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Holger Bergmann, Ken Thomson 

 

Abstract 

In the past, much rural development planning has relied on the concept of growth poles. With 
the “new rural paradigm”, we find that place-specific development and bottom-up approaches 
have become more popular than ever. Such place-based development often envisages the use 
of social capital. However, insofar as social capital is a local asset that is incorporated in 
individuals, it can easily be destroyed but not easily rebuilt. Continued out-migration and low 
in-migration into rural areas can have detrimental effects on social capital, and subsequently 
weaken bottom-up processes in the short and medium term.  

This paper - based on a survey of 1412 persons in northern Scotland - suggests that intensified 
migratory processes destroy social capital in rural remote as well as in urban areas. The 
results show that not only does actual out-migration decrease the available stock of social 
capital but also that mere intentions to out-migrate do so as well. Insofar as social capital can 
be built or re-built only in the long term, policies are therefore needed that offer potential out-
migrants place-specific opportunities and increase the rate of integration of in-migrants. 

 

JEL Classification: R23, R58, Z13, D71 

Key words: migration, social capital, rural Scotland, new rural paradigm, trust 

 

1 Introduction 
In economic terms, migration describes a shift of labour (as a factor of production) from one 
geographical place to another, usually in response to inefficient use or (in the case of e.g. 
retirees) in search of improved welfare. In a simple model, such migration contributes to 
economic welfare at all locations as the ‘invisible hand’ of factor market supply and demands 
leads towards a Pareto optimum. 

Until recently, the UK, including Scotland, has seen several years of economic boom and 
income-driven migration. Figures for 2007/8 show that the UK as a whole gained about 
150,000 persons from net migration, and Scotland about 26,000 persons (of whom roughly 
two-thirds were under 45). Although Scotland has a rough UK population share of 8%, it 
accounted for about one sixth of all net migrants coming to the UK in 2008/9 (GROS 2010 
and ONS 2010). 

However, in-migration may also be considered detrimental to and by the receiving 
communities, through its effects on different issues, ranging from fertility rates, housing 
markets and enterprise. This paper concentrates on the effects of intended migration on social 
capital and its effects on rural development processes. 

2 Social Capital and Migration 
According to Putnam (2007), “One of the most important challenges facing modern societies, 



 329 

and at the same time one of our most significant opportunities, is the increase in ethnic and 
social heterogeneity in virtually all advanced countries.” He argues that migration into the 
United States has led in the short term to significant reductions of social networks and social 
capital. However, in the long term, successful integration of in-migrants leads to new forms 
of social solidarity across social barriers and more encompassing identities. Furthermore 
diversity and heterogeneity are very welcome and lead (compared to homogeneous and often 
autarkic and static societies) to higher welfare, better social cohesion, greater human capital 
and other desirable things that are a sign of liberal societies (Putnam 2000; see also Florida 
2003). 
 
Social capital as a concept has been around, according to Osgood & Ong 2001, since the first 
descriptions of it in Marx, Weber and Dürkheimer. It came to prominence as a term in the 
early 1970s with works by Bourdieu 1983 and others, and was developed along three 
different approaches. The most prominent authors (and schools of thought) can be identified 
as Coleman 1988, Rose 2000, and Putnam 1993, whose works, although working on similar 
lines, have some differences in the scale of analysis and the approach.  
 
Following Osgood and Ong 2001, the most popular approach to social capital considers it as a 
set of horizontal associations between individuals (Putnam 1993), and can be considered as a 
westernized or Anglo-Saxon model. In other cultural contexts, such as China culture with the 
guanxi concept, social relations are more vertically organized (cf. Fan 2002, Dunning and 
Kim 2007, Weber 2010). 
 
In contrast, Bourdieu 1983 not only considers social capital to be dependent on both vertical 
and horizontal links and networks but also puts it into its historical, social and political 
context. Such an approach is more concerned with the national scale in which a society exists. 
Such approaches have been the basis for analysis by e.g. Olson 1982, North 1990 and Portes 
& Landolt 2000, who extend the effects of social capital to interactions with families, 
communities, businesses, to international arenas and to formal institutional relationships 
within civic society.  
 

2.1 Social capital as a concept 
 
Social capital can be weakened in a number of ways, including dictatorships (Fidrmuc & 
Gerxhani 2008), media (e.g. television and radio; Olken 2009), developers from outside 
(Brondizio et al. 2009), or even social and economic inequality (Wollebæk and Selle 2007). 
Destruction of social capital can be related to economic, ecological or social pressures and 
changes influencing networks.  
 
Recent years have shown that social capital is increasingly important in explaining 
differences between regions as well as nations (Batt 2008, Woolcock 1998, Woolcock 2010). 
Woolcock 1998 stresses the importance of social capital for economic development. If social 
capital is incorporated into rural development processes in the right way, “…the relations 
within and between social groups at different levels of society shape the prospects for 
sustainable, equitable growth and just, participatory governance” (Woolcock 1998, 188) and 
can contribute to a large extent to the success of development strategies. 
 

Regarding the link between social capital and immigration (as well as social cohesion), 
Cheong et al. 2007 show that, while social capital seems to be an objective measure of 
community involvements and strength of interpersonal networks, the notion of social 
cohesion is a political concept that has no obvious positive or negative effects. Furthermore, 
these authors stress the inclusive as well as exclusive effect of social capital. They find that, 
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for the building of social capital, the type of relations between persons matters, rather than the 
number of relations.  

Woolcock 2010 shows that social capital theory has become widespread and is especially 
useful as a term in community-driven development. According to him, harnessing and 
enhancing social capital should be one of the key objectives, rather than only investing in 
human capital or infrastructure. However, this enhancement of social capital in community-
driven or other rural development processes requires a basis for the participation and 
involvement of inhabitants. This condition is strengthened by the fact that in holistic bottom-
up processes those people are involved who seem to have a strong link to the area, have 
strong bonding within the community and have seemingly decided to stay in the area for the 
rest of their lives. Thus one would expect that only a part of society is really involved and can 
articulate their needs and wants. Others that are not involved will either remain inactive or 
leave as soon as possible.   
These “involved” locals have often been overlooked and taken for granted. In times of 
increased mobility and demographic change, their role needs to be re-analyzed and surely 
needs more observation, especially we can no longer assume that a majority of people remain 
at their birthplace for all or most of their lives. This dependency on “natives” becomes crucial 
in rural remote areas where populations are decreasing considerably due to out-migration as 
well as low fertility.  

 

2.2 Reasons for migration 
Not only in recent years, but also across the last two centuries, at least in the UK, migration 
has been one of the most influential factors that shape social networks and social structures. 
In the UK (across the country) a group of different factors have led to increased migration and 
population turnover.  

One of the long-term results of depopulation for British and other rural areas is that some 
rural remote areas are becoming a rest or retirement home. Naturally, this offers new job 
opportunities for younger people as caring, medical and other service jobs but it provides an 
additional migration push factor for those whose qualifications or preferences do not fit the 
new job requirements needed for these new residents. 

Such depopulation trends have two sides. On the one hand, economic development has been 
supported by in-migrants, as these tend to occupy low-paid and low-skilled jobs (Reed & 
Latorre 2009). On the other hand, such movements, especially if large numbers of foreigners 
or outsiders of a certain age group or at a certain stage of life, arrive in one place, may stress 
the traditional social system and its networks. To assess the effect of migration on social 
capital a survey was executed.  

 

2.3 State of the art – rural development approaches 
A monolithic regional or rural economic development theory does not exist. However, as 
Johnson (1993) remarks, there are at least two different schools concentrating either on 
growth models and development models (Kindelberger and Herrick (1982) and Parr 1999). 

With the “new rural paradigm”, the increasing importance of well-being and social capital is 
realised in the design of policy for rural development to include well-being and quality of life 
into the economy centred historic approaches in rural development (OECD 2006).  

The main themes of this new policy design can be summarized as universality (holistic), more 
subsidiarity and more local cooperation and partnerships. While the first two can be 
influenced by the political will of national and regional governments to introduce appropriate 



 331 

measures and instruments, the latst is based on the assumption that cooperation based on 
available social capital, and specifically trust, in a local community can contribute to the 
achievement of local higher well being.  

Trust is of inherent importance in economic, private, social or political terms, as it 
underwrites all types of formal transactions and informal cooperation. Firms benefit from 
cooperative norms as an aspect of trust by facilitating and lowering transaction costs arising 
negotiations and enforcement, imperfect information and layers of unnecessary bureaucracy. 
Humphrey and Schmitz (1998) highlight how trust-based relations between economic agents 
have been seen as part of the competitive advantage of manufacturing enterprises in 
Germany, Japan and parts of Italy. Suppliers and buyers sustain long-term relations of 
cooperation and mutual obligations through repeated transactions forged on trust and 
networking. Business networks covering marketing, training or research generate long-term 
benefits by reducing overhead costs, sharing information and imposing sanctions on 
opportunistic behaviour. Even in some markets such as special software development or the 
fermenting industry, entrepreneurs can take advantage of economies of times, by sharing 
information and adapting quickly to changing demands of customers (Uzzi 1996 and 1997).  

Between the 1970s and 1990s, top-down approaches were pursued by the foundation of new 
colleges and universities in rural remote areas (e.g. University of the Highlands and Islands) 
as well as by the implementation of new industrial zones (especially in the Highlands of 
Scotland a number of such zones were built).  

As the increasing importance of bottom-up approaches and locally determined development 
over the last two decades shows, people decided to start processes that included as a first step 
(in bottom-up approaches) the interests (wants and needs) of the locals (see OECD, 2006) 

The most successful and important of these local bottom-up approaches (building on locally 
available social capital and networks) have been mainstreamed into European policy as the 
LEADER approach and projects.  

3 Survey and questionnaire development 
A questionnaire was developed based on the TOP-MARD project (Bryden et al. 2010) that 
primarily was focused on analysing multiple functions of agriculture in relation to rural 
development. The used questionnaire in this research included several question blocks 
specifically developed for migration, along with others related to rural development, farming, 
social capital, and socio-demographics. These questions were designed to explore how people 
who have actually not moved so far would behave in their social network and what effect this 
has on social capital. A core version of the questionnaire was specially adapted to Caithness, 
Sutherland, Aberdeen and Aberdeenshire so to reflect the locality of the area. 

The questionnaire started with the key question “Are you a I)stayer, II) in-migrant or III) 
potential out-migrant”.  

The second question block was aimed at revealing the main reasons for migrating to and from 
the area. There were 17 options that could be answered via a 5-point Likert scale ranging 
from “very important” to “very unimportant”. A range of individual, economic, ecological 
and social reasons were offered: e.g. to move closer to relatives, availability of relevant 
employment, market opportunity (for entrepreneurship), to bring up family in a urban 
environment, cheaper housing, better access to markets (food, clothes and other goods), 
improved children’s education, improved health care, better facilities for old folk, better 
cultural facilities, better outdoor/ recreational activities, less crime, to be part of a local 
community, better landscapes and natural environment, more farmers and crofters, better 
climate, more forests. 
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The next block of questions concerned the importance of multiple functions of farming as 
well as forestry for the respondent’s local area. In this, the importance of a number of 
agriculture’s functions for society had to be valued with the help of a Likert scale. The 
responses offered were the following: “Which of the following possible functions of farms 
and forestry in (County Name) is important to you? production of food and fibre, production 
of raw materials for the industry, securing food supply from national sources, protection and 
conservation of diverse landscapes, protection and conservation of basic society needs, 
conservation of rural settlements, conservation of local cultural traditions, protection of local 
biodiversity, supply of recreation areas, production of renewable energies based on biomass, 
farmers are the guardians of our landscape. 

This was then supplemented by a number of questions about the impact of local farming on 
environmental assets such as drinking water, air, beaches, rivers, lochs and lakes, landscapes, 
wildlife (deer, geese, etc.), biodiversity, quietness, the natural environment overall. 

In addition, 18 reasons for the economic performance of the area were offered in the next 
question: Have the following factors influenced the economic performance of [name of 
county] in a negative or positive way? and were assessed from very positive to very negative 
on a 5-point Likert scale:  

Agricultural production and structures, agricultural landscapes, biodiversity and other aspects 
of agriculture, forests, minerals, wind and water, recreational facilities and space, Cultural 
and historical resources and performance including archaeological sites, the arts, ancient 
buildings, and local values and beliefs, etc., Human Resources like the state of education of 
the population, etc., Transport Infrastructure, e.g. roads, railways, public transport, etc., 
communications infrastructure, internet access, telephone access, etc. , research and 
development facilities including links with universities and research institutes (UHI, 
UNIABDN, SAC, etc.), More widespread land or business ownership, or other aspects of 
economic structure, local public institutions and agencies, local civil society institutions, the 
character of local networks and interpersonal relations, sense of community and Identity in 
Name-of-the-county1

The interviewees were also invited to write down the most important local problems they 
perceived. 

, local quality of life of Name-of-the-county, market performance of 
different businesses in Name-of-the-county . 

The next four questions were designed to capture the extent(s) of individual (vertical) social 
capital  

• “social engagement in the community (membership in different organisations)”,  

• “inner cohesion of the community” by asking “Suppose that your neighbour would 
suffer an economic loss like “crop failure” (if you are a farmer) or “job loss”. In that 
situation, who would you think would assist him or her financially? and offering a 
specified number of different options. 

• “self perception of the neighbourhood” by asking what do you think about your 
neighbourhood in Name-of-the-county”? 

•  “involvement in the community” with options including having voted in the last 
election,  actively taken part in a protest march, and  volunteered to work for a 
charitable organisation.  

                                                
1 Name-of-the-county is the placeholder for Sutherland, Caithness, Aberdeenshire or 
Aberdeen. 
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These questions were based on those used in surveys by Putnam and his followers but 
specifically adapted to the local conditions. 

Four different areas were chosen for survey: the City of Aberdeen (2006 population 206,700; 
urban; employment dominated by industrial and service), and the counties of Aberdeenshire 
(236,300; peri-urban and rural; commuters), Sutherland (9,000; rural remote, fishing, farming 
and tourism) and Caithness (29,000; rural remote; a large industrial site).  

Gross Value Added per head as a measure of economic welfare in 2004 was about £21,000 in 
Aberdeen and Aberdeenshire and £11,000 in Caithness and Sutherland. Compared to UK 
average of £17,000 per head, Aberdeen and Aberdeenshire GVA per head is 23% higher 
while Caithness and Sutherland GVA per head is 36% lower. (Office of National Statistics 
2007). 

In the urban environment of Aberdeen, migration-led turnover of population is more likely 
than in remote or rural areas, as statistical information shows (se SCROL ONLINE 2010).  

The method of choice to survey was the poll survey. This method had already been used by 
Bergmann (2003) and is a cheap alternative approach between face-to-face interviews and 
mail interviews. The survey took place at 17 different poll stations the 7th of May 2007 and 
was organised in cooperation with the electoral authorities. The poll stations were in 
Aberdeen-Centre, Aberdeen-Dyce, and Aberdeen-Kingswells; in Aberdeenshire Huntly, 
Kintore and Inverurie; in Sutherland, Durness, Lairg and Lochinver; and in Caithness Dunnet, 
Lybster, Thurso and Wick. 

Except for Lochinver, interviews took place between 3 and 10 pm, not only to catch retirees 
and house makers but also to catch employed people coming to vote after work. Interviewees 
leaving the poll station were randomly chosen by the interviewers until 9.30 pm or until they 
ran out of questionnaires. 

4 Results and Discussion 
The following presentation of results will differentiate between the four areas although in one 
case (Sutherland) the sample size with 157 collected questionnaires is rather small. However, 
this constitutes 1.5% of the total population (in Caithness the sample’s share of total 
population was 2%), and it was decided to include this sample into the analysis. 

4.1 Frequency Analysis  
Overall, 1412 questionnaires were collected: 332 in Aberdeen, 345 in Aberdeenshire, 587 in 
Caithness and 157 in Sutherland. The average age of the interviews ranged between 45 years 
(Aberdeen) and 52 years (Sutherland). The average household income was lowest in 
Sutherland (between £1600 and £2000 a month), highest in Aberdeen (with between £2800 
and £3200), and almost equal in Aberdeenshire and Caithness (nearly £2000). The sex of the 
interviewees was equally distributed in all cases, with a slightly higher number of women 
(women 52%, men 48%). Unemployment (whether actively looking for a job or not) was 
highest in Caithness (9%), 7% in Sutherland, and lowest at about 5% in Aberdeen and 
Aberdeenshire. Retirement was more widespread in the two rural counties than it was in 
urban and peri-urban areas; the sample in Aberdeen contained 8% of retirees, in 
Aberdeenshire 12% and in Caithness as well as in Sutherland some 16%. In terms of formal 
education, rather more people in Aberdeen and Aberdeenshire had a university degree while 
people in Caithness and Sutherland normally had a craftsmanship or a certificate of 
apprenticeship. Average household size in all counties was between 2 and 2.3 persons apart 
from Caithness where it was 2.75. In Caithness, and especially in Wick, a number of single 
mothers (with 2 children) were surveyed.  
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The self-declarations in the questionnaire as a stayer, in-migrant or potential out-migrant 
revealed that Sutherland had the lowest proportion of stayers (35%), the highest rate of in-
migrants (51%) and the lowest number of potential out-migrants (14%). On the other hand, 
Caithness had the highest number of stayers with 59%, a low number of potential out-
migrants with 15%, and an average number of in-migrants with 27%). Rural Aberdeenshire 
had the highest number of stayers with nearly 59% and a nearly equal distribution between in-
migrants with 23% and potential out-migrants with 21%. Aberdeen had a number of 43% of 
stayers, 29% of in-migrants and 23% of potential out-migrants. Overall, in connection with 
the average age of the sample, one can conclude that the perception to migrate is higher in 
urban areas than in rural and peri-urban areas. 

In all three counties, potential out-migrants had higher incomes, had higher formal 
qualifications and were younger (32 years in Caithness, 47 in Sutherland, and 37 in Aberdeen 
and Aberdeenshire) than the in-migrants and the stayers. Potential out-migrants had a smaller 
household size than the other two groups, apart from those in Caithness (with an average 
household size of 3.11). Again with Caithness as the exception, the typical out-migrant was 
male and had a small household (the potential out-migrants in Caithness were mostly single 
mothers). 

Such potential out-migrants are a “hidden” part of society. While being physically present, 
they actually tend to think and prepare their life for the next place to go. This could have 
repercussions also on their social capital (being understood as a vertical concept). While 
stayers present the highest level of social capital, a significant difference to both in-migrants 
as they try to build up their social capital and potential out-migrants as they abolish their 
social networks in order to be prepared for out-migration would by expected. A method of 
choice to test this hypothesis was the principal component analysis that follows here. 

4.2 Factor analysis  
The following analysis concentrates on the questions on social engagement in the community 
and reasons for migration. 

A factor analysis (Principal Component Analysis with a KMO of 0.839) was done to analyse 
if there are communalities and differences between the responses given. In accordance to the 
four hypothesised items social engagement, inner cohesion, self-perception and involvement 
into the community, we found five different interpretations for the rectified answers.  

The first item, called “activism”, is a measure of active involvement in the community. This 
involvement can range from conversations with influential persons to taking part in protests 
or sit-ins.  

The second item is called Trust, and measures how trustworthy people perceived their 
surroundings.  

The third item is called Mistrust, and measures how mistrustful people were of their 
surroundings .  

The fourth Item donation was used as a variable of its own. 

The last item was called “duties and social networks” and measures community involvement  

Based on the factor analysis, the following four items have been recalculated. This produced 
the following results (see graphs).  

 “Activism”, understood as engagement with local and regional issues (social engagement), 
was significantly different between the three groups, and found to be smallest in urban areas, 
higher in peri-urban areas and lower with rurality. Figure 1 shows that stayers in rural areas 
showed the highest involvement in social engagement, in-migrants were in second place and 
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potential out-migrants showed a level of engagement that was nearly the same as for the 
average urban dweller. Depending on the characteristics of the county, the perception to 
migrate seems to lead to a process of dissolving social engagement and activity for the 
community and the greater good. On the other hand, this shows that, even when in-migrants 
have lived in a region for a long time, they do not reveal “activism” as much as stayers do. It 
seems that “activism” is related to the time that somebody has lived in a community and in 
relations that have been built up since birth. Stayers in all areas show the highest level of 
activism. This can be related to their position as an integral part of the local area, and to their 
greater knowledge about how to relate to their local councillor, provost or MP and MSP. The 
exception was the county of Aberdeenshire, where even the potential out-migrants show an 
activism that is as high as that of the stayers. This can be explained by the peri-urban location, 
as these people might migrate but the pull factors to go are much less pressing than they are in 
rural remote areas, and therefore the potential out-migrants seem not to migrate in the 
foreseeable future. 

Figure 1 Activism by county and subgroup 

 

 

Across all regions, the measured level of trust amongst potential out-migrants was 
considerably lower than that of the other groups. Indeed, as, we found that the level of trust in 
Aberdeenshire was much lower than one would expect for such a rural place and was even 
lower than in Aberdeen. This can be explained by the ongoing transitional process in which 
uncertainty what will happen in future has already happened in urban areas (that are used to 
new initiatives, new people coming around, etc.) while in such peri-urban areas this 
adaptation is taking place at the time of survey. The decision to live in a particular place 
suggests that in-migrants have trust in the neighbourhood and the community they live in2

Overall: Even thinking or planning to out-migrate lowers trust in a society. 

. 
They therefore have a certain level of trust that in most places is slightly higher than that of 
the stayers. The explanation for this is that, after having taken a decision to come to a place, 
people will rarely consider it a bad decision. The stayers have a slightly lower trust because 
they seem to see more clearly the existing society and who is trustworthy (and who is not). It 
could therefore be that in-migrants have some kind of a romantic vision of the place they 
newly live in.  

                                                
2 A separate analysis of time having lived at the place and trust level showed a linear relation. 
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Figure 2 Trust by county and subgroup 

 

 

“Mistrust” shows a slightly confusing picture. The main point is that “mistrust” is lowest for 
in-migrants in all cases (apart from Aberdeen). This supports the point that in-migrants seem 
to have romantic illusions about the place they newly live in. The fact that “mistrust” in 
Aberdeen is higher for potential in-migrants than for stayers can be traced back to the fact that 
a majority come from peri-urban and rural areas, and they have some fear of crime and other 
disadvantages of urban life. Furthermore, the level of “mistrust” in general is higher for 
stayers in all areas (again, apart from Aberdeen). This can be said to be an effect of lifelong 
familiarity with the local society and what one appreciates and what one hates in rural areas. 
So they come to a specifically different opinion of their community. Their behaviour can best 
be described as: Trusting in their community, but being aware of the different groups and 
different opinions that are present. Surprisingly the level of “mistrust” of potential out-
migrants in Sutherland is higher than that of stayers. This can be explained by the unequal age 
distribution in the sample as well as the unequal age distribution in that area overall: 
Sutherland has seen a period of influx of retired persons and newcomers that have disturbed 
social structures. 

Figure 3 Mistrust by county and subgroup 

 

Finally the item “social networking” shows that in formal social behaviour (e.g. membership 
of clubs, voting) in-migrants show in general higher levels of engagement than the other two 
groups. Especially in rural communities with large and heavy social pressure on correct 
behaviour they try to fit in. This leads to the common finding that clubs and charities are often 
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run by in-migrants who initially lack a peer group and want to show that they fit in. 
Furthermore, potential out-migrants depending on the region have a higher involvement in 
“social formal networking” in urban and peri-urban areas than in rural areas. This indeed is 
lowest in rural remote Caithness where the large number of potential out-migrants has cut 
their relations with clubs and other activities that make a community work. They seem to rely 
solely on their friends and family to be active.  

Figure 4 Social networking by county and subgroup 

 

In terms of intended active involvement of citizens into rural development processes, these 
findings are worrying.  

Especially in Caithness and Sutherland, potential out-migrants have already cut back their 
relations to the institutions of the civil society. However, these people constitute the better 
educated, better paid and normally also more active citizens in a civil society. Even more 
worrying is that their share of the sample in these regions is about 15% or more than half of 
the people in the age cohort that is employed, has children and is under 45. These people are 
being replaced by in-migrants, who are normally highly educated but are retired. Due to their 
retirement, their primary focus in rural development processes is not to economically develop 
a region but on the contrary they have moved there because of the “quality of life”.  

In all areas, however, the stayers (also slightly older than the potential out-migrants) present a 
solid block of people who are involved into the social life of their community and who are 
interested in the development of their region. The newcomers (in-migrants) try to be a part of 
the informal society by being active in formal institutions and seem to present behaviour 
intended to impress the surrounding society. This is on the one hand understandable as they 
try to be part of their living place by being active, but on the other hand they seem to 
concentrate on these formal institutions while the active engagement into civil society that 
goes beyond clubs is much lower than that of the stayers. This can be related back to the lack 
of knowledge of informal institutions and powerful people in the region, which hinders in-
migrants in becoming more active. 

Overall, the main question is how can one make the potential out-migrants stay as they could 
contribute to a large extent to rural development processes? Having a closer look at the main 
reasons to migrate, we find that the usual threefold is the most important in the frequency 
analysis of question 2: Jobs, family and better social life (entertainment and cultural life).  
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5 Discussion and conclusions 
The results of the survey data analysed in this paper suggest that migration has a negative 
impact on social capital in rural remote areas. While in urban and peri-urban areas, the effect 
is negligible, it is important in rural remote areas.Furthermore, there is some sort of relation 
between employment and perception to out-migrate: the higher people are educated and the 
more likely they have a well-paid job, the more likely they are to look out for out-migration.  

Potential out-migrants in all the surveyed areas in Northern Scotland have been found to have 
a proportionally lower level of trust compared to “stayers”, especially if they have been born 
in the area. A consistent difference over all areas suggests that, during the process of 
considering out-migration, an amount of trust is lost. Comparing these losses with the trust 
expressed by in-migrants, it can be assumed that lost trust can be restored upon arrival to the 
destination area only to a certain extent. For the new rural paradigm, the most important 
implication of this research is: How can high levels of trust and local co-operation be ensured 
and translated into successful regional partnership approaches that attract younger people to 
stay or even in-migrate?  

The obvious answer to decreasing trust in rural remote areas seems to be trying to ensure that 
the propensity of young families to out-migrate from rural remote areas as well as the steady 
inflow of retiree in-migrants is decreased. In a house-owning society like the UK, one of the 
most important reasons for migration - after job availability - is availability of housing. From 
a local policy maker’s point of view, a “locals-only” policy favouring those with higher levels 
of trust (“home-grown trust”) might be a short- and medium-term answer while a long-term 
answer would be to attract businesses offering high-paid jobs to such areas. While “growth 
centre” approaches (Parr 1999) to ensure that such jobs are offered are outdated, and 
partnership as well as new rural paradigm approaches seem to be much more popular, future 
research should be redirected to analyse how a mixture of growth centre and partnership 
approaches would work. 

Overall, following Putnam (1996), this research ends with the last refuge of a social-scientific 
scoundrel: we call for more research on specific conditions on how to increase social capital 
while not destroying the likelihood for economic and social development of rural remote 
regions. 
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