see Skeldon 1997). Internal migrants
in Syria have a number of characteristics in common, regardless of their region of
origin.

Although there are differences in the levels of mobility and migration among
countries and among regions within a country, the pattern of migration at given
ages, by sex, is expected to be fairly systematic across places. The typical age curve
of migration is one with high rates of mobility at very young ages, low rates dur-
ing the teen-age years, rapidly increasing rates during the early 20s reaching its
highest peaks, and declining rates at older ages. However, a slight increase in mi-
gration should be expected at retirement age.

The migration rates by age and sex displayed in Figure 7.1 confirm the general
pattern just outlined. There is a sharp rise in the rate at age 10-19 for females and
20-29 for males until age 40-49 and then a decrease until age 70 with peaks slightly
afterwards, especially for females. The curve for males deviates from the typical

Figure 7.1 Percentage (lifetime) migrant by age and sex
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pattern where migration peaks at the retirement age of 65, and this may have to
do with work patterns in a developing county context like Syria. However, a finer
age grouping shows that the curves do indeed change upward around this age. The
higher rates shown for women, relative to men, during their reproductive ages are
due to the predominance of the patrilocal marriage pattern in Arab society, espe-
cially in the rural sector.

The age-sex pattern of migration just described is more relevant to rural mi-
grants than others. As we have already shown, migrants in Syria are largely of rural
origin and this is clearly the case regardless of age and sex (Figure 7.2).  With the
exception of migration at older ages, the rate of migration for rural-origin persons
exceeds that of other migrants until after retirement age, and this is true for both
men and women. There are very few cases of migrants at very old ages, however,
which may account for the pattern shown. The rate of migration at very young ages,
0-4, is typically higher than that of the next age group, but this does not seem to
be the case here. One reason of this unusual pattern is measurement error, partic-
ularly age shifting, a typical occurrence in developing countries; but it might also
have to do with a low level of family migration with very young children in this
context. Otherwise, the curve for rural-origin migrants is what would be expected,
with a sharp rise in the twenties for males and teenage years for females, up until
the late fourties when the curve starts to decline rapidly, especially for males. Like
before, female migration dominates until the end of the reproductive years; and male
migration dominates during the later years of life.

The pattern shown for urban migrants is different, rising consistently with age
for males and females, with female migration exceeding male migration during the
working age years. This pattern suggests the lack of labour-induced migration in

Figure 7.2 Percentage (lifetime) migrant by age, sex and origin
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the case of urban migrants; but since the rates shown are quite low, and hence sim-
ilar, one cannot reach meaningful conclusions based on them without reservations.

As expected, female migrants are more likely than male migrants to be married
at migration. For, female migration is often related to family reunification and
migration of single, unmarried women is rather rare in Muslim societies. Here,
gender and gender ideologies play a pivotal role in structuring the migration proc-
ess (see Chant and Radcliffe 1992). Traditionally, the focus has been on the im-
pact of male migration on families and women left behind (Gulati 1993). Although
issues related to gender have been largely neglected in the migration literature, there
is a renewed interest in the linkages between gender system and female migration
in particular.

Overall, migrants are more likely to be married than stayers are. A fifth of life-
time migrants are single, compared with slightly fewer than half the non-migrants.
This pattern holds true after controlling for sex; but clearly, marital status differs
by sex, and women migrants are less likely than men to be single (Figure 7.3). While
27 percent of men migrants are single, only 18 percent of women migrants are.

Figure 7.3 Distribution of the population by migration status and marital status
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The incidence of migration differs by marital status as would be expected (Figure
7.4). The lifetime migration rate for the ever married is over 20 percent for both
sexes; it is only about ten percent for the never married persons. One would expect
higher rate of lifetime migration for male singles than female singles, but this is
not the case in Syria. The highest rate of migration is observed for the currently
married, at 25 and 28 percent for men and women respectively.
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Figure 7.4 Lifetime migration rates by marital status
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The corresponding patterns for rural and other migrants are essentially the same,
with those for rural migrants higher than others as would be expected (Figure 7.5).
The rates of migration for rural migrants are highest among the married and wid-
owed at 20 percent. This is also true for other migrants, but the widowed have the
highest rate of migration at ten percent. The proportions of widowed and divorced
migrants shown for non-rural migration are relatively high, but this might be due
to random errors since the sample size is too small for these two groups.

Figure 7.5 Percentage (lifetime) migrant by marital status and origin
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An inspection of migration by age and marital status shows that the rate is much
higher among the married population up to age 45 for men and 35 for women.
This is due to the tendency of married couples to change residence upon, or short-
ly after, marriage. The higher rates of internal mobility among women aged 15 to
29 as compared to men are undoubtedly due to the normal tendency (in the Arab
context) for brides to move to their husbands’ locality of residence after marriage.
The data reviewed here show that internal migration is related to marriage.

These data, however, mask important changes in the marital profile of migrants
over time. The migration history module includes information on the marital sta-
tus of migrants at time of moving, and this information can be used to examine
changes over a relatively short period of time. Although these data are not strictly
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comparable to those reviewed above, they are generally consistent at the aggregate
level. Changes in the marital profile of migrants by sex are shown in Figure 7.6.

Figure 7.6 Marital characteristics of adult migrants by sex and period
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It shows that male migrants are more likely than females to be single at time of
moving, while female migrants are more likely to be married, regardless of the pe-
riod in question. There is a clear trend toward convergence between the sexes, how-
ever. About 60 percent of women migrants in the 1960s were married as compared
to about 48 percent of men. The proportions married in the 1990s are the same
for each sex at 55 percent. The change is more evident recently (in the 1990s) and
is largely due to a consistent decline of the proportion of single men migrating, but
also to a rise in the migration of single women, at least as compared to married
women. There is also a slight tendency for more widowed and divorced women than
men to migrate as time elapsed.

The educational level of most of the migrants is rather high, and has risen rap-
idly over time. Syrian migrants are better educated than non-migrants — this con-
clusion holds true after controlling for age differences between the non-migrants
and migrants interviewed. About 46 percent of the stayers have less than elemen-
tary education compared to nearly 40 percent of the lifetime migrants. The rela-
tionship is consistent at the upper end of the educational distribution: about 18
percent of the migrants have at least secondary education compared with about ten
percent of the stayers.

The relationship also holds for both men and women, but it is particularly strong
for men (Figure 7.7). Men are generally more educated than women, and migrant
men are more educated than migrant women. About 14 percent of migrant wom-
en have secondary education or more compared to about nine percent for non-
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migrant women. The difference is larger for men, and about 22 percent of migrant
men have at least secondary education as compared with 12 percent of stayers.
Overall, the relationship between lifetime migration and education is remarkably
consistent for both men and women as clearly shown in the graph.

Figure 7.7 Distribution of the population by migration sex status and education

/������� �	

/������.	��

3��������� �	

3��������.	��

� �� +� ,� -� ���
��	���

�����������������	 

&������	 

��#��
��	 
���	�)�	��
	 ����	��� 

��)�
��

The migration rate also varies consistently with education, especially for men (Figure
7.8). For men, it ranges from 12 percent among those with less than elementary
education to nearly 30 percent among those who completed university education.
Although less consistent for women, education increases migration here as well. The
lowest rate of 16 percent observed for those with elementary education, and the
highest level of nearly 30 percent is found for women with associate college diplo-
ma. One reason for some of the inconsistency found here is occupation. Women
migrants tend to be involved in domestic services, agriculture and also mobile jobs
such as teaching in school or working in health services. With the exception of

Figure 7.8 Lifetime migration rates by sex and education
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university education, the graph shows that women are more likely to be migrants
than men regardless of education.

The (lifetime) migration rates for rural origin migration are higher than other
migration, and this is not surprising (Figure 7.9). Also as expected, the rate increases
by education for both groups of migrants. However, the overall educational selec-
tivity of migration observed earlier is largely due to the differentials for rural mi-
grants. Over one out of every five persons originating from rural areas has a uni-
versity degree, compared to one out of ten persons with less than elementary
education. The corresponding proportions for other migrants are six and three per-
cent, implying little, and insignificant, percentage point difference.

Figure 7.9 Percentage (lifetime) migrant by educational level and origin
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An examination of changes in the educational profile of movers, reveals that the
migrants are much more educated over time as would be expected. And this is true
for both men and women (Figure 7.10). Remarkably, the gender gap in education
among migrants seems to be narrowing to a minimal level over time, and men and
women who migrated in the 1990s seem to have almost similar educational char-
acteristics. Thus, 51 percent of men had less than elementary education at the time
of moving in the 1960, as compared to about 86 percent of women. The corre-
sponding proportions in the 1990s are 18 and 26 percent for men and women,
respectively. This is a substantial change in the levels as well as in the gap between
the two sexes. Trends on the opposite direction of the educational categories are
consistent, but they show minimal and (statistically) non-significant differences
between the two sexes. For example, 16 percent of males migrating in the 1990s
have more than secondary education, while about 13 percent of women do. How-
ever, unlike the change for male, the shift in the educational profile of female mi-
grants is very marked during the 1990s.
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Figure 7.10 Educational characteristics of adult migrants by sex and period
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The differentials in migration rates by age, sex, marital status and education re-
viewed here are far from surprising and provide few departures from the patterns
observed in other contexts. However, this internal migration survey provides the
first opportunity to document them in detail for Syria. The overall results based
on these data show that there is a sizable segment in the Syrian population who are
immobile, including those with little education, the married women in their mid-
life, and the elderly. And women circulate more often than men do.
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8 Stability of migration

Although migration is a repeatable event that can occur several times during a life-
time, we know relatively little about the frequent movers, including return migrants.
We know from previous studies elsewhere (McGee 1992) and from anecdotal evi-
dence in Syria that migration is essentially circular in nature, and a sizable propor-
tion of migrants maintain close links with their places of origin. Here, we use data
from the migration history of adults (aged 15 years and over) to gain some insights
into the characteristics of frequent movers. It should be pointed out that these data
cover a wider definition of migratory moves than simply lifetime migration, and
hence some departure from the previous section is expected.

About 22 percent of adults are internal migrants, and the vast majority of them
(17 percent) are one-time migrants. Of the frequent movers, surprisingly very few
migrate more than twice and less than one percent of the total adult population
migrate at least four times. Given this low level of frequent migration in Syria, we
only distinguish here between one-time movers and recurrent migrants. The latter
refers to those who made at least two migratory moves during their entire lives.

Traditionally, women do not figure prominently in the migration literature,
especially in developing countries (see Hugo 1993). Yet, there is evidence pointing
to the fact than women are more likely to be migrants than men, and this is the
case in Syria (Figure 8.1). About 19 percent of adult men are migrants, and 25
percent of women. As clearly shown in the graph, this difference between men and
women is due entirely to variations in one-time migration — in other words, women
are more likely than men to migrate once in their lifetime.

Figure 8.1 Distribution of the adult population by migration status and sex (persons aged 15+)
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There are also some variations by type of residence (Figure 8.2). Generally, levels
of migration are higher in urban areas than rural areas, and this is true for both
one-time and recurrent migration. Overall, about 16 percent of the adult popula-
tion in rural areas are migrants; the corresponding levels in Mohafaza centers and
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other urban towns are 25 and 29 percent respectively. Adults in urban towns are
more likely to be one-time migrants and frequent migrants than other adults.
However, the difference here is largely between urban and rural places rather than
between main cities and other urban towns, confirming the conventional view that
the urban population is generally more mobile than their rural counterparts. Fur-
thermore, the graph shows that one-time migration is greater than recurrent mi-
gration regardless of residence.

Figure 8.2 Distribution of the adult population by migration status and residence (persons aged
15+)
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Figure 8.3 Percentage migrant by frequency and governorate (persons aged 15+)
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Moreover, this holds true across regions (Figure 8.3). The rates of recurrent migra-
tion among the adult population are lower than those for first-time migration in
every Mohafaza. However, the gap between the two forms of migration is far from
uniform. Recurrent migration ranges from 18 percent in Qunitra and Sweda to less
than one percent in the agricultural Mohafazas of Edlib, Rakka and Der Elzor. For
one time-migration, Hasakeh has the highest rate of nearly 30 percent; and the
lowest rate of eight percent is observed in Edlib and Der Elzor. Overall, recurrent
migration is not directly related to size of place or urbanity per se (as Aleppo for
example has a relatively low rate of frequent migration), but rather to educational
characteristics of the population, the size of the public sector, or special circum-
stances (e.g., Qunitra, Dara).

Recurrent migration is often, but not always, associated with relevant demo-
graphic and socio-economic characteristics. The rate of one-time migration is greater
than recurrent migration across age. Furthermore, the rate of migration increases
consistently with age until retirement among both one-time movers and frequent
movers (Figure 8.4). Indeed the similarity between the two trends shown in the
graph is quite remarkable. The lowest rate of migration at one and seven percent
for recurrent and one-time movers, respectively, is observed for the youngest age
group, 10-19 years. The rate increases consistently for both, reaching the highest
levels of ten percent for recurrent movers and 25 percent for first-time movers at
the retirement age before starting to decline.

Figure 8.4 Percentage migrant by frequency and age (persons aged 15+)
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However, the mobility rate by age differs by sex as would be expected (Figure 8.5).
Clearly, one-time migration is greater than recurrent migration across ages for both
male and females. Also, the rate of female migration is greater than male migra-
tion across age, but only for one-time migrants. For the latter group, male migra-
tion increases from a low level of five percent at the youngest ages until age 50-59
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when it reaches its highest level of 25 percent. For females, the one-time migration
rates increases much faster from a low level of eight percent at the youngest age
groups to a highest level of 25-26 percent at a much younger age of 30-39.  These
trends reflect the tendency of women to migrate mainly for marriage or family re-
lated reasons.

Figure 8.5 Percentage migrant by frequency, age and sex (persons aged 15+)
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The same reason is probably behind the gender difference in recurrent migration.
Female migration is slightly higher here at younger ages, but the gender gap is re-
ally evident only at the female prime reproductive ages where female migration is
lower than that of male migration up until the age of 69. The higher rates of re-
current migration for men during the age groups 40 to 69 are most likely due to
work-related reasons.

It was shown above that the currently married persons have the highest rate of
lifetime migration relative to other adults. Expanding the definition to include other
permanent migratory moves yields a slightly different picture. As shown in Figure
8.6, the highest rate of mobility is observed among the widowed, and this is true
for both one-time (28 percent) and recurrent migration (11 percent). On the oth-
er hand, the lowest rate of migration is found among the never married — eight
percent for one-time migration and only one percent for recurrent migration. It
remains that the rate of recurrent migration is lower than one-time migration re-
gardless of marital status.

Controlling for sex yields a slightly different picture, however. Female adults have
higher rates of migration than their male counterparts regardless of marital status
as has already been documented, but this is only true for one-time migration (Fig-
ure 8.7). Even here divorced women are as likely as divorced men to migrate. For
recurrent migration, men have higher (or rather similar) rates of mobility than
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women regardless of marital status. Furthermore, the widowed have the highest rates
of mobility for both one-time and recurrent migration, but this is the case only for
females. As clearly shown in the graph, married men have the highest rate of mo-
bility in case of one-time migration (20 percent) and divorced men are more likely
to be frequent movers (12 percent) than others.

Figure 8.7 Percentage migrant by frequency, marital status and sex (persons aged 15+)
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Figure 8.6 Percentage migrant by frequency and marital status (persons aged 15+)
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The findings pertaining to educational background are also slightly different from
before, once other forms of migratory moves are included. Figure 8.8 demonstrates
that the level of recurrent migration is lower than one-time migration across edu-
cational groups. Yet, unlike previously, the mobility rate does not increase consist-
ently with educational level for either one-time or recurrent migration. For one-
time migration, those with less than elementary education have a higher level of
mobility at 21 percent than others, save those with associate diploma. Otherwise,
mobility increases consistently with education here. The least educated also have a
higher rate of recurrent mobility, at five percent, than those with at most prepara-
tory education. Remarkably, there are really very little educational differentials in
the mobility rate for recurrent migration, except at the university level where mo-
bility reaches the highest level of 14 percent. In other words, the high level of mi-
gration for those with university education is mainly due to a higher incidence of
frequent migration. In either case, the overall relationship is not uniform, howev-
er, as would be expected.

Figure 8.8 Percentage migrant by frequency and education (persons aged 15+)
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Such rather erratic relationship between migration and education might be explained
by sex. As shown in Figure 8.9, this is not so however. Three trends can be estab-
lished here. First, for one-time migration the relationship is not uniform for both
men and women, but more so for men. For men, education increases the level of
mobility consistently from the elementary level; those with less than elementary
education have nearly the same level of one-time mobility as those with secondary
education. This is also true for women, but the very highly (university) educated
women have significantly lower mobility (18 percent) than those with associate
diploma (27 percent). Second, the level of recurrent migration is particularly high
for those with university education, regardless of sex. Otherwise, there are very lit-
tle differentials in the rate of recurrent mobility at the lower educational levels.
Finally, female migration is higher than male migration at all educational levels
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except the highest university levels, and this to some extent holds for either type of
migration. True, there are male-female differentials for recurrent migration, but these
are statistically non-significant.

Figure 8.9 Percentage migrant by frequency, education and sex (persons aged 15+)
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There are significant occupational differentials in the rate of mobility for both men
and women, but they are larger in the case of one-time migration (Figure 8.10).
With exception of managers, women dominate the occupational groups in terms
of one-time and (to a large extent) recurrent migration. For women, the rate of one-
time migration ranges from a low level of 13 percent for managers to a high level
of 29 percent for professionals. The corresponding rates for men are seven percent
in agriculture to 31 percent for managers. Generally, though, high status occupa-
tions such as professionals and managers have relatively high levels of migration as
compared to low status occupations such as farm work and construction, regard-
less of sex. This conclusion also holds for recurrent migration, but there are little
variations in the rate here. Surprisingly, women managers have higher rates of re-
current migration than first-time migration, but there are very few women man-
agers to make any meaningful inferences here. Women employed in sales and serv-
ices also have a high rate of recurrent migration at 15 percent, both relative to other
women but also to men employed in these occupations (five percent).



68

Figure 8.10 Percentage migrant by frequency, occupation and sex (persons aged 15+)
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More diversity in the rate of migration is found for industrial activities, but wom-
en still have higher levels of migration than men do across industries (Figure 8.11).
And women have more varying rates of migration across industries than men do.
The highest rates of migration are found in service industries, such as public ad-
ministration, health and education, and hotels and restaurants. One out of every
four persons in public administration is a one-time migrant, and one of every ten
persons in this industry is a recurrent migrant with no difference between men and
women. On the other hand, those involved in agriculture have the lowest levels of
both one-time and recurrent migration. About half of the women working in do-
mestic services are one-time migrants, and the rate is relatively high for recurrent
migration at ten percent. For recurrent migration, the highest rate observed is among
women involved in transport and communications at 15 percent.
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Figure 8.11 Percentage migrant by frequency, industry and sex (persons aged 15+)
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9 Reasons for moving

There are many reasons why people migrate. Simple and simplistic economic models
of internal migration in developing countries going back to the 1950s (e.g., Lewis
1954) are still considered valid in accounting for labour migration in many parts
of the world (see Hatton and Williamson 1992; Stark 1991). People do indeed move
from their places of origin for higher wages and better opportunities elsewhere,
contributing to the uses of surplus labour and hence economic growth (Harris and
Todaro 1970; Mincer 1978; Todaro 1969). Yet, time and again this model has been
found inadequate to fully explain migration flows even in the case of internal mo-
bility and the absence of political and legal constraints for entry and exit of indi-
viduals. Structural factors such as social network (Massey 1990; Wood 1981),
migration capital (termed “cumulative causation” by Massey 1990), culturally-
bound community or regional attachments (Zelinsky 1973), institutional “designs”
(Guilmoto 1998; Faist 1997), “place utility” (Brown et al. 1970), land scarcity
(Adams 1991), geographic factors — e.g., distance — (Lee 1966; Ravenstein 1885),
“intervening opportunities” (Stouffer 1940) are all considered important causes of,
or obstacles for migration (Hammer et al. 1997). Recent formulations are more
balanced, emphasising both individual (utilitarian) motives and structural forces
in accounting for migration (Chant and Radcliffe 1992).

Below, we only report the “subjective” reasons given by the migrants themselves
at the time of each move. For the last move undertaken, we asked respondents to
identify the three most important reasons for moving. A detailed list of 26 items
were included in the questionnaire, but the list is collapsed here to ten items due
to sample size considerations as well as an apparent overlap in some of the items.
Of the total 5,440 adult migrants, about 83 percent mentioned only one reason,
12 percent mentioned two reasons, and the remaining five percent of respondents
mentioned three. Below, we focus on the first most important reason given for
making the last move. The emerging picture is one of diversity: migration is not
necessarily a response to lack of job opportunities or rural underdevelopment.

Overall, marriage and family-related reasons figure very highly as reasons for
migration (Figure 9.1). Over a third (37 percent) of adults mentioned family-re-
lated reasons and another fourth mentioned marriage as the most important rea-
son for moving. However, work is important and about a fifth of adults cited work
or better income as the main reason for undertaking the last move. The importance
of other factors such as facilities, education, neighbourhood and so on is rather small,
ranging from six percent for housing and neighbourhood to less than one percent
for reasons related to neighbours/relatives and facilities.

The reasons given for the last move made by adults are related to the time pe-
riod in which the move was made, to life cycle of individual movers, sex, and a host
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of other factors. Here, we shed some light on differentials by period and sex — for
motivations for moving are dependent on period-related socio-economic changes
affecting men and women at the national level. As shown in Figure 9.2, the changes
in the reasons given for moving are not great. Three obvious trends can be docu-
mented. First, there is a noticeable and consistent increase in housing-related moves,
from about three percent in the 1960s to about ten percent in the 1990s. Second,
marriage and family-related reasons account for about two-thirds of the last moves
regardless of the period in question; work-related reasons account for about a fifth
of the moves by adults; and the weight of education is essentially stable at about
three percent. Third, the 1960s are distinct, owing to a larger proportion of adults
referring to “other” reasons. One possible explanation for the distinctiveness of the
1960s is recall-related measurement errors, and a proportion of respondents can-
not recall the precise reason for changing places of residence. However, the 1960s

Figure 9.1 Most important reason for moving, last move by adults
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Figure 9.2 Most important reason for moving by period, last move by adults
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also witnessed dramatic events affecting a relatively large segment of the popula-
tion, namely the 1967 war and internal revolutionary changes, including land re-
form. These events have undoubtedly resulted in forced political and economic
displacements.

As expected, the reasons given differ by the sex of respondent. Figure 9.3 dis-
plays changes in the profile of reasons over time for each sex separately. The sex
differentials are more striking than variations by period. Since the 1960s, we see
no change in reasons given for moving, either for males or females. Marriage and
housing/neighbourhood related factors have become slightly more important over
time for both men and women. It remains that the single most important factor
for migration is family and marriage — nearly 40 percent of men and 80 percent
of women migrate primarily for these reasons, with very little changes over time.
The difference between the sexes found here is almost entirely due to marriage.

Figure 9.3 Most important reason for moving by period and sex, last move by adults
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The largest sex differentials are found for work and marriage. For male migrants
work-related motives dominate while for female migrants marriage-related reasons
are more important. About a third of male migrants refer to work as the main rea-
son for migration in the 1990s, while only about six percent of women do so. During
the same period, about nine percent of men move for marriage as compared to about
45 percent of women. Surprisingly, family-reunion (or accompanying family) is
equally important for men and women, accounting for over a third of the migrants
regardless of period. The importance of other reasons is rather small. For a small
group of migrants (six percent), educational opportunities are the main reasons for
migrating, but facilities are not important as the main reason for moving.
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10 The uses of migrant labour

Entry into the labour market, job change and employment termination are impor-
tant reasons for internal migration almost everywhere. While not strictly labour
migration, internal mobility involves broader concerns regarding the utilization of
in-migrants’ labour. Initially, we took a broad view of this issue, encompassing
economic activity, unemployment and underemployment, wage levels, and the lo-
cation of migrants in the economic and occupational structure of the population
in places of destination. However, we confine the analysis to the differentials per-
taining to the occupational and industrial structure of migrant labour because there
are very few distinctions pertaining to the overall labour force activity of in-migrants
in Syria. Furthermore, only lifetime migration is considered, owing to the small
sample size pertaining to period and circular (from the migration history) migra-
tion of adults, especially women.

The economically active population has a slightly higher rate of internal mo-
bility than the non-active population, at least with regard to lifetime migration.
There are important differences between men and women however. While women
in the labour force are much more likely to be mobile than their inactive counter-
parts, there are essentially no differentials in the mobility rate between active and
non-active men. This reflects the predominant role of marriage (and residential
change after marriage in particular) in internal migration.

More substantial are the migration differentials between occupational groups,
especially when dis-aggregated by sex. The fluctuations in the mobility rates across
occupations are higher for women than men. Generally, skilled persons are more
likely to be mobile than the unskilled. Thus, women in service, sales and clerical
occupations have the highest mobility rates. On the other hand, persons employed
in agriculture have relatively low mobility, but the lifetime mobility rate is similar
to the rural population as a whole.

The occupational distribution of lifetime internal migrants and non-migrants
shown in Figure 10.1 reveals two noticeable differences between the two groups.
For one thing, the migrants are less likely than the stayers to be engaged in farm
work — over a third (35 percent) of the stayers are in agricultural occupations
compared to less than a fifth (19 percent) of the migrants. Secondly, the migrants
are nearly twice as likely to be employed in highly skilled occupations compared to
the non-migrants. Thus, about 32 percent of the migrants are in managerial, pro-
fessional, associate professional and clerical jobs, compared to nearly 17 percent of
the stayers. Otherwise, there is essentially no occupational differential between the
two groups. The findings concerning farm work are not surprising and most pre-
vious research from other places point to the geographic immobility of farm work-
ers as compared to others.
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Figure 10.1 Occupation by lifetime migration status
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However, the visible occupational advantage of in-migrants in places of destina-
tion is quite remarkable, reflecting the high educational selectivity of in-migrants
in Syria. The conventional view is that non-migrants at places of destinations tend
to be more skilled, or otherwise better “endowed with human capital” than migrants
(Bilsborrow 1998: 13); this view is generally supported by evidence from the de-
veloped and developing countries. There are undoubtedly migrants, especially in
the main cities, who are in marginal jobs in the informal economy. However, im-
pressionistic accounts of the migrant in Syria as an underemployed person, work-
ing as a lottery distributor or a street vendor (see e.g. Zakaria and Sibai 1991), do
not square with the larger reality.

Occupational sex segregation is a well-known phenomenon almost everywhere,
and it would, therefore, be important to examine the occupational profile of mi-
grants by sex. The results displayed in Figure 10.2 are striking — they confirm the

Figure 10.2 Occupation by lifetime migration status and sex
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general conclusions above, but more so for women than men. In particular, the
migrants are more likely than non-migrants to be in skilled occupations, and there
is a marked difference between the two groups with regard to farm work, regard-
less of sex. Yet, these differentials are clearly larger for women than men.

First, lifetime migrants are more represented than non-migrants in managerial,
professional, associate professional, and clerical occupations. About 28 percent of
migrant men are in these occupations while only about 15 percent of non-migrants
are, implying a significant difference between the two groups. The differentials are
even larger for women, and about 44 percent of women migrants are in these oc-
cupations as compared to about 26 percent of the stayers. Second, women are gen-
erally more involved than men in farm work in many developing countries, including
Syria, but migrant women are less likely than non-migrant women to be working
in agriculture. Over three out of every five non-migrant women are doing farm work,
compared to about two out of every five migrant women. Thus, farm work is the
largest occupation of women, despite the large difference between the migrants and
the stayers. Migrant men are also less involved in agriculture (14 percent) compared
to their non-migrants counterparts (28 percent). Like previously, the occupational
distributions between migrants and non-migrants are essentially similar without
these two occupational clusters.

Likewise, the migration figures vary widely between industrial sectors (Figure
10.3). Consistent with the occupational distribution, fewer migrants are involved
in agriculture as compared to non-migrants. About one fifth of the internal mi-
grants and over a third of the non-migrants are involved in agricultural activities.
Clearly, this is the largest industrial differential between the two groups. On the
other hand, migrants are much more likely than non-migrants to be employed in
“public administration” as well as in education and health services. Thus, about one

Figure 10.3 Industry by lifetime migration status
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fifth (20 percent) of the migrants are in public administration; the corresponding
proportion for non-migrants is ten percent. The difference is smaller for health and
educational services, but still noticeable: about 11 percent of migrants and seven
percent of stayers work in these economic services. To a large extent, these findings
are congruent with those pertaining to educational and occupational selectivity,
reflecting the concentration of public sector employment in large cities, especially
Damascus.

 This is only true however for men, and sex seems to matter more than migra-
tion with respect to the industrial characteristics of respondents (Figure 10.4). In
contrast to the differentials of occupational distribution by sex, the distribution here
is strikingly distinct for each sex. Almost a third of the female migrants are in health
and educational services, while only 17 percent of the stayers are. The correspond-
ing proportions for males are in the same direction; but they are quite small, six
and eight percent respectively. The opposite holds true for public administration
and police, as this sector is primarily dominated by men, and male migrants are
more likely than non-migrants to be working in public administration. Thus, about
23 percent of male migrants are in this sector as compared to 11 percent of non-
migrants. More female migrants (11 percent) than non-migrants (six percent) are
involved in public administration activities, but the percentage difference is clearly
smaller.

Figure 10.4 Industry by lifetime migration status and sex
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Involvement in agriculture mirrors the findings pertaining to the occupational
distribution by sex. Both female and male migrants are significantly less likely than
non-migrants to work in agriculture. About two thirds of female non-migrants work
in agriculture, as compared to 40 percent of the migrants. For males, the correspond-
ing proportions are 28 and 14 percent. These findings square with the widely held
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view that non-migrants are relatively more likely than migrants to work in agricul-
ture, and this is true for either sex. There are very few noteworthy differentials along
the other economic sectors. For example, female migrants are slightly more likely
than their non-migrant counterparts to be involved in manufacturing activities, but
the difference is rather small. Overall, the findings point to a rather sharp economic
duality between the migrants and non-migrants, and the duality is especially ap-
parent for each sex separately.

The economic duality between the sexes is also apparent for the adult migrant,
regardless of the type of migration. Figure 10.5 displays the distribution of adult
migrants by economic activities using the migration history data. The picture is
essentially the same as the one displayed for lifetime migration, but the relative
sectoral distribution for each sex is quite different than before. Female migrants are
more likely than males to be involved in agriculture as well as in health and educa-
tional services. On the other hand, male migrants are more likely than their female
counterparts to be involved in public administration, construction and restaurant
services. However, almost one in two female migrants are in health and education,
and less than a fourth are in agriculture. This finding is different from the previous
one, pointing to the large concentration of lifetime migrants in agriculture. One
reason for the discrepancy is the change in definition, and migration here is de-
fined to include more recent or other types of migration — not only lifetime ones.
A second reason is the small sample size of female migrants in the labour force in-
cluded here, introducing a possibly large variance in the reported estimates.

Figure 10.5 Industry by sex, adult migrants
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Does the economic segmentation between migrants and stayers for each sex have
to do with the influx of rural migrants to the cities? The answer is generally yes —
and this is consistent with the prevailing view concerning the concerted efforts by
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policy makers to improve the educational profile and fortune of villagers (see Winck-
ler 1999). Figure 10.6 displays the distribution of migrants in urban areas by ori-
gin and sex. Clearly, the proportions of rural male migrants are particularly high
in the public administration, education and health services, as well as in commu-
nication and transport. About one out of every three men in public administration
(in urban areas) is of rural origin, compared to eight percent of other migrants. The
proportions of those in education, health and communication/transport are 25 and
23 percent for rural male migrants — which are much higher than those for other
migrants in the cities (eight and three percent, respectively).  For women, there is
a concentration of rural women migrants in health and education as well as in public
administration, as compared with other migrants. Thus, about 27 percent of women
in education and health services in the cities are from rural areas, and five percent
are migrants from urban areas. The same proportions are found for public admin-
istration and agriculture. However, the distribution is less skewed here, owing per-
haps to the fact that there are relatively few women migrant workers overall in Syria.

Figure 10.6 Percentage (lifetime) migrant to the cities by sex, place of origin and economic sectors
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The majority of migrant men worked prior to migration. This is contrary to previ-
ous findings, and the general perception, that it is only the unemployed who move
in order to improve their economic situation. The overall proportion of about 28
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percent of adults interviewed in the migration history data reporting a job before
leaving is not particularly high. Yet, this figure includes a substantial number of
migrant children (aged less than 15 years at time of move), and hides important
differences between the sexes. When asked whether work was available at the place
of origin at the time of moving, over half of the men and about eight percent of
women reported having a job.

There are variations by period, especially for women. As shown in Figure 10.7,
the proportion of migrants with jobs at their places of origin increased consistently
over time for both men and women. For men, about 48 percent of them had jobs
when moving during the 1960s, and about 57 percent did so in 1990s, which is a
significant increase. The same amount of increase is also evident for women —
increasing from a low level of three percent to over 13 percent. The trends docu-
mented here imply that the increased volume of adult migration since the 1960s
are perhaps due to an expected rise in schooling as well as the increased differenti-
ation of the labour market rather than contractions in the economies of sending
areas.

Figure 10.7 Availability of work in place of origin at time of moving by period
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Our main concern in this section is with the uses of labour in areas of destination
however. The overall proportions with jobs in places of destinations at time of
moving are larger than the corresponding proportions for places of origin discussed
above. However, the trends are quite similar, with small differences between the two.
About 32 percent of those adults who ever moved had a job assured in places of
destination at the time of moving. As expected, the proportion of 57 percent for
men is much higher than that of ten percent for women.

Unlike the trends for jobs at the places of origin, slightly smaller proportions of
men reported job availability at the places of destination as time elapsed. With the
exception of the 1960s, a slightly smaller proportion of men moved with employ-
ment assured at the places of destination, decreasing from 59 percent in the 1970s
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to about 57 percent in the 1990s (Figure 10.8). But the trends for women are on
the opposite direction and more of them had jobs available at places of destination
as clearly shown in the graph. Less than three percent of women moving in the 1960s
had a job available at places of destination; the proportion increased consistently
to about 15 percent in the 1990s. This is a relatively large increase since most women
migrate for marriage, and family-related reasons. The corresponding decrease in the
proportions for men is rather small, leaving the majority of men with employment
assured when moving throughout the period since at least 1970. The trends reported
here do of course vary by various other characteristics of individuals including age,
education and so on, but there are too few observations to control for such factors
in examining trends in job availability.

Figure 10.8 Availability of work in place of destination at time of moving by period
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11 Migrant adjustment to urban life

There is an old “political” and scholarly debate concerning problems of adjustment
of migrants to city life (see Abu-Lughod 1961). Much of this debate hinges on
assumptions concerning the characteristics of rural movers to urban places, with
implications for the preservation of the social fabric and/or possibilities (or obsta-
cles) for socio-economic advancement. Thus, in one strand of the “adjustment prob-
lem” debate the concern is with the growth of a marginal (and marginalized) pop-
ulation in squatter settlements and other “quarters” of the main cities, and the
subsequent rise of crime, political extremism and other forms of “pathologies” among
this population (see Bienen 1984). Migrants are seen as “atomized” or otherwise
“alienated” individuals living in hostile urban environments (Ibrahim 1980).

Moreover, the maladjustment of in-migrants is seen as a hindrance both to the
socio-economic achievements of migrants themselves and the intergenerational
mobility of their children. Part of the story is “cultural apartheid” and particularly
“linguistic” discrimination against other provincial dialects in hiring decisions and
“neighbouring”. Another example is isolation of migrants and the lack of social
contacts with “established” co-residents, preventing the migrants from finding good
job opportunities or alternative careers (see Portes and Sensenbrenner 1993). While
much of this discussion echoes the still relevant “assimilation” debate in the case of
immigration to the West, it is of particular concern in the case of internal migra-
tion in developing countries as well.

The survey questionnaire includes various items about adjustment or rather the
social integration of migrants. The same questions are addressed at both the indi-
vidual and household levels. A convenient way to summarize the information per-
taining to such a multi-dimensional concept of adjustment is to create an overall
index of social integration. We choose not to do so here, mainly because of the high
degree of homogeneity (or otherwise correlation) among the items. Instead, we
report the results for each of the items separately. Only six different indicators are
selected to tap different dimensions of adjustment of in-migrants. These include:
the exchange of visits, greetings and money; more direct socialisation items such
as attending celebrations, allowing children to play with neighbours as well as a
general socialization item. Since our main concern here is with the integration of
rural migrants in the city, the analysis is done separately for each direction of mi-
gration by current residence. In particular, we distinguish between four groups of
households living in urban and rural areas: non-migrant households, urban ori-
gin, rural origin, and mixed (urban and rural origin) households. A summary of
the results pertaining to lifetime migration is shown in Figure 11.1.
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Figure 11.1 Adjustment indicators for migrant and non-migrant households by residence and
origin

&0���.��.	����.���	��

&0���.��.	����.��	�	��

&0���.����������	��

&0���.���������	�	��

(��
$����
�)�� ��	��

(��
$����
�)�� �	�	��

���:�
		
$��	��

���:�
		
$�	�	��

#
���������	��

#
��������	�	��

(����������	���
���	��

(����������	���
��	�	��

��	���

/�0��
�	���
	�.�

��	���
	�.�
8
���.	��

� �� �� �� +� *� ,� 2� -� 1� ���

Surprisingly, there is no evidence of an adjustment problem facing in-migrants
overall. In fact, the findings show that in-migrants are even better integrated in their
communities than the stayers are, but this is true only in urban areas. In the cities,
the problem of adjustment is presumably acute for rural migrants. Comparing rural
migrants with original urbanites in the cities along the six indicators of integra-
tion shows that the former are indeed more integrated than those born in the cities
where they currently reside. Rural migrants are less likely than original city dwell-
ers to be integrated only with respect to attending celebrations (19 and 18 percent),
but the difference is too small to be significant.

Furthermore, “peasants” in the cities are even better integrated than their ur-
ban counterparts. They are slightly more (or as) likely as urbanites to exchange
greetings and visits with others, to allow their children to play with others in the
neighbourhood, and to socialize with neighbours. However, in-migrants of rural
origin are less likely to be involved in lending/borrowing money or to attend cele-
brations. Thus, about 62 percent of peasants lend or borrow money while about
67 of urbanites in the city do so. The difference is even larger for attending cele-
brations, and about 28 percent of urbanites participate in celebrations compared
to only about 18 percent of peasants. If these two items are indicators of strong
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integration, then the peasants are less strongly integrated in their communities than
their urban counterparts. We can safely conclude however that the evidence con-
cerning the integration of peasants in community life in the city is somewhat mixed,
depending on the indicator used.

Discrepancies based on place of residence are larger than those based on direc-
tion of migration. In other words, rural inhabitants are better integrated than their
urban counterparts on all of the adjustment indicators. Almost everyone exchang-
es greetings in Syria and hence the variations are quite small here. For the other
items, there are significant differences in the proportions between urban and rural
households, ranging from a 16 (exchange visits) to a 26 (exchange money) percent-
age-point difference. And these differentials also hold across migration types, im-
plying that the social environment plays a crucial role in determining social inte-
gration regardless of the social origin of the persons in questions. Thus, if a city
person migrates to a village, he or she is likely to behave like other villagers; the
same is true for peasants in the city.

However, the analyses reported here are partial at best and should be treated
with caution. Little is known, for example, about the effect of residential cluster-
ing (in terms of housing) of in-migrants on the results reported here. Certainly,
Damascus includes a number of village-like neighbourhoods one of which is called
Hai Al-Muhajereen (migrants’ neighbourhood). Migrants living in such neighbour-
hoods might be well integrated within the boundaries of the small community, but
not necessarily integrated in the urban life of the city as a whole.
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12 Migration and remittances

The policy and scholarly debate about levels and uses of remittances is largely fo-
cused on international migration. The available evidence concerning internal mi-
gration suggests that remittances to relatives in the sending areas are relatively small,
and often decline with time — as a consequence of the migrant getting married
(Bilsborrow 1998: 18). Remittances are often seen as part of a family strategy to
diversify income, whereby the migrant and his/her family enter into a contractual
arrangement on purely altruistic considerations (Stark 1991: 25). Maintaining eco-
nomic links with the family in places of origin can also be a long-term strategy by
the migrant to claim inheritance from his/her parents in the future. Unlike in the
traditional Todaro-type rational actor models, the focus here is on the family as the
unit of analysis (see Wood 1981; Stark 1991). This shift in focus has important
implications for the uses of remittances (Skeldon 1997; Rempel and Lobdell 1978),
and for poverty and/or inequalities in the receiving areas (de Haan 1997; Richards
and Waterbury 1990: 389-394; Lipton 1980).

The findings indicate that nearly one in every ten Syrian households receive some
form of remittances (Figure 12.1). In contrast, only three percent of households
send remittances to relatives living away. The corresponding figures for households
with any out-migrant during the past five years are clearly lower, but equally siza-
ble. They are seven and three percent of households for receiving and sending, re-
spectively.

Figure 12.1 Percentage of household receiving and sending remittances
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Rural households are slightly more likely than their urban counterparts to receive
remittances; the opposite is true for sending remittances (Figure 12.2). However,
households in the Mohafazas’ main cities have the largest proportion of receivers
(nine percent) and smallest percentage of senders (two percent). One explanation
for this pattern is that a disproportionately larger number of out-migrants in the
main cities during the past five years are younger dependents, living in large cities
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mainly for the purpose of completing their education. This conclusion is confirmed
by examining remittances flowing between geographic strata. The flow of remit-
tances among households with inter-strata migrants is more conventional, with those
living in rural areas having the largest proportion of receivers as compared to oth-
ers.

Figure 12.2 Percentage of household receiving and sending remittances by residence
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Among households who receive remittances, the majority (58 percent) of those with
out-migrants in urban areas receive some of form of remittances. The proportion
of households with remittances originating from rural areas is 47 percent, and a
similar proportion receives remittances from abroad (49 percent). Not all remit-
tances are monetary, especially those originating in rural areas. Indeed, there is a
clear relationship between the form (i.e., cash, in-kind) and source of remittances.
Remittances from urban areas are more likely to be in cash compared to those orig-
inating in rural areas (Figure 12.3). Furthermore, the majority of recipient house-
holds also obtain remittances in both cash and in-kind, and the proportion is sig-
nificantly higher here for remittances originating from urban than rural places.

Figure 12.3 Source of remittances received by form; households receiving remittances only
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The evidence from the region and elsewhere points to the use of remittances large-
ly for consumption purposes, housing, or status symbols, rather than for local in-
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vestment (Addleton 1991; Findlay and Samha 1986; Serageldin et al. 1983; but
see Adams 1991, 1998). This conclusion seems to hold true as well for internal
migration. For households receiving remittances, the vast majority (91 percent) use
a portion of them for daily needs, and over a third for purchasing household goods
(Figure 12.4). These are followed by health and education needs, at 23 and 13
percent, respectively, and a host of other necessities. On the other hand, only three
percent of households reported using some of the remittances they received for
investment and saving purposes.

Figure 12.4 Use of remittances received; households receiving remittances only

=�������

#���.

!
����	�)��	:��� �.

#
����������
�

�� �
��������

&������


!�������	������

!
����
���.

��

���� �����

��	���

� �� �� �� +� *� ,� 2� -� 1� ���



87

13 Temporary migration

One of the main alternatives for internal migrants, especially when considering
decisions to migrate or to stay is between temporary or permanent moves (Gold-
stein and Goldstein 1993). This is especially the case in agrarian regions of the
developing world where temporary migration is typically seasonal in character (see
Rogaly 1997). While temporary migration might be viewed as such also during
the prime working age of individual life cycles, it can be considered a transient stage
for permanent migration. There is evidence, for example, that adults often start their
migration careers by moving temporarily to other places, leaving their families
behind, in order to prepare for a long-term migration of their households (De Jong
2000).

Temporary migration is defined in the survey as living away from place of res-
idence for a period of less than six months for the purpose of work or education.
The items pertaining to temporary migration are included in the labour force
module of the questionnaire, and thus they are asked of persons aged ten years and
over. Here, we confine the analysis to those aged 15 years and over in order to al-
low for international comparisons. Furthermore, school enrolment below this age
is fairly high in Syria.

The findings indicate that temporary migration is quite low in Syria, and only
about one percent of adults are temporary migrants overall. The temporary migrants
are almost equally divided between internal and international (mainly labourers in
Lebanon) migrants. Thus, internal temporary migrants constitute only about half
percent of the adult population.

Variations across residence are also low. Rural areas have a larger rate (0.6 per-
cent) of internal temporary migrants compared to urban areas (0.3 percent), ow-
ing to the large concentration of temporary migrants in low skilled occupations in
agriculture and construction activities. The rates are low across regions, but the
agricultural Mohafazas of Rakka (2.7 percent) and Hasakeh (1.9) have larger rates
than the national average. Similarly, the Mohafazas of Edlib, Tartos, and Sweda also
have a relatively higher rate (0.9 percent) of internal temporary migrants, but ho-
mogeneity characterizes the spatial distribution of temporary migration overall.

As expected, temporary migrants are overwhelmingly male and in their prime
working age. However, there are very few sample cases to examine the demograph-
ic characteristics of temporary migrants in more detail.

About two thirds of the migrants are away from home for a period of three
months or less (Figure 13.1).  The modal period is three months, with over one-
fifth of the migrants reporting a three-month absence. Clearly, this rather long period
of absence from family is due to temporary migration abroad.
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Figure 13.1 Period of absence in months, temporary migrants
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14 Potential migration

Migration is difficult to anticipate, mainly because of the complex factors involved
in making people move. One way to know about future intentions of individuals
to move is to ask them directly. How many have a desire to change their place of
residence? When do they plan to move? What are the reasons for wanting to mi-
grate? These are some of the questions that are typically asked of respondents in a
migration survey, and we asked them in ours.

Most people everywhere never migrate (Hammer et al. 1997), and this is in-
deed the case in Syria as revealed by the migration indicators reviewed above. In-
terestingly, very few plan to move to any other place at any time in the future —
only about 1.4 percent of the total population do so. Men are twice as likely as
women to want to move away from their current place of residence, and this holds
true regardless of type of residence.

Men also have higher rates of potential migration across age (Figure 14.1). The
highest rates are observed at the prime working ages for men, reaching the highest
level of 3.5 percent at the 30–39 age group. For females, the highest level is reached
at the 20–29 age group, but the distribution is rather flat here, deviating signifi-
cantly from that of men. The gender gap in the rates of potential migration across
age is somewhat expected in this context – women migrate largely for family or mar-
riage reasons; men for job related matters.

Figure 14.1 Potential migrants by age and sex
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With the exception of the Sweda Mohafaza, there are very few variations in the
overall rate of potential migration by region. About 16 percent of Sweda’s male
population and four percent of its female population are potential migrants. These
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rates stand out as exceptionally high. Dara, Rakka, and Qunitra Mohafazas also
have higher rates (ranging from three percent for Dara to 1.9 percent for Rakka)
of potential migration than the national average. However, the number of cases is
too small to make any meaningful inferences at the regional level.

There are various reasons for the lack of intention to move (see, De Jong et al.
1996). One of the reasons is related to the strength of family and community ties
that pull people together, but immobility might also be related to economic fac-
tors. The immobile are probably satisfied with their economic situation in which
case there is no urgent need for improvement or “getting ahead”. On the other hand,
we know that migration, even internal migration, is an expensive undertaking, and
at least a certain threshold of assets is required for migration to occur (Richards
and Waterbury 1990: 396).

Among those who plan to move, the majority are not planning internal migra-
tion per se — over a half (52 percent) plan to move to another country, and nearly
a fifth want to change neighbourhoods within the city limits (Figure 14.2). Oth-
erwise, destination seems to be determined by distance as the majority of the re-
maining persons want to move within their Mohafaza of residence, and about only
about five percent are planning to move to the Capital, Damascus.

Figure 14.2 Place of potential migration, total population
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The Capital does not rank high even among those planning to undertake internal
migration, with about 16 percent wanting to move to the Capital (Figure 14.3).
Over half of the potential internal migrants want to move to another city or village
within their region of residence. On the other hand, a move to a village located in
another Mohafaza has the lowest priority.

This pattern of destinations is probably a reflection of family unification or
marriage rather than job-related factors. Indeed, the majority of potential migrants
reported “unification with family” (44 percent) or marriage (nine percent) as the
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main reason for migration (Figure 14.4). Jobs and higher income are also impor-
tant reasons for wanting to move, and about 38 percent cited these factors behind
their desire to move. The remaining ten or so reasons, including services and facil-
ities, do not figure highly among potential migrants in Syria.

Figure 14.4 Reason for planning to move for potential migrants
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Although the overall rate of potential migration is small, a significant proportion
of them do not seem to have concrete plans for moving — about a fifth do not
know the expected timing of their intended migration (Figure 14.5). The majority
do have concrete plans for moving and about a third intend to move within three
months.

Figure 14.5 Expected time of planned migration for potential migrants
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Figure 14.3 Place of potential migration, internal destinations only
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Likewise, the majority of potential migrants have definite plans regarding the length
of stay away from home (Figure 14.6). About a fourth do not know the expected
timing of return, but over 42 percent of potential migrants do not want to return
to their current place of residence. Only a fraction (nine percent) of the remaining
third of potential migrants want to stay away for less than a year.

Figure 14.6 Expected time of return for potential migrants
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15 Migration capital — how important?

Migration behaviour in itself can be a cause of subsequent migration, a process
referred to by Massey and his associates as “cumulative causation” (Massey 1990;
Massey et al. 1993). There are at least two mechanisms that may generate this proc-
ess. First, migrants are more likely than others to move again, becoming part of
what might be termed as a culture of migration. Second, remittances increase the
income of the migrants’ families relative to others in the community of origin, hence
increasing the motivation of other to send migrants. The risk and costs associated
with migration decrease by forging kinship, friendship and other ties between the
migrants in the destination areas and the potential migrants in the sending com-
munities (see Fawcett 1989; Wood 1982). Here, we refer to this multi-faceted
process as migration capital.

As was already documented, the vast majority of Syrian adults migrate only once
in their lifetime. But those who migrate are at a greater “risk” of further migration
compared to the stayers. The data on migration history are best suited to examine
the process of “cumulative” migration over time. Here, we confine our analysis to
rather limited data on the links between period migration (since 1995), lifetime
(since birth) and temporary migration. We do, however, make use of the migra-
tion history data to investigate another aspect of the “migration capital” argument,
namely helping behaviour at the place of destination.

Does migration breed migration?
The findings indicate that the majority of those who moved since 1995 were prior
migrants. Only one percent of those living in their original place of birth migrated
since 1995. On the other hand, about one out of four persons who are lifetime
migrants (i.e., residing in a different locality than their place of birth) is a period
migrant (i.e., living in a different place since 1995). Prior international migration
causes further internal migration as about 12 percent of those born abroad changed
residence since 1995. There are essentially no differences between men and women.

Likewise, period migration is also linked with temporary migration. However,
the differentials are not as large as those for lifetime migrants. The figures indicate
that nearly five percent of those who are not temporary migrants are period mi-
grants; the corresponding proportions for internal and international temporary
migrations are eight and ten percent, respectively. These differences hold true in
both urban and rural areas.

However, there are clear differentials by type of residence (Figures 15.1 and 15.2).
Those living in rural places are more likely to experience cumulative migration than
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their urban counterparts. While about 14 percent of lifetime internal migrants in
urban areas are period migrants, the corresponding proportion in rural areas is 41
percent. The same trend is shown for those born abroad, but the difference between
rural and urban places is smaller.

Figure 15.1 Percentage period migrant by lifetime migration status and residence
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Figure 15.2 Percentage period migrant by temporary migration status and residence
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The picture for temporary migrants is different. International temporary migrants
are more likely than stayers to be period migrants in both urban (nine percent) and
rural (ten percent) areas. Internal temporary migrants are also more likely to be
period migrants, but only in urban areas. Here, the period migration rate among
the urban population is 12 percent compared to three percent among the stayers.
The corresponding rate among the rural population is six percent for both stayers
and internal temporary migrants. There are very few temporary migrants, howev-
er, so caution should be taken in interpreting these differentials.

Helping hands at time of moving?
A second aspect of migration capital investigated here is the help received by mi-
grants at the time of moving. The migrants are presumed to receive help by the
increased availability of kinship, friendship, and other social as well as professional
associations at places of destination. We focus on the extent and kind of help re-
ceived at the time of moving, and their change over time, using the data pertaining
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to the migration history of adults. Thus, the analysis reported below covers vari-
ous forms of internal migration.

The evidence summarized in Figure 15.3 is mixed. The majority of moves made
by adults do not involve any kind of help, regardless of the period in question. Help
by relatives is relatively extensive, and about a third of moves involve some help by
a relative. Friends come in second, with about six percent of moves during the 1990s
involving a helping hand from friends. On the other hand, very few moves (two or
three percent) involve any help from an employer or other associates. Thus, kin-
ties matter the most, overall. Another interesting observation in this graph is the
absence of increase in helping behaviour as time elapsed. Again, the trends are
dependent on the helper. For, the only noticeable change in the strength of help-
ing behaviour is evident in the 1990s, for help received by relatives and friends —
but the change is too small to be significant.

Figure 15.3 Help received at time of moving by provider and period
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However, a secular trend is not so evident when control is made for sex, as clearly
shown in Figure 15.4. There is no overall tendency for help to increase with mi-
gration over time, and the extent of help received by relatives is greater during the
1980s for women. On the other hand, help received by friends increased slightly
for both sexes. Evidently, the use of kinship and other ties during migration is sex-
specific however. Help by relatives is much more common for females, while help
by friends and employers is more prevalent for males. Thus, over a third of moves
by women involved some help by relatives during the 1980s and 1990s, while only
a quarter of moves by men involved the same kind of help at that time. Friends
and employers seem more important for men, but sex differentials concerning these
help providers are too small to be considered meaningful.

What kind of help is provided to migrants who receive it? A total of nine items
were included in the questionnaires, but we group them into seven distinct items
here on practical and substantive grounds. These include housing, finding employ-
ment, help with bureaucratic red tape, schooling and so on. The most important
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areas of help are housing and bureaucracy overall, with about nine and seven per-
cent of in-migrants using help here. On the other hand, schooling and employ-
ment are the least important areas, and less than one percent of migrants receive
help in finding employment or children’s schooling.  There are some significant dif-
ferences between women and men, however.

Figure 15.4 Help received at time of moving by provider, period and sex
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Figure 15.5 Kind of help received at time of moving by sex
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As shown in Figure 15.5, women are more likely than men to receive help in find-
ing residential dwellings as well as assistance with the bureaucracy. For the latter,
about nine percent of women are using help and about four percent of men are.
Men are much more likely than women to seek help in finding work and other job
information, but the percentage differences here (as well as the remaining items)
are too small to be considered significant.
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16 Conclusions

We have described the volume and general patterns of internal migration in Syria
using detailed data from the 1999 Syria Internal Migration Survey. We then con-
sidered the main demographic features of these population flows and went on to
examine the characteristics and trends of the more specific destinations of out-mi-
gration, focusing on population movements to the Capital and other provincial
cities. A brief descriptive analysis of the migrants at places of destination has also
been provided. This includes migrants’ characteristics, their economic activities, the
reasons given for “choosing” to move, adaptation to city life, incidence and uses of
remittances. We concluded with a discussion of temporary and potential migration,
as well as of the so-called “migration capital” (uses of one’s social network) during
the migration process. We have not attempted in this rather descriptive account to
provide explanations for the observed patterns. Uncovering the causes of popula-
tion migration is a complex and controversial undertaking, requiring a careful and
lengthy treatment in separate studies.

Analysis of the Syrian internal population movements, especially rural-urban
migration, generally confirms findings from previous studies. These include the
stability of inter-provincial migration, rural-urban migration turnaround, the sig-
nificance of economic factors and education, the declining importance of housing
and availability of services as determinants of internal population movements, and
the overwhelming use of migrant labour in service, mainly public sector, jobs.
However, there are some surprising results.

Chief among these is the low level of internal migration found in Syria relative
to other countries in the region as well as internationally. According to the con-
ventional measure of lifetime migration, about 14 percent of the total Syrian pop-
ulation had migrated from their birthplace and were living in another administra-
tive unit at the time of the survey. On the other hand, period migration data show
an estimated annual migration rate (of those aged five years or more) of about one
percent. Clearly, these rates are not particularly high either in regional or interna-
tional perspectives. These rates fall below their corresponding international aver-
ages as reported by the UN. We suggested various factors that may explain the low
incidence of internal migration, including Syria’s large surface area, the relatively
large share of population living in rural communities, expansions of social services
to rural or otherwise remote areas, high cost of housing in urban areas, low varia-
tions in wage levels, and more importantly policy interventions in the “field” of
migration. Despite the generally low levels of migration, there are significant var-
iations in the migration rates among regions, and types of residence within regions.
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The general trends indicate that migration has been increasing in volume, and
becoming more urban-oriented. However, there is evidence of an apparent halt in
the volume of migration since the early 1980s, and perhaps a recent decline dur-
ing the 1990s. As revealed by the net migration rates and inter-provincial flows,
the Capital city of Damascus and its surrounding areas, remains the primary place
of destination for Syrians. However, there is a relative decline of the Mohafaza centers
as the main places of destination since the 1980s. There are significant movements
within provinces, especially towards the provincial centers, but movements across
provinces are generally uncommon. On the other hand, rural-urban migration is
the dominant form of population movement in Syria, but we also find high rates
of urban-urban, especially in the urban towns, and rural-rural migration in the
countryside.

The trend of population movement towards the urban areas is also one of the
main characteristics of population movement at the household level in Syria. The
findings indicate that over a fourth of households in provincial cities have at least
one person originating from rural areas. Here, migration seems segmented in its
regional character. The majority of provinces have rural-urban migrant households,
but other provinces, including the Capital, house households with urban-urban or
mixed-origin migrants.

Despite the tremendous demographic impact of migration on places of origin
and destination, migration has had relatively little effect on the general patterns of
population distribution among the provinces since the early 1960s. The propor-
tions of population in the two major regions of the country, Damascus and Alle-
po, underwent little change throughout the period, and this can be partly attribut-
ed to population policies and their implementations. However, this does not imply
that the impact of migration is negligible. As clearly shown in the report, internal
migration has caused profound shifts in the demographic makeup of urban areas,
especially provincial centres, with implications for housing and social services.

Contrary to common impressions there are little gender differences in migra-
tion propensities. The levels of female migration are higher than male overall, but
the trends over time indicate that this is essentially due to a recent rise (1990s) in
female migration in Syria. Adult migrants tend to be married rather than single,
and they are more educated as compared to non-migrants. There are some gender
differentials here but they are smaller than would be expected. Evidently, the gen-
der differences in the volume as well as the character of migration are essentially
due to the type of migration in question. Furthermore, recurrent migration is Syr-
ia is rather rare, and even less common among women. It is more common in ur-
ban areas, but varies little by region.
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Judging from evidence regarding the reasons for migration, marriage and family
related ones figure highly for both women and men with little variations in the
profiles of reasons given over time. Some sex differentials are found for work and
marriage. For male migrants work-related motives dominate while for female mi-
grants marriage-related reasons are more important. The majority of migrants tend
to be employed prior to migration, and once in urban destinations, migrants are
better off than non-migrants in terms of occupational and industrial locations. The
findings pertaining to the uses of migrant labour in the cities indicate significant
positive returns to migration overall.

There is no evidence of migrants’ maladjustment to city life; findings from var-
ious dimensions of “coping” and social “integration” indicate that migrants are in
fact more socially “connected” or otherwise integrated than stayers. This holds true
for migrants in the cities with rural roots as compared to stayers or urban migrants.
One explanation for this is the “clustering” of rural migrants in the cities with pos-
sible segmentation between migrant and non-migrant communities. Rural migrants
in the cities appear connected to their places of origin, and a majority of house-
holds with urban migrants receive some form of remittances. Remittances also flow
from rural households to migrant relatives in the cities. In either case, remittances
are largely used for consumption purposes.

Very few Syrian adults have intentions, or otherwise, plans to move, and Syria
has a small proportion of temporary internal migrants. On the other hand, migra-
tion is “cumulative” – migration tends to “breed” more moves and this is particu-
larly true for those living in rural areas. There is evidence of a significant use of
help upon migration, especially from relatives, but the majority of adult migrants
did not receive any kind of help during migration. Once present, help is sought
and used upon arrival more in housing matters, dealing with the bureaucracy, than
finding employment or schooling. Women are more likely to receive help than men,
especially in non-work related areas. It remains, however, that while common, help-
ing behaviour does not involve the majority of migrants and differs little across
groups or over time.
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Appendix 2 Tables to Figures
Table for Figure 2.2 Levels of lifetime migration by governorate
Table for Figure 2.3 Levels of lifetime migration by governorate and urban-rural residence
Table for Figure 2.4 Levels of period migration by governorate
Table for Figure 2.5 Levels of period migration by governorate and urban-rural residence
Table for Figure 2.6 Levels of lifetime and period migration by current residence; percent of
households
Table for Figure 2.7 Levels of lifetime migration by governorate; percent of households
Table for Figure 2.8 Levels of lifetime migration by governorate and urban-rural residence; per-
cent of households
Table for Figure 2.9 Levels of period migration by governorate; percent of households
Table for Figure 4.1 Percent (lifetime) migrant by origin and current residence, persons
Table for Figure 4.2 Percent (lifetime) migrant by origin and current residence, persons
Table for Figure 4.3 Percent (period) migrant by origin and current residence, persons aged 5+
Figure 4.4 Percent (period) migrant by origin and current residence, persons
Table for Figure 4.5 Percent (lifetime) migrant by origin and current residence, households
Table for Figure 4.6 Percent (lifetime) migrant by origin and current residence, households
Table for Figure 4.7 Percent (period) migrant by origin and current residence, households
Table for Figure 5.1 Migration moves by period and sex
Table for Figure 5.2 Trends in internal migration, last move by year (moving average)
Table for Figure 5.3 Trends in internal migration, last move by year and sex (moving average)
Table for Figure 5.4 Trends in origin and destination propensities by residence, adults
Table for Figure 5.5 Regional origin propensities, adults
Table for Figure 5.6 Regional destination propensities, adults
Table for Figure 6.1 Trends in origin and destination propensities in Damascus
Table for Figure 6.2 City destination propensities, adults
Table for Figure 7.1 Percentage (lifetime) migrant by age and sex
Table for Figure 7.2 Percentage (lifetime) migrant by age, sex and origin
Table for Figure 7.3 Distribution of the population by migration status and marital status
Table for Figure 7.4 Lifetime migration rates by marital status
Table for Figure 7.5 Percentage (lifetime) migrant by marital status and origin
Table for Figure 7.6 Marital characteristics of adult migrants by sex and period
Table for Figure 7.7 Distribution of the population by migration status and education
Table for Figure 7.8 Lifetime migration rates by education
Table for Figure 7.9 Percentage (lifetime) migrant by educational level and origin
Table for Figure 7.10 Educational characteristics of adult migrants by sex and period
Table for Figure 8.1 Distribution of the adult population by migration status and sex (persons
aged 15+)
Table for Figure 8.2 Distribution of the adult population by migration status and residence (per-
sons aged 15+)
Table for Figure 8.3 Percentage migrant by frequency and governorate (persons aged 15+)
Table for Figure 8.4 Percentage migrant by frequency and age (persons aged 15+)
Table for Figure 8.5 Percentage migrant by frequency, age and sex (persons aged 15+)
Table for Figure 8.6 Percentage migrant by frequency and marital status (persons aged 15+)
Table for Figure 8.7 Percentage migrant by frequency, marital status and sex (persons aged 15+)
Table for Figure 8.8 Percentage migrant by frequency and education (persons aged 15+)
Table for Figure 8.9 Percentage migrant by frequency, education and sex (persons aged 15+)
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Table for Figure 8.10 Percentage migrant by frequency, occupation and sex (persons aged 15+)
Table for Figure 8.11 Percentage migrant by frequency, industry and sex (persons aged 15+)
Table for Figure 9.1 Most important reason for moving, last move by adults
Table for Figure 9.2 Most important reason for moving by period, last move by adults
Table for Figure 9.3 Most important reason for moving by period and sex, last move by adults
Table for Figure 10.1 Occupation by lifetime migration status
Table for Figure 10.2 Occupation by lifetime migration status and sex
Table for Figure 10.3 Industry by lifetime migration status
Table for Figure 10.4 Industry by lifetime migration status and sex
Table for Figure 10.5 Industry by sex, adult migrants
Table for Figure 10.6 Percentage (lifetime) migrant to the cities by economic sectors
Table for Figure 10.7 Availability of work in place of origin at time of moving by period
Table for Figure 10.8 Availability of work in place of destination at time of moving by period
Table for Figure 11.1 Adjustment indicators for migrant and non-migrant households by resi-
dence and origin
Table to Figure 12.1 Percentage of household receiving and sending remittances
Table for Figure 12.2 Percentage of household receiving and sending remittances by residence
Table for Figure 12.3 Source of remittances received by form; households receiving remittanc-
es only
Table for Figure 12.4 Use of remittances received; households receiving remittances only
Table for Figure 13.1 Period of absence in months, temporary migrants
Table for Figure 14.1 Potential migrants by age and sex
Table for Figure 14.2 Place of potential migration, total population
Table for Figure 14.3 Place of potential migration, internal destinations only
Table for Figure 14.4 Reason for planning to move, potential migrants
Table for Figure 14.5Expected time of planned migration, potential migrants
Table for Figure 14.6 Expected time of return for potential migrants
Table for Figure 15.1 Percentage period migrant by lifetime migration status and residence
Table for Figure 15.2 Percentage period migrant by temporary migration status and residence
Table for Figure 15.3 Help received at time of moving by provider and period
Table for Figure 15.4 Help received at time of moving by provider, period and sex
Table for Figure 15.5 Kind of help received at time of moving by sex
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Table for Figure 2.2 Levels of lifetime migra-
tion by governorate; percent

rozlEreD 6.4
amaH 8.7
beldE 4.9
akkaR 5.01

oppelA 5.11
yticsucsamaD 9.31

araD 4.51
hekasaH 6.51

smoH 0.61
aikataL 1.61

sotraT 8.71
adewS 1.91
artinuQ 9.12

rehtosucsamaD 8.42
latoT 2.41

Table for Figure 2.3 Levels of lifetime migration
by governorate and urban-rural residence; per-
cent

nabrU laruR
artinuQ - 9.12

amaH 8.4 3.9
beldE 0.7 4.01

rozlEreD 2.9 9.2
araD 5.11 8.81

oppelA 4.21 1.01
yticsucsamaD 9.31

akkaR 2.61 5.6
smoH 2.02 7.01

aikataL 4.02 4.11
hekasaH 9.42 8.01

sotraT 9.92 0.31

rehtosucsamaD 3.03 4.81

adewS 7.43 7.21

Table for Figure 2.4 Levels of period migration
by governorate; percent

yticsucsamaD 2.1
rozlEreD 9.1

hekasaH 3.2
aikataL 1.3
oppelA 1.3

amaH 7.4
smoH 6.5
sotraT 4.6

beldE 4.6
adewS 7.6
artinuQ 0.8

akkaR 3.8
rehtosucsamaD 5.8

araD 4.41
latoT 9.4

Table for Figure 2.5 Levels of period migration
by governorate and urban-rural residence; per-
cent

nabrU laruR
yticsucsamaD 2.1 -

hekasaH 4.4 1.1
rozlEreD 2.1 2.2

adewS 2.51 3.3
aikataL 1.2 1.4

smoH 1.6 0.5
amaH 6.1 3.6
sotraT 4.6 4.6

rehtosucsamaD 3.01 4.6
oppelA 6.0 3.7
artinuQ - 0.8

beldE 0.1 6.8
akkaR 5.5 2.01

araD 2.2 8.42

Table for Figure 2.1 Levels of internal migration by type and residence; percent

retnecetaronrevoG rehto,nabrU laruR latoT

emit-efiL 4.61 2.32 9.11 3.51

doireP 6.1 6.8 8.6 2.5
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Table for Figure 2.9 Levels of period migration by governorate; percent of households

yticsucsamaD 7.2
hekasaH 6.3

rozlEreD 9.3
oppelA 9.3

smoH 4.6
aikataL 6.6

amaH 0.7
artinuQ 6.7

beldE 6.7
akkaR 1.9
sotraT 7.9
adewS 0.11

rehtosucsamaD 8.21
araD 2.71

Table for Figure 4.1 Percent (lifetime) migrant by origin and current residence, persons

nigirolaruR nigironabrU

ecalptnerruC
:ecnediserfo

retnecetaronrevoG 7.21 2.3

nabrurehtO 9.21 1.5

laruR 6.8 9.1

Table for Figure 2.8 Levels of lifetime migration
by governorate and urban-rural residence; per-
cent of households

nabrU laruR
artinuQ - 7.05

amaH 3.71 3.62
beldE 4.12 3.12

oppelA 9.03 5.22
rozlEreD 0.33 7.8

araD 8.33 9.23
yticsucsamaD 6.63 -

smoH 2.34 1.82
akkaR 3.84 6.21
aikataL 5.94 3.13

rehtosucsamaD 9.75 0.93
hekasaH 1.36 2.63

sotraT 5.76 4.43
adewS 1.17 7.63

Table  for Figure 2.7 Levels of lifetime migration
by governorate; percent of households

rozlEreD 7.61
beldE 3.12
amaH 0.32
akkaR 3.72

oppelA 0.82
araD 3.33

yticsucsamaD 6.63
smoH 9.63

aikataL 1.14
sotraT 7.44

hekasaH 9.54
adewS 3.84

rehtosucsamaD 5.94
artinuQ 7.05

Table for Figure 2.6 Levels of lifetime and period migration by current residence; percent of
households

retnecetaronrevoG rehto,nabrU laruR latoT

emit-efiL 8.24 1.74 5.92 6.73

doireP 4.3 3.21 2.9 4.7
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Table for Figure 4.2 Percent (lifetime) migrant by origin and current residence, persons

nigirolaruR nigironabrU
rozlEreD 5.4 1.1

araD 8.5 7.9
amaH 4.7 6.0
adewS 9.7 5.31
artinuQ 6.8 7.11

beldE 1.9 3.0
hekasaH 2.9 4.7

akkaR 5.01 2.0
oppelA 2.11 6.0

yticsucsamaD 6.11 3.5
rehtosucsamaD 9.11 8.4

aikataL 3.41 9.0

smoH 9.41 9.0

sotraT 6.61 0.2

llA 7.01 9.2

Table for Figure 4.3 Percent (period) migrant by origin and current residence, persons aged 5+

nigirolaruR nigironabrU

ecalptnerruC
:ecnediserfo

retnecetaronrevoG 0.1 5.0

nabrurehtO 3.6 1.1

laruR 1.5 4.1

Table for Figure 4.4 Percent (period) migrant by origin and current residence, persons

nigirolaruR nigironabrU

artinuQ 3.0 8.7

hekasaH 9.0 4.1

yticsucsamaD 0.1 7.0

rozlEreD 7.1 3.0

aikataL 5.2 1.0

araD 9.2 7.11

oppelA 1.3 1.0

adewS 2.4 9.3

amaH 5.4 3.0

smoH 5.5 5.0

rehtosucsamaD 6.5 8.0

sotraT 2.6 4.0

beldE 3.6 1.0

akkaR 3.8 0.0

llA 8.3 0.1
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Table for Figure 4.5 Percent (lifetime) migrant by origin and current residence, households

nigirolaruR nigironabrU nabrularur,dexiM

tnerruC retnecetaronrevoG 8.72 7.6 7.1

foecalp nabrurehtO 2.02 5.9 3.2

:ecnediser laruR 1.51 0.3 7.0

Table for Figure 4.6 Percent (lifetime) migrant by origin and current residence, households

nigirolaruR nigironabrU nabrularur,dexiM

araD 9.8 5.51 1.1

artinuQ 6.01 2.51 0.0

adewS 4.11 7.62 9.4

beldE 8.21 3.0 1.0

rozlEreD 9.21 6.1 6.0

amaH 2.61 4.1 1.0

rehtosucsamaD 0.91 3.9 8.2

oppelA 6.12 1.1 3.0

akkaR 7.22 1.0 3.0

yticsucsamaD 4.32 3.01 1.2

hekasaH 6.32 5.51 3.3

smoH 8.72 1.2 6.0

sotraT 0.92 5.2 4.2

aikataL 9.92 5.1 1.1

llA 9.02 5.5 3.1

Table for Figure 4.7 Percent (period) migrant by origin and current residence, households

nigirolaruR nigironabrU nabrularur,dexiM

tnerruC retnecetaronrevoG 7.1 9.0 0.0

foecalp nabrurehtO 4.7 3.1 2.0

:ecnediser laruR 7.5 5.1 0.0

Table for Figure 5.1 Migration moves by period and sex; percent

elaM elameF latoT

0691otpU 6.8 8.7 2.8

s0691 9.31 9.21 4.31

s0791 2.22 8.91 0.12

s0891 0.92 7.72 3.82

s0991 2.62 8.13 1.92

latoT 0.001 0.001 0.001
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Table for Figure 5.4 Trends in origin and destination propensities by residence, adults; per-
cent

nigirofoecnediseR s0691 s0791 s0891 s0991

retnecetaronrevoG 8.61 4.71 6.92 9.33
rehto,nabrU 7.41 7.61 9.61 9.71

laruR 6.86 9.56 4.35 1.84
latoT 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001

noitanitsedfoecnediseR s0691 s0791 s0891 s0991

retnecetaronrevoG 2.54 4.22 9.52 8.33

rehto,nabrU 3.22 4.91 0.32 7.52

laruR 5.23 3.24 9.43 8.83
latoT 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001

Table for Figure 5.5 Regional origin propensities, adults; percent

nigirofonoigeR s0691 s0791 s0891 s0991

artinuQ 1.12 8.1 7.0 8.0

akkaR 8.0 4.8 3.3 2.2
adewS 2.2 7.1 6.2 5.2

araD 7.3 0.8 8.3 9.2
rozlEreD 1.2 3.2 8.2 0.3

beldE 0.5 9.5 5.5 9.4
amaH 7.5 7.6 7.6 2.6
sotraT 1.7 1.6 9.5 6.6

hekasaH 0.9 0.21 5.01 3.7
smoH 3.8 6.8 8.6 4.7

aikataL 8.7 1.7 5.6 5.7
oppelA 8.31 4.61 7.71 3.61

sucsamaD 5.31 9.41 1.72 4.23
latoT 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001
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Table for Figure 5.6 Regional destination propensities, adults; percent

noitanitsedfonoigeR s0691 s0791 s0891 s0991

artinuQ 0.0 0.1 6.0 6.0

akkaR 1.1 2.3 3.2 9.1

beldE 0.4 9.2 9.2 3.2

rozlEreD 5.2 2.1 4.1 2.3

adewS 3.2 4.2 9.3 3.3

araD 0.5 5.3 0.4 3.3

amaH 3.3 6.4 7.3 4.4

smoH 9.9 0.7 8.7 4.6

hekasaH 6.8 4.02 7.9 4.6

sotraT 3.7 4.7 6.6 1.7

aikataL 5.7 2.8 3.7 9.7

oppelA 3.31 3.21 8.81 9.61

sucsamaD 0.53 0.62 9.03 2.63

latoT 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001

Table for Figure 6.1 Trends in origin and destination propensities in Damascus; percent

yticsucsamaD nabrurehtosucsamaD larursucsamaD

seitisneporpnigirO

s0991 4.12 4.5 6.5

s0891 3.81 5.5 3.3

s0791 0.8 7.3 2.3

s0691 0.3 5.3 0.7

seitisneporpnoitanitseD

s0991 9.8 1.71 2.01

s0891 7.01 4.31 8.6

s0791 7.01 5.9 7.5

s0691 2.71 8.11 1.6

Table for Figure 6.2 City destination propensities, adults; percent

noitanitsedfoytiC s0691 s0791 s0891 s0991

retnecoppelA 8.9 5.9 6.41 2.21
yticsucsamaD 2.71 7.01 7.01 9.8

retnecsmoH 9.5 5.3 6.4 8.3
retnecaikataL 6.4 5.4 2.2 2.3
retnechekasaH 3.1 7.3 7.4 8.1

retnecsotraT 8.0 7.1 2.1 3.1
retnecakkaR 2.0 4.1 4.1 0.1

retnecrozlEreD 1.2 9.0 5.0 9.0
retnecadewS 7.0 5.0 1.1 8.0

retnecamaH 6.0 8.0 6.0 7.0
retnecaraD 8.1 5.0 0.0 6.0
retnecbeldE 3.0 5.0 4.0 1.0
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Table for Figure 7.1 Percentage (lifetime) migrant by age and sex

egA elaM elameF

9-0 5.5 3.5

91-01 3.8 9.8

92-02 7.21 5.91

93-03 4.22 2.82

94-04 4.82 7.92

95-05 7.62 6.72

96-06 1.42 2.42

97-07 4.22 8.02

98-08 4.81 4.12

+09 5.91 0.72

Table for Figure 7.2 Percentage (lifetime) migrant by age, sex and origin

egA larurelaM larurelameF nabruelaM nabruelameF

4-0 7.2 1.3 8.0 5.0

9-5 3.4 6.3 0.1 8.0

41-01 4.5 6.5 6.1 3.1

91-51 5.7 8.7 6.2 3.2

42-02 1.9 1.41 2.3 5.3

92-52 6.21 6.91 8.2 9.3

43-03 8.81 5.32 1.4 8.4

93-53 8.32 7.52 9.4 0.7

44-04 5.52 2.72 0.7 7.8

94-54 4.03 5.62 6.7 6.8

45-05 8.82 5.82 4.8 4.9

95-55 4.82 1.62 2.11 8.11

46-06 2.62 8.32 7.01 1.21

96-56 2.72 9.91 5.11 0.61

47-07 0.32 1.71 7.11 0.21

97-57 3.62 3.61 3.11 2.91

+08 9.71 5.81 4.71 2.71

Table for Figure 7.3 Distribution of the population by migration status and marital status;
percent

reyatselaM tnargimelaM reyatselameF tnargimelameF

deirramreveN 4.05 0.72 6.14 6.1
deirraM 8.84 9.17 9.25 3.57

dewodiW 6.0 8.0 8.4 4.6

decroviD 2.0 3.0 7.0 7.0
latoT 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001
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Table for Figure 7.4 Lifetime migration rates by marital status; percent

elaM elameF
decroviD 9.32 5.02
dewodiW 7.12 2.62

deirraM 5.42 3.82
deirramreveN 6.01 6.01

Table for Figure 7.5 Percentage (lifetime) migrant by marital status and origin

nabrU laruR
decroviD 8,6 6,21
dewodiW 5,9 5,02

deirraM 3,5 5,02
deirramreveN 2,2 4,7

Table for Figure 7.6 Marital characteristics of adult migrants by sex and period; percent

s0691 s0791
elaM elameF latoT elaM elameF latoT

deirramreveN 0.25 8.93 8.54 0.05 7.33 9.14
deirraM 0.84 0.06 1.45 7.94 6.46 0.75

decrovid/dewodiW 0.0 2.0 1.0 3.0 7.1 1.1
latoT 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001

s0891 s0991
elaM elameF latoT elaM elameF latoT

deirramreveN 3.64 1.93 6.24 8.44 8.24 7.34
deirraM 6.35 0.06 8.65 7.45 1.55 9.45

decrovid/dewodiW 1.0 9.0 5.0 5.0 1.2 4.1
latoT 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001

Table for Figure 7.7 Distribution of the population by migration status and education; percent

elameF elaM
reyatS tnargiM reyatS tnargiM

yratnemelenahtsseL 6.15 5.74 9.04 8.03

yratnemelE 1.13 8.62 9.63 7.23

yrotareperP 8.8 5.11 8.01 1.41
yradnoceS 6.4 9.6 8.5 3.01

amolpiD 5.2 0.5 7.2 9.4
ytisrevinU 5.1 4.2 0.3 2.7

latoT 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001

Table for Figure 7.8 Lifetime migration rates by education; percent

elaM elameF

yratnemelenahtsseL 6.11 3.61

yratnemelE 4.31 4.51

yrotareperP 5.81 4.12

yradnoceS 4.32 6.32

amolpiD 2.42 4.92

ytisrevinU 9.82 5.42
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Table for Figure 7.9 Percentage (lifetime) migrant by educational level and origin

laruR nabrU
yratnemelenahtsseL 2.11 1.3

yratnemelE 6.01 7.2
yrotareperP 0.41 9.3

yradnoceS 3.71 3.4
amolpiD 5.91 0.5

ytisrevinU 6.02 2.6

Table for Figure 7.10 Educational characteristics of adult migrants by sex and period; per-
cent

s0691 s0791
elaM elameF elaM elameF

yratnemelenahtsseL 9.05 5.58 6.14 3.96
yratnemelE 6.12 4.9 8.42 5.61
yrotaraperP 9.41 1.3 0.21 4.5

yradnoceS 5.8 7.0 7.21 7.2
yradnocesnahtrehgiH 2.4 3.1 8.8 2.6

latoT 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001
s0891 s0991

elaM elameF elaM elameF
yratnemelenahtsseL 9.72 4.94 5.71 8.52

yratnemelE 0.52 0.42 0.53 2.23
yrotaraperP 1.41 0.21 3.51 4.61

yradnoceS 9.71 6.6 6.61 7.21
yradnocesnahtrehgiH 0.51 0.8 6.51 8.21

latoT 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001

Table for Figure 8.1 Distribution of the adult population by migration status and sex (persons
aged 15+); percent

elaM elameF

reyatS 0.18 7.47
tnargimemit-enO 4.41 6.02
tnargimtnerruceR 6.4 7.4

latoT 0.001 0.001

Table for Figure 8.2 Distribution of the adult population by migration status and residence
(persons aged 15+); percent

reyatS tnargimemit-enO tnargimtnerruceR latoT
retnecetaronrevoG 8.47 1.02 0.5 0.001

nabrurehtO 6.07 9.12 5.7 0.001

laruR 2.48 0.31 8.2 0.001
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Table for Figure 8.3 Percentage migrant by frequency and governorate (persons aged 15+)

reyatS tnargimemit-enO tnargimtnerruceR latoT
akkaR 8.68 5.21 7.0 0.001

beldE 2.19 0.8 8.0 0.001
rozlEreD 7.09 2.8 1.1 0.001

amaH 1.78 1.11 8.1 0.001
oppelA 2.28 7.51 1.2 0.001
hekasaH 4.86 4.92 1.2 0.001

smoH 4.18 2.41 3.4 0.001
yticsucsamaD 0.67 7.81 3.5 0.001

sotraT 2.86 1.52 7.6 0.001
aikataL 3.37 6.91 0.7 0.001

araD 6.57 4.51 0.9 0.001
rehtosucsamaD 2.56 5.42 3.01 0.001

adewS 4.36 3.91 3.71 0.001
artinuQ 4.85 2.32 4.81 0.001

llA 9.77 4.71 7.4 0.001

Table for Figure 8.4 Percentage migrant by frequency and age (persons aged 15+)

spuorgegA reyatS tnargimemit-enO tnargimtnerruceR latoT

91-01 8,19 1,7 1,1 0,001

92-02 4,38 4,41 2,2 0,001

93-03 9,27 8,12 4,5 0,001

94-04 8,66 4,42 8,8 0,001

95-05 9,46 3,52 8,9 0,001

96-06 7,46 9,42 4,01 0,001

+07 0,07 0,42 0,6 0,001

Table for Figure 8.5 Percentage migrant by frequency, age and sex (persons aged 15+)

spuorgegA reyatS tnargimemit-enO tnargimtnerruceR

elaM elameF elaM elameF elaM elameF

91-01 5.39 0.09 4.5 9.8 0.1 1.1

92-02 6.88 3.87 7.9 1.91 7.1 6.2

93-03 3.7 3.86 6.71 0.62 1.5 7.5

94-04 7.86 9.46 2.22 7.62 2.9 5.8

95-05 9.46 9.46 6.42 0.62 6.01 0.9

96-06 6.56 7.36 7.22 4.72 7.11 9.8

+07 3.27 1.66 4.22 8.62 3.5 1.7
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Table for Figure 8.6 Percentage migrant by frequency and marital status (persons aged 15+)

tnargimemit-enO tnargimtnerruceR
deirramreveN 9.7 3.1

deirraM 1.42 8.6
dewodiW 5.72 7.01

decroviD 5.91 1.9

Table for Figure 8.7 Percentage migrant by frequency, marital status and sex (persons aged
15+)

tnargimemit-enO tnargimtnerruceR

sutatsegairraM elaM elameF elaM elameF

deirramreveN 3.7 8.8 3.1 2.1

deirraM 7.02 4.72 4.7 3.6

dewodiW 0.71 0.92 8.01 7.01

decroviD 6.91 4.91 7.11 9.7

Table for Figure 8.8 Percentage migrant by frequency and education (persons aged 15+)

tnargimemit-enO tnargimtnerruceR

yratnemelenahtsseL 4.12 7.4

yratnemelE 3.31 2.3

yrotaraperP 3.61 6.4

yradnoceS 0.91 2.6

amolpiD 4.22 2.6

ytisrevinU 2.02 1.41

Table for Figure 8.9 Percentage migrant by frequency, education and sex (persons aged 15+)

reyatS tnargimemit-enO tnargimtnerruceR

noitacudedetelpmoC elaM elameF elaM elameF elaM elameF

yratnemelenahtsseL 4.97 6.07 7.61 3.42 9.3 1.5

yratnemelE 9.58 4.08 1.11 2.61 0.3 4.3

yrotaraperP 5.08 3.77 7.41 4.81 8.4 3.4

yradnoceS 9.57 4.37 3.71 1.12 7.6 5.5

amolpiD 6.57 5.66 6.81 7.62 7.5 8.6

ytisrevinU 8.36 9.96 9.02 8.81 3.51 3.11
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Table for Figure 8.10 Percentage migrant by frequency, occupation and sex (persons aged
15+)

reyatS tnargimemit-enO tnargimtnerruceR

noitapuccO elaM elameF elaM elameF elaM elameF

sreganaM 3.94 0.96 7.03 5.21 0.02 5.81

slanoisseforP 7.86 4.36 3.12 7.82 0.01 8.7

skrelC 0.76 3.46 5.42 2.72 5.8 5.8

ecivresdnaselaS 8.97 2.16 2.51 5.32 9.4 3.51

larutlucirgA 6.09 3.28 1.7 9.51 3.2 9.1

lacinhcet/gnirutcafunaM 1.08 7.67 9.51 6.81 0.4 7.4

noitcurtsnoC 8.08 8.77 0.51 8.71 1.4 4.4

Table for Figure 8.11 Percentage migrant by frequency, industry and sex (persons aged 15+)

reyatS tnargimemit-enO tnargimtnerruceR

yrtsudnI elaM elameF elaM elameF elaM elameF

erutlucirgA 5.09 3.28 1.7 8.51 4.2 9.1

gnirutcafunaM 2.28 2.57 1.51 9.91 7.2 8.4

noitcurtsnoC 1.97 7.28 2.61 0.21 6.4 3.5

tnaruatser/letoh/edarT 3.18 9.85 7.31 2.92 0.5 9.11

snoitacinummocdnatropsnarT 1.57 7.67 4.91 4.8 5.5 9.41

/noitartsinimdacilbuP
yratilim/ecilop

4.56 1.56 5.52 8.52 1.9 1.9

noitacudednahtlaeH 6.17 5.16 8.02 3.92 6.7 1.9

secivresrehtO 5.97 5.17 5.31 5.91 1.7 0.9

krowdlohesuoh/citsemoD - 5.93 - 9.94 - 6.01
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Table for Figure 9.1 Most important reason for moving, last move by adults; percent

seitilicaF 2.0
sevitaler/sruobhgieN 6.0

rehto,cimonocE 9.0
noitacudE 9.2

snosaerrehtO 1.3
noitargimdecroF 2.4

doohruobhgien/gnisuoH 0.6
kroW 4.02

egairraM 8.42
ylimaF 8.63

latoT 0.001

Table for Figure 9.2 Most important reason for moving by period, last move by adults; per-
cent

0691otpU s0691 s0791 s0891 s0991 llA

detalerkroW 0.12 6.71 0.52 0.32 0.81 0.12

noitacudE 5.2 8.2 5.2 1.3 2.3 9.2

ylimaF 1.53 0.23 4.14 9.93 3.33 8.63

deirramtegoT 9.32 0.22 5.22 5.32 5.92 9.42

doohruobhgien/gnisuoH 4.1 0.3 2.4 4.6 6.9 0.6

sevitaler/sruobhgieN 1.0 6.0 4.0 8.0 7.0 6.0

rehtO 6.61 3.12 8.3 0.3 9.4 3.7

latoT 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 5.99

Table for Figure 9.3 Most important reason for moving by period and sex, last move by adults;
percent

s0691 s0791 s0891 s0991
elaM elameF elaM elameF elaM elameF elaM elameF

detalerkroW 0.03 3.5 5.93 4.8 9.63 7.7 9.13 4.6

cimonocerehtO 9.0 0.0 2.1 3.0 3.1 8.0 3.1 8.0

noitacudE 6.5 0.0 3.4 5.0 4.4 7.1 3.4 4.2

ylimaF 4.13 6.23 5.04 3.24 1.73 6.24 0.23 2.43

deirramtegoT 8.6 2.73 8.4 0.14 7.6 6.93 3.9 0.54

/gnisuoH
doohruobhgien

6.3 4.2 5.3 9.4 5.7 2.5 2.31 8.6

/sruobhgieN
sevitaler

7.0 5.0 4.0 4.0 1.1 6.0 0.1 5.0

seitilicaF 0.0 3.0 4.0 0.0 4.0 2.0 4.0 1.0

rehtO 9.02 8.12 3.5 0.2 4.4 6.1 6.6 6.3

latoT 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001
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Table for Figure 10.1 Occupation by lifetime migration status; percent

reyatS tnargiM latoT
sreganaM 9.0 5.2 2.1

slanoisseforP 5.4 9.6 0.5

naicinhceT 3.4 9.7 0.5

skrelC 2.7 3.41 6.8

selaS 2.9 0.0 2.9
secivreS 2.3 6.3 3.3

erutlucirgA 1.53 3.91 8.13
srotarepolairtsudnI 1.8 8.7 0.8

stfarC 2.01 6.9 1.01
noitcurtsnoC 1.51 5.51 2.51

rehtO 3.2 7.3 6.2

latoT 0.001 0.001 0.001

Table for Figure 10.2 Occupation by lifetime migration status and sex; percent

elaM elameF
reyatS tnargiM reyatS tnargiM

sreganaM 0.1 9.2 5.0 3.1

slanoisseforP 8.3 0.6 4.7 1.01

naicinhceT 6.2 8.3 6.11 8.22

skrelC 2.7 5.51 9.6 2.01

selaS 9.01 6.01 7.1 8.2

secivreS 6.3 7.3 4.1 1.3

erutlucirgA 3.82 7.31 3.46 8.93

srotarepolairtsudnI 9.8 2.8 4.4 6.6

stfarC 5.21 1.21 4.0 4.0

noitcurtsnoC 5.81 5.91 5.0 7.0

rehtO 7.2 1.4 9.0 3.2

latoT 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001

Table for Figure 10.3 Industry by lifetime migration status; percent

reyatS tnargiM

erutlucirgA 2.53 6.91

gnirutcafunaM 2.31 7.21

noitcurtsnoC 4.21 4.21
stnaruatser/letoh/edarT 6.41 6.31

snoitacinummoc/tropsnarT 0.5 5.6
/noitartsinimdacilbuP

yratilim/ecilop
3.01 3.02

noitacude/htlaeH 5.6 4.11
secivresrehtO 8.2 2.3
krowcitsemoD 1.0 3.0

latoT 0.001 0.001
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Table for Figure 10.4 Industry by lifetime migration status and sex; percent

elaM elameF
reyatS tnargiM reyatS tnargiM

erutlucirgA 5.82 2.41 4.46 6.93

gnirutcafunaM 0.51 1.41 2.5 7.7

noitcurtsnoC 9.41 3.51 3.1 5.1

stnaruatser/letoh/edarT 3.71 2.61 7.2 0.4

snoitacinummoc/tropsnarT 0.6 1.8 7.0 8.0

noitartsinimdacilbuP 1.11 9.22 4.6 8.01

noitacude/htlaeH 2.4 8.5 8.61 8.13

secivresrehtO 0.3 3.3 3.2 7.2

krowcitsemoD 0.0 1.0 1.0 2.1

latoT 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001

Table for Figure 10.5 Industry by sex, adult migrants; percent

elaM elameF latoT
erutlucirgA 9.7 5.22 2.01

gnirutcafunaM 4.9 1.6 9.8

noitcurtsnoC 1.21 5.1 4.01

stnaruatser/letoh/edarT 9.01 2.3 6.9

snoitacinummocdnatropsnarT 1.6 1.2 5.5

yratilim/ecilop/noitartsinimdacilbuP 2.44 9.61 9.93

secivresnoitacudednahtlaeH 6.6 9.54 8.21

secivresrehtO 9.2 7.1 7.2

latoT 0.001 0.001 0.001

Table for Figure 10.6 Percentage (lifetime) migrant to the cities by economic sectors

elameF elaM

nigirolaruR nigironabrU nigirolaruR nigironabrU

gnihsif/yrtserof/erutlucirgA 8.12 5.4 1.51 1.5

gnirutcafunamdnagniniM 7.32 4.9 0.31 2.3

erutcurtsarfnidnanoitcurtsnoC 6.51 7.4 7.71 9.5

stnaruatser/letoh/edarT 3.22 6.8 7.21 7.3

snoitacinummocdnatropsnarT 8.91 7.7 2.32 6.3

/noitartsinimdacilbuP
yratilim/ecilop

7.42 2.5 5.33 7.6

secivresnoitacudednahtlaeH 4.72 7.4 2.52 6.8

secivresrehtO 7.61 4.8 9.51 1.6

krowdlohesuoh/citsemoD 1.43 8.52 0.74 0.0
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Table for Figure 10.7 Availability of work in place of origin at time of moving by period; per-
cent

elaM elameF llA
s0691 7.84 0.3 5.52
s0791 5.94 5.4 3.72
s0891 3.15 5.7 0.92
s0991 5.65 0.31 8.13

Table for Figure 10.8 Availability of work in place of destination at time of moving by period;
percent

elaM elameF llA
s0691 2.94 5.2 7.52
s0791 0.95 2.5 6.23
s0891 4.85 5.01 2.43
s0991 7.55 1.51 6.23

Table for Figure 11.1 Adjustment indicators for migrant and non-migrant households by res-
idence and origin; percent

tnargimnoN nigirolaruR nigironabrU dexiM latoT

nabrusgniteergegnahcxE 2.79 2.89 0.89 9.79 5.79

larursgniteergegnahcxE 4.99 6.99 9.89 1.89 4.99

nabrustisivegnahcxE 2.87 9.38 2.38 7.48 1.08

larurstisivegnahcxE 8.59 6.59 0.29 3.49 7.59

nabruyalpotdewollA 3.27 6.08 1.08 1.97 1.57

laruryalpotdewollA 8.39 5.19 7.29 5.39 5.39

nabruworrob/dneL 8.45 8.16 0.76 4.16 5.75

larurworrob/dneL 0.48 1.18 5.58 2.97 6.38

nabruesilaicoS 5.33 7.73 3.53 6.83 7.43

laruresilaicoS 1.55 0.45 2.05 2.74 8.45

nabrusnoitarbelecdnettA 1.91 5.71 1.82 8.32 4.91

larursnoitarbelecdnettA 2.14 6.93 3.74 1.23 1.14

Table for Figure 12.1 Percentage of household receiving and sending remittances

sraey5tsaptnargimtuoynA sdlohesuohllA
tneS 6.2 9.2

devieceR 7.6 0.9
deviecerdnatneS 3.0 4.0

enoN 4.09 7.78
latoT 0.001 0.001
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Table for Figure Figure 12.2 Percentage of household receiving and sending remittances by
residence

retnecazafahoM nabrurehtO laruR
tneS 9.1 1.4 1.3

devieceR 7.8 1.4 7.4
deviecerdnatneS 1.0 0.0 6.0

enoN 3.98 8.19 6.19
latoT 0.001 0.001 0.001

Table for Figure 12.3 Source of remittances received by form; households receiving remittanc-
es only; percent

hsacdevieceR dnik-nidevieceR htobdevieceR
nabrumorF 9.95 2.63 6.16

larurmorF 3.63 3.68 3.05

Table for Figure 12.4 Use of remittances received; households receiving remittances only; per-
cent

tnemtsevnI 8.0
gnivaS 4.2

gniyub/riaperesuoH 7.3
snoitcnuflaicoS 2.5

stbedffoyaP 6.9
noitacudE 8.21

tnemtaerthtlaeH 2.32
sdoogdlohesuoH 4.63

sdeenyliaD 3.19
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Table for Figure 13.1 Period of absence in months, temporary migrants; percent

htnom1< 7.01
htnom1 5.41

shtnom2 7.41

shtnom3 4.22

shtnom4 7.61

shtnom5 5.51

shtnom6 6.5

latoT 0.001

Table for Figure 14.1 Potential migrants by age and sex; percent

egA elaM elameF

9-0 6.0 7.0

91-01 8.0 7.0

92-02 0.3 1.1

93-03 5.3 8.0

94-04 9.1 7.0

95-05 1.1 2.0

96-06 5.0 4.0

97-07 3.0 1.0

+08 0.0 0.0

Table for Figure 14.2 Place of potential migration, total population; percent

etaronrevogrehtonaniegalliV 0.3

latipacehT 6.4

etaronrevogrehtonaniytiC 3.6

etaronrevogemasniytiC 5.6

etaronrevogemasniegalliV 1.8

yticehtnikcolbrehtonA 4.91

yrtnuocrehtonA 0.25

latoT 0.001

Table for Figure 14.3 Place of potential migration, internal destinations only; percent

etaronrevogrehtonaniegalliV 6.01
latipacehT 2.61

etaronrevogrehtonaniytiC 0.22
etaronrevogemasniytiC 9.22

etaronrevogemasniegalliV 4.82
latoT 0.001
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Table for Figure 14.4 Reason for planning to move, potential migrants; percent

ylimafhtiwevoM 3.44
detaler-boJ 2.42

emocnievorpmI 2.41
deirramteG 4.9

rehtO 9.7
latoT 0.001

Table for Figure 14.5 Expected time of planned migration, potential migrants; percent

shtnom3nihtiW 0.53
shtnom6-4nI 2.31
shtnom21-6nI 4.01

sraey2-1nI 9.11
sraey2nahteromnI 0.6

wonkt'noD 4.32
latoT 0.001

Table for Figure 14.6 Expected time of return for potential migrants; percent

nruteroN 2.24
wonkt'noD 1.42

raey1nahtsselretfA 8.8
sraey2-1retfA 9.21
sraey5-3retfA 0.8

sraey5nahteromretfA 9.3
latoT 0.001

Table for Figure 15.1 Percentage period migrant by lifetime migration status and residence

elaM elameF latoT

0691otpU 6.8 8.7 2.8

s0691 9.31 9.21 4.31

s0791 2.22 8.91 0.12

s0891 0.92 7.72 3.82

s0991 2.62 8.13 1.92

latoT 0.001 0.001 0.001

Table for Figure 15.2 Percentage period migrant by temporary migration status and residence

ecnediserfoecalptnerruC
yraropmeT sutatsnoitargim laruR nabrU

yraropmetlanretnI 4.6 9.11
yraropmetlanoitanretnI 0.01 3.9

tnargimnoN 4.6 4.3
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Table for Figure 15.3 Help received at time of moving by provider and period; percent

repleH s0691 s0791 s0891 s0991

srehtO 0.2 3.2 0.2 6.2
reyolpmE 4.1 3.3 0.3 8.2

sdneirF 4.3 4.3 5.4 9.5
sevitaleR 9.13 5.03 2.03 3.53

Table for Figure 15.4 Help received at time of moving by provider, period and sex; percent

repleH s0691 s0791 s0891 s0991

elaM elameF elaM elameF elaM elameF elaM elameF

srehtO 7.1 2.2 9.2 8.1 2.2 8.1 4.2 8.2

reyolpmE 8.2 0.0 5.5 1.1 8.5 3.0 3.4 7.1

sdneirF 5.5 4.1 2.5 5.1 7.5 2.3 9.6 1.5

sevitaleR 4.82 3.53 4.22 9.83 2.52 0.53 4.62 1.24

Table for Figure 15.5 Kind of help received at time of moving by sex; percent

elaM elameF llA
gnisuoH 1.9 4.9 3.9

ycarcuaeruB 3.4 7.9 1.7
krowdniF 0.4 0.1 4.2

rehtO 3.2 1.2 2.2
ofniboJ 2.3 2.1 2.2

detalertnemyolpmerehtO 3.0 5.0 4.0
gniloohcS 3.0 4.0 4.0
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“Internal Migration in Syria” presents the main findings of the Syria Internal
Migration Survey (SIMS). The report looks at migration flows within and across
provinces, and between rural and urban areas. Particular efforts have been made
to investigate the claim that population movement from rural areas to Damascus
and other provincial cities has diminished and that “reverse migration”, i.e. move-
ment from cities to rural areas, and from provincial cities to other cities and towns
has been taking place.

In addition to examining the volume and patterns of internal migration, the
report describes the socio-economic characteristics of migrants, examines the
reasons for spatial movement, studies the use of remittances from migrants, and
analyses the social integration of migrants at their places of destination.
Furthermore, it looks at temporary, seasonal migration and peoples’ intentions to
move in the future.

The SIMS is a joint project between the University of Damascus, the Syrian Central
Bureau of Statistics (CBS) and Fafo Institute for Applied International Studies
(Fafo). Data were collected during the second quarter of 2000. Interviews with
more than 20,000 families were successfully completed.

In addition to this report, two publications (a Tabulation report and an Analytical
report), written in Arabic by the SIMS research teams from the University of
Damascus and the CBS, have been published by the University of Damascus.

The Syria Internal Migration Survey project was made possible by funds from
Norway.
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