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1 Introduction 

 It is 6:15 on a Sunday morning. A yawn creeps its way across your 

expression. You step out of your best friend’s car and hug her goodbye. Suitcase and 

cat kennel in hand, you walk towards the ferry waiting at the Port of Tallinn. For the 

past week, you have been on break from your studies at the University of Helsinki. 

You used the opportunity to visit your friends and family in Estonia. School starts 

again tomorrow, and you wanted to be back early. You need to do some laundry, 

read the last few chapters of a book, and complete your Finnish homework. Last 

week you were happy to book the cheap, early ferry ride on laevapiletid.ee for only 

12 Euros. Now, in the dark November morning, you regret not paying 24 Euros for 

the 12:00 ferry.  

 You navigate your way through the crowd and find a seat on one of the 

middle decks. Seated next to the window, you can watch the water. Around you, 

people speak mostly in Estonian and Finnish. Someone nearby grumbles about his 

commute to work in Finland. A musician is setting up on the stage next to you and 

begins tuning her guitar. Your cat, Yeti, is clearly unhappy with this new 

development. No one could watch Yeti back in Helsinki, so you brought her along. 

You give her an apologetic shrug, pick up your things, and move to the onboard 

restaurant. Maybe it is quieter there. Besides, a coffee sounds great.  

 This story, although fictional, is inspired by one of my close friends, an 

Estonian living in Finland, and her cat (whose name really is Yeti). The story is 

centered on one of the most important geographical features shared by Finland and 

Estonia: they are separated by the sea. This seemingly simple detail plays a critical 

role in the cross-border region of Finland and Estonia. Unlike other important cross-

border regions in Europe, such as the one between France and Luxembourg or 

Poland and Germany, the countries of Estonia and Finland do not share a land 

border. Estonians who live in Finland, be it for work, school, or family reasons, must 

cross the sea to visit Estonia. Although the distance is close enough to facilitate 

regular travel on a monthly or even weekly basis, the financial and temporal costs 

make travel on a daily basis unlikely. Given that Finland is the top destination for 

Estonian emigrants (Statistics Estonia, 2020), the cross-border region of Estonia-

Finland is a candidate for a case study about immigrants’ spatial mobility. Estonia 

and Finland form a particularly interesting case study, given the close proximity of 
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the two countries, and the ease in which Estonian migrants can contact and visit 

Estonia, their sending country. 

 In this thesis, I examine how the spatial mobility of Estonian migrants is 

associated with other social processes, namely their integration in Finnish society 

and their transnationalism with Estonian society. I begin the analysis by creating a 

theoretical framework, where integration and transnationalism are studied jointly. By 

partitioning these two social processes into separate domains, I breakdown 

integration and transnationalism into their base elements and show that they share 

many similarities (Erdal & Oeppen, 2013). Thus, by starting at the domain-level, I 

am able to study them jointly. These domains include the social, structural, cultural, 

civic & political, identity, and spatial domains.  

 Using domains also illustrates the diverse manifestations of transnationalism 

and integration, as well as their connections to one another. This diversity exists 

largely because a migrant’s engagement with the sending society and receiving 

society varies by domain (Ager & Strang, 2008; Erdal & Oeppen, 2013; Spencer 

& Charsley, 2016; Kemppainen et al., 2020). Thus, the framework separately 

considers domains with respect to the sending society and with respect to the 

receiving society. The framework then juxtaposes the sending society with the 

receiving society, to examine the collective impact on transnationalism and 

integration. Finally, through empirical analyses, I emphasize the connection between 

spatial elements, such as the frequency and duration of visits to Estonia, with the 

other domains. 

 Using Estonians living in Finland as an example, my primary objective is to 

examine the link between integration and transnationalism from both a social and 

spatial perspective. In doing so, I hope to narrow a socio-spatial gap in the 

integration and transnationalism literature. In the literature, integration and 

transnationalism are often studied separately; however, in a transnational context the 

two processes are interlinked (Snel, Engbersen & Leerkes, 2006; Mügge, 2016), and 

people experience them simultaneously (Tsuda, 2012; Erdal & Oeppen, 2013; 

Kemppainen et al. 2020). Moreover, the integration and transnationalism literature 

largely focus on the social perspective (Berry, 1997; Ager & Strang, 2008; Spencer 

& Charsley, 2016), or to a lesser extent, on the spatial perspective (Collins, 2009; 

Dahinden, 2010). There are not as many articles which focus on the interwoven 

nature of the social and the spatial perspectives (Schnell & Haj-Yahya, 2014; 



3 

 

Barwick, 2018; Buhr, 2018). In this thesis, I analyze them jointly—the social and the 

spatial—to better understand their interlinkages. To address this socio-spatial gap in 

the literature, I employ three research questions: 

1. How to capture migrant’s integration in a host society and transnationalism with 

a sending society, from both social and spatial perspectives, with one 

encompassing theoretical framework? 

2.  How migrant’s integration in a host society and transnationalism with a sending 

society relate to each other in the case of Estonians living in Finland? 

3. How is the link between Estonian’s integration in Finland and transnationalism 

with Estonia connected to their spatial mobility?  

 The remainder of the thesis can be mapped as follows. In Section 2, I explain 

the key concepts of mobility, transnationalism, and integration. I also cite previous 

empirical studies which approach transnationalism and integration from a mobility 

perspective. In Section 3, I propose a theoretical framework which conceptualizes 

transnationalism and integration through a series of domains and incorporates the 

spatial perspective. Section 4 presents the study setting and provides a brief summary 

of immigration from Estonia to Finland. The theoretical framework is then 

operationalized for quantitative analysis in Section 5. Here, I also present an 

overview of the survey data and explain the primary analysis method, multiple 

correspondence analysis (MCA). The results of MCA are presented in Section 6. The 

MCA results are further substantiated through correlation analysis and regression 

analysis. In the following section, Section 7, I connect the results of the various 

analyses back to the key concepts. I focus particularly on the spatial dimension, 

discuss the study’s validity, and suggest ideas for future research. In the final section, 

Section 8, I summarize the conclusions and key findings.  
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2 Background 

 First, I discuss literature on mobilities, transnationalism, and integration. 

Transnationalism and integration are complex social processes which are sometimes 

presented as opposites. I employ a spatial mobilities lens to illustrate that 

transnationalism and integration are not mutually exclusive. In the following section, 

I propose a theoretical framework of integration and transnationalism which builds 

upon this background literature. My proposed theoretical framework is distilled into 

a visual model (Figure 1) which acts as a tool to join the theoretical framework with 

empirical research. The model of the theoretical framework is used to operationalize 

a survey and conduct quantitative analysis about the integration of Estonians living 

in Finland.  

2.1 Mobility 

 Mobility can be broadly divided into two categories: social mobility and 

spatial mobility. Social mobility, or vertical mobility, involves the change in status of 

individuals or social groups. Spatial mobility, or horizontal mobility, entails the 

displacement of people, groups, and objects in space (Kellerman, 2012). 

Traditionally, social mobility falls within the domain of sociologists whereas 

geographers are associated with spatial mobility (Kellerman, 2012). More recently, 

the idea of spatial mobility is also extended to virtual mobility, or the displacement 

of information and knowledge (Kellerman, 2012). Although social and spatial 

mobilities are interrelated, the relationship between the two can be complicated.  

 Spatial mobility is an innate part of being human. Push and pull factors 

trigger human mobility. Push factors are intrinsic whereas pull factors are extrinsic 

(Kellerman, 2012). According to Kellerman (2012), push factors include proximity, 

locomotion, and curiosity; pull factors include people, place, events, information, and 

knowledge. Depending on the combination of push and pull factors, an individual 

will engage in mobility or fixity. Mobility entails movement whereas fixity entails 

staying in place (Kellerman,2012). The ideas of mobility and fixity impact both 

quotidian cycles of movement, and less frequent examples of mobility, such as 

migration. 

 A well know new mobilities paradigm, proposed by Sheller and Urry (2006), 

emphasizes the mobility turn in the social sciences; it addresses the importance of 
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movement in everything, including the flows of people, resources, and ideas. The 

new mobilities paradigm opposes historic notions from the social sciences, which 

presented societies as static entities occurring in the “box” or “container” of the 

nation state. According to Sheller and Urry (2006), the new mobilities paradigm 

challenges the typically sedentarist theories which proliferated throughout the social 

sciences. In sedentarist theories, stability and place are treated as normal whereas 

change, distance, and placelessness are considered abnormal. The mobility turn 

challenges the stationary definition of normality (Sheller & Urry, 2006). 

Furthermore, it challenges the idea of “‘terrains’ as spatially fixed geographical 

containers for social process” (Sheller & Urry, 2006, p. 209). 

 To illustrate their point, Sheller and Urry (2006) use the automobile as an 

example of how sedentarist theories neglected mobility. With cars, a person can live 

in the suburbs, easily drive to the grocery store 5km away, and commute to an office 

15km away. A person may also deal with limited public transit options or increased 

traffic because of pro-car policies. As a technology and a social phenomenon, cars 

shaped the design of modern cities and thus the time-space scape of modern urban 

dwellers. Cars, which impact the systematic movements of people, influence notions 

of gender, family, social relations, and modernity. Previous sedentarist theories failed 

to fully appreciate how cars change mobility and the way societies function (Sheller 

& Urry, 2006). Thus, it is important to bear in mind that technologies and policies 

shape mobility.  

 Sheller and Urry (2006) also present nomadic theory. Nomadic theory goes 

beyond deterritorialization, or the end of states as containers for society. Nomadic 

theory eschews methodological nationalism while celebrating mobilities and 

breaking disciplinary boundaries (Sheller and Urry, 2016). Despite the celebration of 

mobilities and movement, Sheller and Urry (2006) note that mobility “is always 

located and materialised,” thus mobility inherently depends on immobility (p. 210). 

Without material culture and infrastructure, mobility is impossible. Ships need ports. 

Cars need roads. Planes need airports. Ships, cars, and planes may seem like agents 

of mobility, but they too require stationary features like space, material resources, 

and skilled workers to function.  

 Reflecting on the “new mobilities” paradigm presented by Sheller and Urry 

(2006), Faist (2013) presents a more cautionary review of the mobility turn. Faist 

(2013) cautions that “the mobility turn generalizes one aspect of contemporary to the 
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detriment of other features” (p. 1637). In addition to analyzing social and spatial 

mobilities, he argues that researchers must also work to understand which underlying 

mechanisms produce social inequalities. Unlike Sheller and Urry (2006), Faist 

(2013) argues that mobility is not a novel concept in the social sciences. Although 

high levels of physical movement are often associated with modern society, Faist 

(2013) maintains that historical analyses have proved this to be a misconception. For 

Faist (2013), the trend towards considering spatial mobility is new; however, 

mobility itself is not.  

 Ten years after publishing their original article, Sheller and Urry (2016) 

wrote a follow-up article about the state of mobilities research. Although they do not 

directly state it, the paper is likely both a reflection on 10 years of research and a 

response to the “growing repudiation of the celebration of mobility” (Glick Schiller 

& Salazar, 2013, p. 184). In their reflection, Sheller and Urry (2016) assert that “the 

new mobilities paradigm seeks the fundamental recasting of social science” (p.11). 

This fundamental recasting of social science required the shift from viewing societies 

as sedentary, bound, and static to a social science which recognized the global 

mobilities developing in the 1990s. Because of the new mobilities paradigm, the 

pivotal role of movement in social institutions and practices was recognized in social 

science theory. Furthermore, this paradigm recognized different modes of mobilities, 

such as corporeal travel, physical movement, virtual travel, communicative travel, 

and imaginative travel. Finally, it was realized that new examples of research and 

ways of capturing movement were needed (Sheller & Urry, 2016).  

 Contemplating nearly a decade of the new mobilities paradigm, mobilities 

scholars Glick Schiller and Salazar (2013) present three questions to be addressed by 

future researchers. I paraphrase them throughout the following paragraphs. The first 

question is, how can mobility be theorized so that mobility nor stasis are normalized? 

In some respects, movement is projected as valuable. Take for example, the jet-

setting of elite travelers flying across the globe. While the relative class, power, and 

status afford jetsetters a positive, cosmopolitan form of mobility, the same cannot be 

said for immigrants migrating through irregular migration. Glick Schiller and Salazar 

(2013) employ the term “regimes of mobility” to address the relationships which 

privilege the movements of some while stigmatizing the movements of others (p. 

188). 
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 The second question by Glick Schiller and Salazar (2013) is, how did the 

global context encourage the development of and later the repudiation of mobilities 

studies? Prominent social theorists and founders of Western social science, including 

Emile Durkheim, Max Weber, and Talcott Parsons, were proponents of the nation-

state. Society, with all its functions and institutions, functioned within this 

“container” of the nation-state. Issues of national security, the economy, and a 

country’s social fabric further fostered this “container” theory of society (Glick 

Schiller & Salazar, 2013). New research in mobilities studies emerged when scholars 

began considering how to study movement from outside of the perspective of a 

nation state. Mobility scholars grew concerned that all mobility would be treated as 

equal. As such, they began to emphasize that mobility does not impact all actors 

equally (Glick Schiller & Salazar, 2013). 

 Finally, Glick Schiller and Salazar (2013) ask of mobilities scholars, why 

were some forms of human mobility ignored? Glick Schiller and Salazar (2013) 

propose a regimes of mobility approach which defines “movement and stasis within 

social and economic relationships rather than in relation to geographic borders” (p. 

194). Using a regimes of mobility approach, researchers circumvent limitations by a 

priori boundaries, whether official borders or imagined perimeters.  

2.2 Transnationalism 

 Set in motion by the mobilities turn, two main changes arose in the literature: 

the transnational approach in migration studies and the idea of a network society in 

sociology (Faist, 2013). In a contemporaneous article, King (2012) suggests that 

theories on international migration are rapidly diversifying. Like the new mobilities 

paradigm, the study of transnational spaces can help avoid ‘methodological 

nationalism,’ or the tendency to view all migration activity as happening within the 

nation state (King, 2012). Here, I focus on the theory of transnationalism and the so-

called transnational turn. Portes (1999) presents the following definition of 

transnational activities, which is also cited being as an influential definition by 

geographers such as King (2012): 

 ‘activities that take place on a recurrent basis across national borders and that 

require a regular and significant commitment of time by participants…These 

activities are not limited to economic enterprises [such as sending and 
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receiving remittances, or setting up a business ‘back home’], but include 

political, cultural and religious activities as well’ (p. 464). 

 In short, transnationalism recognizes that migrants can simultaneously have 

connections to two (or more) countries. These connections can take on various 

forms, including economic, political, and social ones. One concept which arises from 

migration and transnationalism literature is the idea of multilocality. The definition 

of multilocality varies across different fields, with some fields taking locality as 

synonymous with residency or the location of home (Nadler, 2009). Throughout the 

paper multilocality refers to one of the definitions provided by Nadler (2009), where 

multilocality is characterized by “everyday life taking place at different locations” 

(p.16). While “everyday life” can literally refer to an individual’s daily rhythms, it 

can also refer to their obligations and leisure activities, in an effort to satisfy their 

everyday needs (Nadler, 2009). Thus, multilocality is also used here to refer to less 

frequent, but still typical activities such as works trips and visits to the family in 

different physical locations.  

 Overall, transnationalism represents a versatile body of literature which 

covers more topics than just migration. Vertovec (1999) presents six distinct ways in 

which transnationalism is used in research: as a social morphology, as a type of 

consciousness, as a mode of cultural reproduction, as an avenue of capital, as a site 

of political engagement, and as a reconstruction of place or locality. Vertovec does 

not present these six approaches as an exhaustive list, nor does he present them as 

discrete entities. Transnationalism renders obsolete strictly bound ideas of locality 

and community. Likewise, transnationalism literature recognizes that individuals can 

have dual or multiples identities depending on the place, either real, virtual, or 

imagined (Vertovec, 1999). Social institutions and flows of cultural information are 

more fluid. Capital, especially from transnational corporations and remittances, is not 

bound to national borders (Vertovec, 1999). Politics become a global public space 

and diasporic or transnational communities continue to engage with home-country 

politicians (Vertovec, 1999). Finally, transnationalism questions the very idea of 

place and locality as cross-border, translocalities form (Vertovec, 1999). 

Translocalities encompass areas which are broader than one geographically defined, 

bounded space.  

 We can emphasize the importance of spatial mobility and expand Portes’ 

(1999) definition of transnationalism by also considering the regular commitment of 
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not only time, but space, required by migrants to engage in transnationalism. 

Barwick (2018) suggests that in addition to considering the cross-border practices 

between the sending and receiving country, transnationalism research can also be 

expanded to include additional countries. Both mobility and locality are needed to 

constitute transnational spaces (Dahinden, 2010). Different degrees of mobility and 

locality occur in both the sending and receiving countries. There can be both 

“locality in mobility” and “mobility in locality” (Dahinden, 2010, p. 52). A person 

does not need to be physically mobile to participate in transnational connections 

(e.g., phone calls with family members, sending remittances); however, Dahinden 

(2010) proposes that the role of physical mobility should also be considered in 

transnationalism research. By understanding that the physical mobility of 

transnationalism extends beyond the one-time act of migration, we can better 

understand the ways in which mobility becomes integral to a migrant’s life strategies 

(Dahinden, 2010). 

 In addition to including the spatial mobility of migrants, transnationalism 

erodes the prominence of national frames of reference (Török, 2017). For Török 

(2017) “transnationality represents the connection between migrants and non-

migrants across national borders” (p. 391). Both micro-level processes, such as social 

and symbolic ties among individuals, and macro-level processes, such as 

Europeanization and globalization, decrease the importance of territoriality fixed 

spaces. Likewise, the perception of a common identity that spans more than one 

locality is foundational for transnational communities (Vertovec, 2001). It is worth 

noting that although transnationalism erodes some boundaries of nation states, it does 

not nullify them. For example, patterns of immigration and emigration reveal that 

some nations pool human resources whereas other provide human resources. 

Moreover, as noted by Dahinden (2010), the regulatory power of the state still 

impacts who is included and who gets excluded.  

 Inequalities can be studied in relation to transnational migrants. For economic 

migrants, transnationalism is sometimes accompanied by the ‘status paradox of 

migration’: a high socioeconomic status in their country of origin and a low 

socioeconomic status in their destination country (King, 2012). Take, for example, 

Ghanaian migrants who have low social status in Germany. Despite the 

comparatively low status in their receiving country, the comparatively high status in 

their sending country affords them the ability to send remittances home. Ghanaian 
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migrants can then flaunt their comparative wealth during subsequent return visits 

(King, 2012). Likewise, in Romania remittances sent from abroad have restructured 

domestic social and economic statuses (Török, 2017).  

 Political undercurrents among countries and migration policies also impact 

the inequalities migrants face and the transnational practices of individuals. 

Regarding transnationalism, Faist (2013) uses cross-border mobility and welfare-

competition state as an example to highlight the importance of understanding 

inequalities when discussing mobilities. Movement across borders illustrates the 

interdependence of the contemporary world. Like Sheller and Urry (2006), Faist 

(2013) employs the ideas of sedentarism and nomadism. Sedentarism represents the 

old welfare state, where migration control was prioritized. Now, positively connoted 

mobility or nomadism is associated with the welfare-competition state.  

 In Faist’s welfare-competition state example, there are two groups: labor 

migrants and highly skilled workers (2013). Although highly skilled migrants are 

“wanted and welcome” by welfare-competition states, labor migrants are viewed as 

immigrants who are “wanted but not welcome” (Faist, 2013, p. 1643). Both groups 

are mobile and are migrants; however, their social statuses in their receiving society 

are not equal. Low skilled workers are viewed as problematic and failing to integrate 

if they maintain transnational ties. On the other hand, highly skilled workers are 

sought after by national states and according to Faist’s welfare competition state 

example (2013), are not even regarded as immigrants. Without the label of 

immigrant there is “allegedly, no issue of integration” (Faist, 2013, p. 1642). They 

are perceived as more economically efficient and thus their transnational 

connections, such as university degrees from another country, can even be 

considered assets (Faist, 2013). Alho & Sippola (2019) demonstrate that some 

Estonian immigrants in Finland are impacted by the idea of who is “deserving” of 

social citizenship in Finland’s welfare state. In their interviews, Alho & Sippola 

(2019) found that Estonian migrants associate their employment with deservingness 

access to social welfare in Finland. As such, it is important to keep in mind that 

immigrants are impacted by political currents and negotiate them in their daily lives. 

2.3 Integration 

 Berry (1997) approaches integration as a potential acculturation strategy. 

Berry asks the question, “What happens to individuals, who have developed in one 
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cultural context, when they attempt to live in a new cultural context?” (1997, p.6). 

This question is answered through the explanation of four acculturation strategies, 

one of which is integration. When two groups from different cultures come into 

contact with one another, the resulting changes that stem from intercultural group 

encounter is called “acculturation”. Acculturation is likely to occur following 

migration (Berry, 1997).  

 Given that not all groups are equal in power, there is normally a dominant 

group (sometimes called the “majority”) and a non-dominant group (sometimes 

called the “minority”) (Berry, 1997). Regardless of their position as dominant or 

non-dominant, each group will have an acculturation strategy based on cultural 

maintenance and contact & participation—to what extent do they maintain their own 

culture and choose to interact with (or avoid) other groups (Berry, 1997). Based on 

these two matters, Berry (1997) states that there are four acculturation strategies: 

assimilation, separation/segregation, integration, and marginalization. Here, I focus 

on integration.  

 For Berry (1997), integration requires mutual accommodation from both the 

dominant and non-dominant group. Thus, the non-dominant group can only choose 

integration as an acculturation strategy if the dominant group does as well. This 

happens in multi-cultural societies where dominant group members are open to 

interaction with other groups (Berry, 1997). For the non-dominant group, integration 

means retaining their cultural integrity, engaging with society at large, and adopting 

values from the dominant group (Berry, 1997). For integration to function, the 

dominant group must adapt its institutions to accommodate the non-dominant group 

(e.g., education, healthcare, and labor market). The implementation of integration as 

an acculturation strategy will depend on group level factors, including push/pull 

factors for the non-dominant group (why did they migrate?) and historical attitudes 

of the dominant group (are they welcoming to outsiders?), as well as psychological 

or individual level factors, including age, gender, education, coping abilities, and 

cultural distance (Berry, 1997).  

More recent scholarship in North America and Europe presents integration as 

a more complex, two-way process. Integration is not viewed as a linear progression 

ending in a permanent, achieved status of “integrated.” Immigrants are considered 

alongside natives and their institutions; both groups impact the experiences of one 

another (Spencer & Charsely, 2016).  Integration develops differently across domains 
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(Spencer & Charsely, 2016). Integration in the workplace may not be accompanied 

by social integration. For instance, an individual may be fully employed and own a 

home; however, they may also lack the linguistic skills to make friends. A positive or 

negative experience in one domain can permeate other domains. The lack of a robust 

social life and community may discourage an immigrant who is otherwise 

“successful” in the labor or education domain. Negative and positive experiences 

across the various domains work in synergy, impacting a migrant’s health and well-

being. Furthermore, although a person may be considered integrated structurally, 

socially, and civically, they may have no shared identity or sense of belonging with 

the receiving country (Spencer & Charsely, 2016). Integration is not a fixed status, 

but a constantly negotiated social process. A more in-depth discussion on integration 

is provided alongside the theoretical framework.  

2.4 Mobility research on transnationalism and integration 

 Mobility research can elucidate how social and spatial integration are related. 

Here, I provide examples from mobility research in Israel and Estonia. Neither study 

focuses specifically on the integration of immigrants, but instead on the integration 

or spatial segregation of minority groups. Schnell and Haj-Yahya (2014) explore the 

integration of Arab-Palestinians in Israel. Participants were divided based on their 

workplaces into “localists” and “commuters.” Because of the location of their 

workplaces, commuters spent significant portions of their day in Jewish-Israeli 

spaces. GPS data and interviews were used to assess the activity spaces of both 

groups. Interviews provided information about residence, cultural symbols displayed 

at home, social linkages, tele/mass communications, attachment to ethnic spaces, 

identify, and worldview. Statistical analysis compared responses among participants. 

Activity spaces in Jewish-Israeli spaces opened up some forms of integration and 

work opportunities; however, these activity spaces were not found to be deterministic 

factors for Arab-Palestinians (Schnell & Haj-Yahya, 2014). As a whole, mobility and 

inter-ethnic spaces of counter did not decrease residential segregation. 

 Research from Estonia by Järv, Müürisepp, Ahas, Derudder, and Witlox 

(2015) demonstrates ethnic differences in activity spaces. Activity spaces can be 

thought of as the spatial distribution of a person’s movements and activities. 

Language was used as the proxy to divide the majority Estonian speaking ethnic 

group with the minority Russian speaking ethnic group. Mobile phone data of 560 
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individuals were collected over one year. Individual daily activity locations were 

tracked using mobile phone, evaluated, and aggregated into daily, monthly, and 

annual activity spaces.  

 Analysis of sociodemographic factors, such as language, gender, age, and 

home location had moderate explanatory power. Linguistic, or ethnic differences, 

could explain up to one-fifth of the variation in activity spaces (Järv et al., 2015). 

Russian speakers tended to visit fewer activity locations and the locations that they 

did visit were more concentrated. This resulted in a different spatial extent and shape 

of activity spaces than Estonian speakers. Differences became more pronounced as 

the temporal extent broadened to monthly and annual activity spaces (Järv et al., 

2015). Both studies on the activity spaces demonstrate the importance of collecting 

both spatial and social data. It is important to compare results across data sources to 

understand if and how, spatial and social segregation correlate. 

 Although transnationalism and integration are separate concepts, it is 

sometimes difficult to disentangle the two concepts. Previous work by Kemppainen 

et al. (2020) and Erdal & Oeppen (2013) have explored the relationship between the 

two. Depending on a migrant’s level of connectedness to the sending and receiving 

country, transnationalism manifests in different ways. Connectedness to the receiving 

country can be thought of as integration, whereas connectedness to the sending 

country can be thought of as attachment (Mügge, 2016). Integration in the receiving 

country does not necessarily preclude attachment to the sending country and vice 

versa (Mügge, 2016). The illustrations of transnational practices in Appendix A, 

Figure 1 - Appendix A, Figure 4 are based on a study of post-accession migrants 

from Central and Eastern Europe (Engbersen, Leerkes, Grabowska-Lusinska, Snel & 

Burgers, 2013). In the study, 654 labor migrants living in the Netherlands were 

surveyed to assess their transnational ties. Their countries of origin included 

Bulgaria, Poland, and Romania. Researchers grouped the migrants into four 

categories: circular migrants, bi-national migrants, footloose migrants, and settlement 

migrants. Sociocultural transnational activities, such as patterns of labor migration, 

influenced the categories.  

 Circular migrants are strongly attached to the country of origin and weakly 

attached to the country of destination (Engbersen et al., 2013). Bi-national migrants 

are those who are strongly attached to both countries (Engbersen et al., 2013). On the 

contrary, footloose migrants have weak attachments to both countries. Finally, 
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settlement migrants have weak attachments to the country of origin and strong 

attachments to their country of destination (Engbersen et al., 2013). The four 

categories in the study Engbersen et al. (2013) were later concisely explained by 

Mügge (2016) in relation to integration and transnationalism. They include: 

 Circular migrants (Appendix A, Figure 1 - Appendix A, Figure 4): Polish and 

Romanian seasonal workers are representative of circular migrants. Seasonal workers 

have little connection to the Netherlands. They do not speak the language, do not 

have a Dutch bank account, and lack Dutch contacts. Circular migrants also tend to 

be older and have partners in their home country. Importantly, circular migrants have 

no long-term plans in the Netherlands (Engbersen et al., 2013; Mügge, 2016).  

 Bi-national migrants (Appendix A, Figure 2): Highly skilled Polish migrants 

are representative of bi-national migrants. Bi-national migrants have higher 

socioeconomic status and integration levels than circular migrants; however, they 

also remain in contact with Polish friends and family, own property in Poland, and 

send remittances. Their higher incomes levels are important in maintaining 

transnational connections. Like circular migrants, bi-national migrants have no long-

term plans in the Netherlands (Engbersen et al., 2013; Mügge, 2016). 

 Footloose migrants (Appendix A, Figure 3): Younger, less-skilled migrants 

without work permits make up the population of footloose migrants. They are either 

unemployed or employed informally. Footloose migrants have little contact with the 

Dutch, do not speak the language, and normally remain in the Netherlands for less 

than a year (Engbersen et al., 2013; Mügge, 2016). 

 Settlement migrants (Appendix A, Figure 4): Settlement migrants consist of 

highly educated Romanian and Bulgarian migrants. In addition to their higher 

socioeconomic status, settlement migrants have more contact with the Dutch. For 

example, they have Dutch friends and have acquired Dutch language skills. 

Settlement migrants intend to stay in the Netherlands for five or more years 

(Engbersen et al., 2013; Mügge, 2016). 

These examples from the Netherlands illustrate that strong or weak ties to the 

homeland are not necessarily indicative of integration or lack thereof. For example, 

although footloose migrants have limited connections to their home countries, they 

also have limited connections to their destination country. Comparatively, bi-national 

migrants are integrated in their destination country, yet they have strong connections 

to both their country of origin and their destination country.   
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3 Theoretical framework 

 A key contribution of this thesis is the theoretical framework I propose, 

where transnationalism and integration are studied jointly as social processes. The 

framework expands upon previous models where integration is conceptualized as a 

series of domains. I contribute to the existing literature by adding a spatial domain. 

By examining the actual spatial use, potential spatial use, and local knowledge of 

migrants, the model paints a more comprehensive picture of their integration. The 

framework is adaptable to different spatial and temporal scales. It is also actor 

centered and focuses on individual migrants. Using this framework, I generate a 

“snapshot” of 1) a migrant as an individual, 2) their relationship to their sending 

society & receiving society, and 3) the relationship between their sending society & 

receiving society. Figure 1 depicts a model of the theoretical framework that is 

operationalized in the following section. 

 

Figure 1. Model of the proposed theoretical framework, jointly approaching the 

connection between integration and transnationalism. The model demonstrates the 

relationship between multiple entities (Place 1, Place 2, and the Individual) and 

across various domains (social, structural, cultural, civic & political, identity, and 

spatial).  
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3.1 Social processes 

 Under this framework, transnationalism and integration are viewed as social 

processes. Erdal & Oeppen (2013) note that in politics and older academic literature, 

transnationalism and integration are not usually viewed as social processes. 

Integration in particular is often seen as a social or political goal, instead of as a 

process. Furthermore, the securitization and politicization of migration contributes to 

the belief that transnationalism undermines integration. Under the securitization 

mentality, the loyalty of migrants is questioned—are migrants loyal to their country 

of origin or their host country (Mügge, 2016)? Integration and transnationalism are 

thus placed at odds with one another. Transnationalism, or more specifically 

transnational activities, are regarded as counterproductive when integration is the 

regarded as an end goal and not a process.  

 If transnationalism and integration are thought of as in conflict with one 

another, then it is impossible for immigrants involved in transnational activities to 

fully integrate into the host society. This assumption is erroneous and falls into the 

“zero sum” fallacy. Integration and transnationalism are not necessarily in conflict 

with one another. Although transnational activities demand time and energy from a 

migrant, which in turn can detract from the time and energy spent on integration, this 

is not always the case. Research has demonstrated that engagement in one society 

does not necessarily negate engagement in the other (Snel, Engersen & Leerkes, 

2006; Erdal & Oeppen, 2013; Mügge, 2016; Kemppainen et al., 2020). Transnational 

ties can help facilitate integration. 

 When transnationalism and integration are understood as social processes, it 

is easier to see that they share many similarities (Erdal & Oeppen, 2013). As social 

processes, there are no clear end goals in which a migrant must achieve. Although 

transnationalism and integration may be viewed as disparate social processes, they 

both involve “people adapt[ing] to changing circumstances due to spatial movement 

by themselves or others” (Erdal & Oeppen, 2013, p. 875). When a migrant moves 

from Country A to Country B, they must learn how to live in their new environment. 

For many migrants, adjusting to a new place involves adapting to new milieu while 

maintaining transnational ties and incorporating their existing customs. The 

separation between transnationalism and integration can be unclear or does not 

necessarily exist in the lived experience of a migrants. Thus, it is also sensible to 

analyze both social processes under one theoretical framework. 
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3.2 Actor-centered 

 Migrants are actors who make choices in the social processes of integration 

and transnationalism. Using an actor-centered approach further reduces the perceived 

differences between transnationalism and integration (Erdal & Oeppen, 2013). In the 

daily lives of migrants, transnational practices and integration merge into one lived 

experience. Moreover, it is important to recognize that neither migrants nor members 

of the receiving society are homogenous groups. Using individual based models 

eschews the idea that ethnic groups are self-evident identities (Shdema, Haj-Yahya & 

Schnell, 2018). Thus, this framework takes an actor-centered approach which focus 

on the individual. 

3.3 Domains 

 This framework explores integration and transnationalism across six 

domains: social, structural, cultural, civic & political, identity, and spatial. These 

seven categories are built on previous research where transnationalism (Vertovec, 

1999) and integration are conceptualized through different domains (Ager & Strang, 

2008; Spencer & Charsley, 2016) or dimensions (Kemppainen et al., 2020). Using 

domains to conceptualize transnationalism and integration underscores that they are 

social processes with diverse manifestations. Transnationalism does not necessitate 

predictable trajectories (Tsuda, 2012). Likewise, there is no singular end goal of 

“fully integrated.” 

 A migrant’s engagement with the sending society and receiving society varies 

by domain. Throughout the integration process these domains may be interconnected 

and exert a positive, negative, or neutral influence over each other (Erdal & Oeppen, 

2013; Spencer & Charsley, 2016; Kemppainen et al., 2020). The same applies 

to transnationalism. Transnational engagement with the sending society and 

involvement in the host society can be zero-sum, co-exist neutrally, positively 

reinforce, or negatively reinforce one another (Tsuda, 2012). By accounting for 

multiple domains, researchers avoid focusing too narrowly on one area or on the 

individual alone (Spencer and Charsley, 2016). 

 Take, as an example, an Australian software engineer living in France. Let’s 

call her Sophia. Sophia is fully employed and has local friends, but she cannot speak 

French. She made most of her friends at work; however, her full-time work schedule 

also makes it difficult to take language classes. Furthermore, the time zone 
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difference, coupled with an eight-hour workday, makes it difficult to call family 

members in Australia. Although Sophia’s employment supports her social 

engagement and provides financial stability, it hinders her linguistic progress and 

ability to maintain transnational social ties. By using domains, it is also easier to 

understand transnationalism and integration as social processes. 

 Integration is a “chaotic” concept and lacks a single-handedly accepted 

definition (Ager & Strang, 2008). To address this, Ager & Strang (2008) produce an 

operational definition of integration based on ten core domains. The ten domains are 

interdependent and capture a normative understanding of integration: employment, 

housing, education, social bridges (with other communities), social links (between 

individuals and structures of the state/government services), social bonds (with 

family, co-ethnic, co-national, and co-religious groups), language & cultural 

knowledge, safety & stability, and rights & citizenship. Spencer and Charsley (2016) 

employ a different set of domains as a heuristic device for understanding integration. 

Their framework includes structural, social, cultural, civic & political participation, 

and identity domains. In their study about multiple marginalization, Kemppainen et 

al. (2020) employ the terms dimensions and foci. There are four dimensions in their 

framework: structural, social, cultural, and identificational. Sans the inclusion of the 

civic & political participation domain, these four dimensions are the same domains 

used by Spencer and Charsley (2016). Kemppainen et al. also include three foci of 

integration in their framework: host society, transnational sphere, and co-ethnic 

community (2020). These foci unite integration and transnationalism under one 

framework. 

 The domains used by Spencer and Charsely (2016) and dimensions used by 

Kemppainen et al. (2020) are five of the six domains included in my framework: 

structural, social, cultural, civic & political, and identity. These categories paint a 

detailed picture of the integration process for transnational migrants. The structural 

domain encompasses the labor market, housing market, education, and training. The 

social domain includes social interaction, relationships, and marriage. Additionally, 

the cultural domain covers values, attitudes, behavior, and overall lifestyle. The 

domain of civic and political participation captures community life and democratic 

processes, such as voting or lobbying. Finally, the domain of identity is comprised of 

shared identity and the sense of (or lack of) belonging experienced by migrants 

(Spencer & Charsley, 2016).  
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 In addition to these five domains, I include a spatial domain which, as noted 

in the introduction, is less left acknowledged in the literature. By doing so, the 

framework can bridge a theoretical gap by including the spatial integration of 

transnational migrants. The spatial and social dimensions of society are interwoven 

and reflect one another (Järv et al., 2015; Sheller & Urry, 2006). Given the 

importance of mobility in modern society, it is important to not only understand 

social mobility, but also spatial mobility (Flamm & Kaufmann, 2006). Understanding 

the spatial dynamics of integration will lead to a deeper understanding of the social 

dynamics of integration and vice versa. Thus, in addition to the aforementioned 

domains—structural, social, cultural, civic & political, and identity—the framework 

includes the spatial domain.  

 One example of the spatial domain is spatial use. Spatial use, or the realized 

use of space, captures the physical movements and rhythms of migrants visiting 

places and activity locations. This includes regular movements, such as commuting 

to work, picking up children from school, attending synagogue, or walking to the 

grocery stores. It also captures less frequent movements, such as taking a vacation, 

going to the movies, spending the holidays with family, and visiting “back home.” In 

addition to capturing geographic data, there is an inherent temporal component to 

spatial use. Data on spatial use can be collected using active methods such as travel 

diaries and in-depth interviews or through more passive methods such as GPS 

trackers, social media geotagging, and mobile phone usage (Järv et al. 2021). 

Studying spatial use has revealed ethnic differences in the use of urban space (Järv et 

al., 2015), although the link between ethnic inequality and use of space is complex 

and is also influenced by the self-estimated social status (Järv et al. 2020). Use of 

space can also reveal differences in social integration patterns (Licoppe et al., 2008). 

Longer social processes, such as generational differences between the inter-European 

migration patterns of migrants and their children (Barwick, 2018), are also captured 

by studying spatial use and mobility.  

 Another example of the spatial domain is local knowledge. Local knowledge 

captures a migrant’s spatial expertise. When a migrant moves to a new place, they 

undergo spatial apprenticeship and develop knowledge about their new surroundings 

(Buhr, 2018). This spatial apprenticeship is one part of the process of becoming a 

“local.” Buhr (2018) describes a local as “those who have been living in a place for 

an amount of time that has granted them with certain intimate local understanding, a 
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degree of familiarity that allows them to do certain things which non-locals would 

not do, or to do them with more ease than non-locals would” (p. 312). Furthermore, 

unlike the term “national” or “citizen,” the term “local” is not ethicized, nor is it tied 

to official recognition by the state (Buhr, 2018). There are various manifestations of 

“a local” and as such, various ways to become a local. Thus, the inclusion of local 

knowledge further underscores the idea that integration is a social process and does 

not have a definitive end point. 

 As opposed to simply following a map from Point A to Point B, a local 

navigates their surroundings with added layers of understanding. A local knows what 

street to take to work, not based on distance or speed alone, but because there is a 

bakery on the way that sells delicious pastries. Likewise, a local knows to avoid the 

closest grocery store because the one slightly further away has better produce and 

lower prices. The spatial expertise practiced by locals is closely related to what 

Flamm and Kaufmann (2006) term as “motility.” Motility can be thought of as the 

potential use of space. Flamm & Kaufmann (2006) define motility as “how an 

individual or group takes possession of the realm of possibilities for mobility and 

builds on it to develop personal projects” (p.168). In other words, motility captures 

how individuals learn to use their spatial knowledge to suit their needs.  

 In addition to considering spatial use and local knowledge, the spatial domain 

recognizes that integration and transnationalism happen both “here” and “there” 

(Mügge, 2016). In this sense, “here” is the receiving society and “there” is the 

sending society. Relationships between the individual, the sending society, and the 

receiving society are multidirectional. What happens in one country has the potential 

to impact a migrant’s experience with the other. Developments and relationships 

“back home” in the sending society may facilitate or impede integration in the 

receiving society (Mügge, 2016). Accordingly, the effects of migration are not 

limited to the geographical boundaries of the receiving society.  

 For example, a weakening currency in the sending society may erode migrant 

savings, subsequently disrupting their financial stability in the receiving society. 

Likewise, home spaces in the sending society can be transformed by transnationalism 

(Collins, 2009). Remittances may benefit the family of a migrant in the form of 

rental payments, educational costs, material goods (e.g., cars, electronics, and 

houses), or entrepreneurial investments. On the contrary, a migrant’s physical 

absence can also create personal stress as well as for their family members. In cases 
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of return migration, transnational connections may persist (Collins, 2009; Tedeschi, 

Vorobeva & Jauhiainen, 2020). Migrants bring back new skills, investments, social 

capital, and cultural views garnered from their host society. By studying the interplay 

between the host society and sending society, the spatial domain helps unify the 

related processes of integration and transnationalism.  

3.4 Model of the theoretical framework 

 The proposed framework is flexible and can be modified to fit various 

research questions and objectives. Policy makers and NGOs could use the framework 

to foster discussion about the integration of transnational individuals. Researchers 

can use the framework as a basis for qualitative research methods. For instance, it 

can be used to draft semi-structured interviews or as a visual aid during focus groups. 

Alternatively, the framework can be used in quantitative research, for example, in 

crafting surveys or identifying clustering across transnational migrants. Figure 1 

illustrates a model of the theoretical framework, which is explained in detail below. 

 Figure 1 is a model of the theoretical framework and depicts the integration 

of individuals who are connected to two (or more) places. Transnationalism and 

integration are the most apparent applications for the model; however, it is not 

limited to the boundary of nation states. The model is adaptable to a variety of 

research questions and spatial scales. In its most basic form, the model is cross-

sectional, and, like a photograph, it captures one snapshot in time. If desired, the 

model can also be expanded and conceptualized as a series of snapshots to capture 

longitudinal data. The explanation below begins with the most basic form of the 

model. I subsequently suggest potential adaptations to different research questions 

about integration and multilocality.  

 In the most basic form of the model (Figure 2), three entities are considered: 

the Individual, Place 1, and Place 2. Like other geographies, the Individual is an 

entity complete with their own set of characteristics (e.g., age, gender, skills). Place 1 

and Place 2 are locations of similar scale which are significant to the Individual. For 

example, Place 1 can be a country where the Individual was born, and Place 2 can be 

another country where the Individual immigrated. Place 1 and Place 2 may also be 

two regions, states, or cities.  

 As indicated by the arrows, relationships between the three entities are 

bidirectional. The Individual both affects Place 1 and is affected by Place 1. 
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Likewise, the Individual affects Place 2 and is affected by Place 2. Both places also 

impact one another, so they too are joined with bidirectional arrows. These 

bidirectional interactions can take place both socially and spatially. Take, for 

example, a Lithuanian healthcare professional who wants to work in Sweden for 

higher wages. The joint membership of Lithuania and Sweden in the EU facilitates 

the worker moving to Sweden; however, the healthcare professional will still need to 

meet the Swedish qualifications before beginning work. If successful, the worker will 

help address the need for healthcare professionals in Sweden, while decreasing the 

supply in Lithuania. From a spatial perspective, the healthcare worker will live in a 

different country and experience new patterns of mobility, such as their daily 

physical movements, face-to-face interactions with different people, and new 

destinations for leisure activities. 

 

Figure 2. Basic model of the proposed theoretical framework. 

 In the full version of the model (Figure 1), individual traits and domains 

provide additional details. These are also listed in Table 1. Domains are place-based 

and may vary from Place 1 to Place 2 whereas individual traits do not. includes 

examples of individual traits and domains. For example, an Individual will have the 

same skills or education regardless of location; however, depending on the location, 

these skills and academic merits may be recognized differently (or not at all). This is 

why qualifications, in contrast to skills, are considered place-based and therefore fall 

under the structural domain. Although a migrant may be educated as a doctor in their 

sending society, this does not mean that their receiving society recognizes these 

qualifications. The characteristics of the Individual that are contingent on place are 
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considered alongside Place 1 and Place 2. Identity, perhaps most obviously, 

demonstrates this—a migrant’s identity can change when considered in relation to 

different locations. Thus, in this framework, Identity is a domain as opposed to an 

individual trait. In actuality, Identity is both part of the geography of the Individual 

and geographies of Place 1/Place 2; however, the separation in the model prevents 

overlap during analysis. 

Table 1. Individual traits and place-based domains 

Individual traits Domains 

Age 

Gender 

Citizenship 

Subjective nationality 

Education 

Language skills 

Other skills 

Social 

Structural 

Cultural 

Civic & political 

Identity 

Spatial 

  

 In the context of transnationalism and integration, the model can be used to 

examine the Individual, their Sending society, and their Receiving society. This 

relationship is demonstrated in Figure 3. Place 2 might also be another society where 

the individual has never lived but has close connections. Diasporas are key examples. 

Members of diasporic communities, especially the children of migrants, may be 

connected to an imagined homeland in which they have never lived but are culturally 

or politically connected to (Dahinden, 2010).  

 The model is adaptable to different research questions and spatial scales. It is 

possible for migrants to be meaningfully connected to more than two places. 

Therefore, the model can be expanded to include additional locations. These places 

are not limited to countries and may include cities, states/provinces, and regions. In 

Figure 4, Place 3 is added to the basic model to illustrate diverse multilocal ties. To 

build on the ideas further, Figure 5 captures the transnational dynamics among three 

societies. Its counterpart, Figure 6, explores a different spatial scale—three towns, as 

opposed to three countries, are included in the model.  

 Transnationalism sometimes involves more than two countries. Some 

migrants move to multiple countries over the course of their lifetime (Barwick, 
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2018). As seen in Figure 5, Place 1, 2, and 3 could be the Sending Society, Receiving 

Society, and a Third Society. As opposed to a two-country model, a framework with 

multiple geographies may better capture integration of refugees and their circuitous 

paths to asylum. For example, there are refugees from Syria who first migrate to 

Turkey. Although the Syrian refugees may ultimately seek asylum in Germany or 

Sweden, their path can be varied. Furthermore, incorporating additional geographies 

is useful for understanding multi-generational migrations. Children of migrants who 

also become migrants may be connected to three societies: their birth country, their 

new country, and their parents’ birth country. 

 The model is not limited to analysis of nation-states. It can also be used to 

understand integration of individuals within a country or region. This could be 

especially helpful for understanding the rural-urban migrations which are shifting 

demographics around the world. How do domestic migrants who move from a rural 

town integrate into a city? Likewise, as seen in Figure 6, the model can be used as a 

tool to study people who leave their hometown to attend university then move to a 

third city for work.  

 In addition to accounting for various spatial scales, the model can also be 

adjusted for extended temporal scales. Figure 7 demonstrates how taking several 

"snapshots" over time can depict longitudinal data. Depending on the research 

questions, researchers can set the time period between each snapshot to be a set 

number of weeks, months, or years. Data for each snapshot can be captured by a 

recurring survey or interview of members of the study population. Researchers can 

then compare the data gleaned from each snapshot. By comparing data over time, the 

model can help reveal how the processes of integration and multilocality take place.  



25 

 

 

 

Figure 3. Capturing the relationship between the individual, sending society, and 

receiving society using the proposed theoretical model.  

 

 

 

 

Figure 4. Capturing diverse multilocal ties to three places, using the proposed 

theoretical model. 
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Figure 5. An example of transnationalism involving three countries, using the 

proposed theoretical model. 

 

Figure 6. Thinking beyond transnationalism by using a hometown, current town, and 

college town as the different places in the proposed theoretical model.  
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Figure 7. The proposed theoretical model, adapted for longitudinal studies as a 

series of snapshots.  
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4 Study setting 

 Separated by the Gulf of Finland, Estonia and Finland lie less than 100km 

apart from one another. Regularly operating and relatively affordable ferries shuttle 

people between the capitals, Tallinn and Helsinki, in just a few hours. A flight, for 

comparison, takes only 35 minutes. Travel between the two countries is facilitated by 

their membership in the European Union (EU), Schengen Area, and eurozone. In 

addition to geographic proximity, the countries also share linguistic proximity—the 

Estonian and Finnish languages are closely related branches of the Finno-Ugric 

language family. These traits support close interaction between Estonia and Finland, 

thus forming a functional cross-border region. Today, both countries share regular, 

although somewhat asymmetric, flows of people. 

 Migration is one of these asymmetric flows of people between Estonia and 

Finland. Throughout the end of the twentieth century and beginning of the twenty-

first century, Finland has been a key destination for Estonian migrants. Estonia is not 

typically seen as a migration destination for Finns. Although in recent years, this is 

changing slightly, as scholars have noted an uptick in Finns moving to Estonia, but 

on a smaller magnitude (Tammaru et al., 2020). In 2019, Finland received almost 

33,000 migrants. Despite Estonia’s small population of about 1.3 million, 2,000 (6%) 

of those immigrants arrived from Estonia. Today, more than half of the Estonian 

immigrants currently living in Finland reside in the Uusimaa region, home to the 

Helsinki metropolitan area (Statistics Finland, 2020). In the same year, 

approximately 13,000 people emigrated from Estonia. About 2,300 (18%) of those 

emigrants moved to Finland (Statistics Estonia, 2020). 

 Historically, migration from Estonia to Finland can be grouped into two main 

waves. Although the two waves had different motivations for migration, all migrants 

experience integration and transnationalism to some extent. The first wave started in 

the early 1990s and is associated with migrants who moved for familial connections 

(Tammaru et al., 2020). Following the collapse of the Soviet Union, Finland gave 

Ingrian Finns the right to return in 1990. At the time, Ingrian Finns lived mainly in 

Russia and Estonia. Those with a parent or grandparent who had Finnish citizenship 

were eligible to migrate to Finland (Tammaru et al., 2020). During this wave of 

migration, those who chose to migrate normally did so with the intention to stay in 
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Finland permanently, especially on the basis of family reasons (Tammaru et al., 

2020). 

 The second wave of migration followed Estonia’s accession to the EU in 

2004. Prior to accession, there were about 10,000 Estonians living in Finland. After 

the accession, this number increased to 46,000 in 2017 (Tammaru et al., 2020). This 

wave of migration was larger and mostly characterized by economic migration 

(Tammaru et al., 2020). Blue-collar workers in particular, whose labor was in-

demand in Finland, found the opportunity desirable. Following EU accession, 

migration from Estonia to Finland continued to increase until it peaked around 2011-

2012 (Tammaru et al., 2020).  

 An OECD report written at the time of peak migration concluded that “the 

average migrant from Estonia is a male blue-collar worker aged 15-34, moving to 

Finland to work in the construction sector” (Kaska, 2013, p.33). The same report 

suggested that brain drain (the loss of highly skilled individuals) and de-skilling 

(working in a job that does not require an individual’s qualifications) were not 

significant issues for Estonia. Compared to the average Estonian, migrants were 

younger and less educated. Given that blue-collar workers make up the largest share 

of registered, unemployed Estonians, the OECD report suggests that emigration may 

benefit Estonia, as these two populations tend to coincide. In addition to gaining 

skills and social capital abroad, financial capital can be sent home through 

remittances. Estonian emigrants were also more likely to seek higher education 

abroad, even if that was not their original intention (Kaska, 2013).  

 In 2013, migration from Estonia to Finland began to decrease. This is both 

due to decreased Estonian population, especially in the age group 20-40, and 

increased return migration from Finland (Tammaru et al., 2020). In 2015, return 

migration became so common that net immigration to Estonia was higher than net 

emigration to Finland (Tammaru et al., 2020). According to a “Talents Back Home!” 

project, 89% of Estonian migrants were likely to return if they found a good 

opportunity “back home.” Incentives to return included a good standard of living, 

satisfactory work environment, job with international dimensions, as well as 

closeness to friends and family (Kaska, 2013).  

  The issue of return migration raises questions about integration in the host 

society. In the case of Estonians living in Finland, research suggests that return 

migration is not necessarily related to poor integration in Finnish society (Anniste & 



30 

 

Tammaru, 2014). Anniste and Tammaru (2014) studied return migration to Estonia 

along ethnic lines. Their study population was divided into two ethnicities: ethnic 

Estonians and ethnic Russians. Overall, ethnic Estonians showed higher levels of 

integration in Finland. Despite these higher levels of integration, Anniste and 

Tammaru (2014) also found that ethnic Estonians were more likely to have intentions 

of return migration. 

 Anniste, Pukkonen, and Paas (2017) suggest that the geographical and 

linguistic proximity, two traits which facilitate movement between the two countries, 

may also contribute to incomplete migration patterns from Estonia to Finland. 

Transnational commuters, who work abroad but return home regularly, likely 

contributed to this phenomenon of return migration. At a rate of 15.8 per 1,000 

inhabitants, Estonia had some of the highest rates of transnational commuters per 

capita in the EU (Wirtschaftsforschung, 2009). Although transnational commuters 

work in Finland, they retain strong ties to Estonia. According to Anniste et al. 

(2017), transnational commuters do not consider Finland as their new country of 

residence.  

 Telve (2016) further describes transnational, Estonian commuters who work 

in Finland. In 2016, of the 15,000 Estonia-Finland commuters, 12,000 were male 

(Telve, 2016). Desirable industries for migrants include construction, transportation, 

and the storing and processing industry. The higher wages in Finland, cultural 

similarities, and geographical proximity make Finland an appealing workplace. 

Telve’s year-long field work in Finland focused on the cross-border commuting 

patterns of blue-collar and skilled workers. Her work was limited to men working in 

construction, in factories, at shipyards, and in the waste sector. Most of these men 

had a relationship, marriage, and/or children in Estonia. Among the study population, 

mobility patterns were quite regular. Workers returned home at least once per month 

or followed a pattern of working 10 days, then returning home for 3 (Telve, 2016). 

The time and effort required for commuting were viewed as tiring, but necessary for 

a better quality of life. Most workers had no long-term plans in Finland and intended 

to return to Estonia at some point (Telve, 2016).  
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5 Data and methods 

5.1 Data  

 The main source of data is a comprehensive social survey (n=1969) titled 

“Finland’s Estonia-origin population survey”. The survey is from a project led by 

researchers at the University of Tartu called the RITA-RÄNNE project: Challenges of 

migration dependence and integration for the Estonian state, employers, 

communities and education. Survey responses were collected in spring 2019. 

Participants include Estonians over the age of 18 who are living and/or working in 

Finland. According to the Finnish population register, Finland was the place of 

residence for all respondents as of 01.01.2019. All respondents moved to Finland in 

the year 2000, the earliest entry in the register, or later. Survey questions capture 

sociodemographic information and shed light on the lives of Estonian migrants living 

in Finland.  

 Initial questions include the length of time spent in Finland, reasons for 

moving to Finland, and which country individuals consider their main residence. 

Other topics pertain to residence, including the ownership (or rental) status of their 

home, relationship to Estonia, and intentions to stay in Finland or return to Estonia. 

Various questions relate to employment, such as employment status, education level, 

and qualifications for current job (e.g., the existence of underemployment or de-

skilling). Family questions, such as marital status, nationality of spouse, number of 

children, and home language are asked as well.  

 Questions about communication, such as the use of SIM cards (Estonian 

and/or Finnish), frequency of contact, and communication methods (e.g., social 

media, phone calls and messages) are included. The survey covers topics about news 

sources and habits. Participants were asked about the nationality of frequent contacts, 

such as neighbors, co-workers, and acquaintances. Respondents rated their 

relationships with Finnish society, including their perceptions of values and 

interactions with Finnish contacts. Additional questions pertain to life satisfaction in 

Finland, lifestyle choices, and transnational behaviors. These include questions about 

which country, Estonia and/or Finland, respondents do activities like spending time 

with family and friends, enjoying leisure time, and accessing healthcare services. The 

survey concludes with simple demographic questions.  
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 Respondents are generally working age (18-64). The youngest respondent is 

18, the oldest 99, and the average 44 (IQR 35- 54). Overall, males are 

underrepresented in the survey, as about 65% of respondents are female. The 

majority of respondents are employed (78%). Others are students (6%), retired (4%), 

on parental leave (4%), or unemployed (5%). For about half of respondents, their 

highest education level is secondary education. Another 46% completed some form 

of tertiary education. This includes those with university degrees (bachelors 17%, 

masters 8%, doctoral 1%) and those who completed vocational education after 

completing secondary school (20%).  

Respondents indicated one citizenship—Estonian, Finnish, Russian, or Other. 

Nearly all respondents (91%) have Estonian citizenship. Only 6% have Finnish 

citizenship. Less than 1% have Russian citizenship and 2% have some other 

citizenship. Although Finland accepts multiple citizenship and Russia offers 

dual/secondary citizenship options, Estonia does not allow dual citizenship after the 

age of 22 for people born with dual-citizenship or for naturalized citizens.  

Respondents could indicate multiple subjective nationalities—Estonian, 

Finnish, Russian, and/or Other. As such, participants have an array of subjective 

nationalities. Overall, Estonian is the most common among respondents—77% 

consider Estonian to be their only nationality. One quarter of respondents have non-

Estonian or mixed subjective nationalities. About 8% consider Russian to be their 

only nationality and 3% consider Finnish to be their only nationality. Approximately 

10% of respondents have mixed nationalities—4% Estonian-Finnish, 3% Estonian-

Russian, and 1% Russian-Finnish. Notably, 1% of the population consider 

themselves to be Estonian, Finnish, and Russian.  

Respondents provided a personal assessment of their language skills. In total, 

83% of respondents rated their Estonian skills as fluent. Only 2.5% of respondents do 

not speak Estonian. Finnish language skills are generally strong among Estonian 

migrants. Almost half of respondents rated their Finnish language skills as fluent 

(47%) and another third of respondents (31%) rated their Finnish as nearly fluent. 

About 16% speak midlevel Finnish. Less than 1% do not speak any Finnish. 

Compared to Estonian and Finnish, Russian is less common. Only 30% of 

respondents speak fluent Russian. Among respondents, 18% are nearly fluent, 20% 

speak midlevel Russian, and 16% speak some Russian. Some 14% do not speak any 

Russian. Swedish language skills are comparatively rare. Only 1% speak Swedish 
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fluently, 10% speak some Swedish, and most respondents (80%) do not speak any 

Swedish. 

5.2 Methods 

 The flow of data analysis consists of three steps: multiple correspondence 

analysis (MCA), correlation analysis, and linear regression. The MCA and 

subsequent linear regression closely follow the steps laid out by Kemppainen et al. 

(2020) in their study of multifocal integration and marginalization.  

5.2.1 An overview of multiple correspondence analysis 

 Multiple correspondence analysis (MCA) is a form of geometric data analysis 

(GDA). MCA, like principal correspondence analysis (PCA), is an extension of 

simple correspondence analysis (CA). Whereas PCA uses numerical inputs (e.g. 

age), MCA uses categorical inputs (e.g. age group) (Le Roux & Rouanet, 2011). As a 

GDA technique, MCA is a form of descriptive data analysis. The results of MCA can 

be further substantiated by inductive analysis, such as linear regression (Le Roux & 

Rouanet, 2011). Historically, MCA has been most commonly used by French 

scholars, such as the sociologist Pierre Bourdieu (Le Roux & Rouanet, 2011). The 

primary purpose of MCA is to create point clouds then analyze them. The point 

clouds constructed through MCA reveal response patterns and structures within the 

survey data.  

 The primary input of MCA is a two-way table, also known as a contingency 

table. The table is comprised of Individuals x Categorical variables (Le Roux & 

Rouanet, 2011). In simpler terms, the two-way table details how each individual 

answered the categorical survey questions. The primary outputs of MCA are two 

point clouds: 1) the cloud of individuals and 2) the cloud of categories (Le Roux & 

Rouanet, 2011). Both clouds visually represent the variance, also referred to as the 

inertia, of responses (Le Roux & Rouanet, 2011).  

 In the cloud of individuals, each point represents the response pattern of an 

individual. If the two-way table consists of 1400 respondents, the cloud of 

individuals will have 1400 points. In this sense, MCA aligns with the actor-center 

nature of the theoretical framework. For example, the cloud of individuals represents 

the pattern of individual responses, including clustering of similar response patterns. 

Completely overlapping dots in the cloud of individuals indicates those individuals 

who had the exact same response pattern (e.g., they provided identical answers to the 
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survey questions listed in the two-way table). In the cloud of categories, each point 

represents one category (one possible answer to a question). For example, if 

respondents are asked to pick their favorite season, there will be four points in the 

cloud of categories which represent this question: one point for summer, autumn, 

winter, and spring respectively.  

In both clouds, the distance between points reflects the similarity or 

dissimilarity between responses—the farther apart two points are, the more different 

they are. Like geographic maps, the distance scale is the same within and across both 

clouds (Le Roux & Rouanet, 2011). Thus, transition formulas can be used to convert 

between the cloud of individuals and the cloud of categories. Transition formulas are 

possible because the variance for both clouds is the same. The overall variance of the 

clouds is equal to the average number of categories per question minus 1. The 

amount of variance due to each point (for both individuals and categories/answers) is 

referred to as its contribution. Contributions are used to help interpret the principal 

axes or dimensions of the analysis.  

 In their original form, the point clouds have very high dimensionality. As 

such, the point clouds require a convention to be represented in low-dimensional 

Euclidean space (Le Roux & Rouanet, 2011). Thankfully, paper is well-suited for 

representing one-dimensional space (points on a line) or two-dimensional space 

(points in a plane). Point clouds are typically presented as a series of rectangular 

graphs with two axes (e.g. a standard graph with an x and y axis). In MCA, each axis 

is referred to as a principal axis or dimension. The first dimension is the best fit of 

the cloud, the second dimension is the second best fit of the cloud and so forth. The 

first dimension, which functions as the horizontal axis of the first graph, is located at 

the angle that maximizes the variance of the projected cloud. The second dimension, 

which functions as the vertical axis of the graph, is located 90 degrees orthogonally 

from the first principal axis. A second graph is then needed to visualize the third 

dimension. In the second graph, the second principal axis serves as the horizontal 

axis, and the third principal axis, located 90 degrees from the second principal axis, 

serves as the vertical axis (Le Roux & Rouanet, 2011). Generally, only dimensions 

one and two are presented as results of MCA.   

5.2.2 Operationalizing the framework 

 The model shown in Figure 8 depicts the integration of Estonians living in 

Finland. Given that the model is applied to a pre-existing dataset, not all parts are 
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represented in the survey and therefore not all parts can be represented in the MCA 

analyses. Many questions pertain to life in Finland and lack an Estonian counterpart. 

Thus, it is not possible to operationalize all components in the Estonian geography. 

Notably absent from the survey, both for Finland and Estonia, are questions about the 

Other skills individual trait and the Civic & political domain. Some domains, like the 

Structural and institutional domain and the Social domain, have an abundance of 

related survey questions. There are comparatively few survey questions about the 

Cultural and Identity domains. Although there are numerous questions which are 

used to assess the Spatial domain, future research would be enhanced through the 

addition of GPS data. 

 

Figure 8. The proposed theoretical model operationalized for MCA. This model 

depicts the integration and transnational practices of Estonians living in Finland. 

 For this analysis, the two-way table was built using a selection of pre-coded 

data from the Finland’s Estonia-origin population survey. Respondents with null 

values were removed. Given that MCA can bias results towards small categories, 

categories with less than 5% of respondents were pooled with other responses or 

removed. For example, the categories “unemployed,” “parental leave,” and “retired” 

were pooled into a new category called “not working.” Table 2 contains the 

operationalized variables from the population survey that were used in the MCA 
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analyses. Data was pre-coded in Python then exported to SPSS. MCA was run using 

SPSS 26.  

 Three analyses were conducted. Analysis 1 is about social integration in the 

host society (Finland). Analysis 2 is about social transnationalism with the sending 

society (Estonia). Analysis 3 is about spatial transnationalism between the host 

society (Finland) and sending society (Estonia). Note, that in Table 2 , the MCA 

models for Analysis 1 (social integration in the host society) and Analysis 2 (social 

transnationalism with the sending society) only consist of four domains: social, 

structural, cultural, identity. The spatial domain is included separately from the other 

four domains, in Analysis 3 (spatial transnationalism). The five domains later come 

together through regression analysis. Appendix B contains the exact questions and 

possible answers used to define the three MCA analyses.  
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Table 2. Operationalized variables from survey 

Domain Components Analysis   

Analysis 1: Social integration in the host 

society, Finland  

Analysis 2: Social transnationalism with 

sending society, Estonia  

 

Analysis 3: Spatial transnationalism between 

the host society, Finland, and sending society, 

Estonia  

Social Interpersonal 

communication 

Ease of interaction with Finnish people Frequency: communication with family, 

friends, and acquaintances in Estonia 

Location: Friends 

 

Social media  

 

Number of social media partners: in Finland 

 

Number of social media partners in 

Estonia 

 

-- 

Family  Spouse nationality: Finnish Residence of spouse/domestic partner: 

Estonia 

Location: Family (domestic partner/spouse, 

children, parents) 

Residence of children: Finland Residence of children: Estonia Location: Other family members 

Structural Citizenship Citizenship: Finnish -- -- 

 

Education 

 

Education level: changed in Finland 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

Finances 

 

-- 

 

Sent remittances or made investments in 

Estonia 

 

-- 

Employment  

 

Employment status  -- Location: Work 

Housing  

 

Owners or tenants Household member owns immovable 

property in Estonia 

-- 

Cultural Language skills 

 

Language skills: Finnish and/or Swedish -- -- 

Location: Entertainment events (e.g., theater, 

concerts) 

Behavior Frequency: watch/read Finnish news Frequency: read/watch Estonian news Location: Leisure activities (e.g., hobbies, 

travelling) 

Lifestyle -- -- Location: Other services 

Values Similarity of Finnish values -- Location: Healthcare services 

Identity Sense of home 

 

Return migration 

 

Finland is my new home country 

 

-- 

-- 

 

Plans to return to Estonia 

-- 

 

-- 

Spatial Corporeal presence in 

sending society 

-- -- Frequency: Visits to Estonia 

Total time spent in Estonia, past year 
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6 Results 

6.1 Multiple correspondence analysis 

 All three MCAs yielded results with numerous dimensions (n ≥ 16). 

Generally, dimensions whose Cronbach’s alpha is greater than 0.6 and whose inertia 

is greater than 20% are included. Additionally, and perhaps more importantly, only 

dimensions with meaningfully interpretable results are shared. For MCA analysis one 

and MCA analysis two, only the first dimension is discussed. For MCA analysis 

three, the first and second dimensions are discussed. 

6.1.1 MCA Analysis 1: Social integration with host society, Finland (HS) 

 The first MCA explored social integration in the host society, Finland. MCA 

produced 34 dimensions. Dimension one captures 17% of variance in the dataset 

(Cronbach’s alpha = 0.55; inertia = 0.17). In the host society (HS) dimension, higher, 

positive coordinates are associated with a stronger connection to Finnish society 

whereas lower, negatively ranked scores are associated with a weaker social 

integration in Finnish society. Table 3 contains the coordinates from the cloud of 

categories and Figure 9 visualizes the cloud of categories along the host society 

dimension.  

 Finnish citizenship (1.521) and considering Finland to be one’s new home 

country (1.131) are associated with a stronger connection to Finnish society. A 

Finnish spouse or domestic partner (0.971) and an education change in Finland 

(0.765), also score particularly high. Entrepreneurs (0.448) and students (0.613) are 

more associated with social integration in the host society, whereas salaried workers 

(-0.067) are not.  

 On the contrary, low skills in the national languages of Finnish and Swedish 

(-1.483) are associated with low social integration in Finnish society. Given that over 

80% of respondents have high Finnish language skills, this phenomenon is especially 

pronounced. Never watching Finnish news (-1.076) or only watching it monthly (-

0.860) is also suggestive of lack of social integration in Finland. Difficultly of 

interaction with Finnish people (-0.789) is indicative of poor social integration; 

however, ease of interaction with Finnish people (0.210) is only mildly suggestive of 

social integration.  

 In the HS dimension, some variables are fairly balanced across both sides of 
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the origin. Homeowners (0.584) are more associated with social integration in 

Finland than tenants (-0.300). Likewise, those with children in Finland (0.350) score 

higher than those who do not have children in Finland or simply do not have children 

(-0.236). Respondents with at least half of their social media partners living in 

Finland (0.508) and those who think their values are similar to Finnish people’s 

(0.449) are associated with higher social integration. The opposite is true for those 

with more than half of their social media partners living outside of Finland (-0.538) 

and dissimilar values (-0.466). 

 

Table 3. MCA Analysis 1: Social integration with host society (Finland) 

Variable Values Count        % 

Dim 1  

Coord 

Ease of interaction with Finnish people  

 Easy  1339 75.44 0.210 

 Difficult 271 15.27 -0.789 

 Unsure 165 9.30 -0.411 

Number of social media partners in Finland  

 Over half 660 37.18 0.508 

 Half 371 20.90 0.176 

 Under half 744 41.92 -0.538 

Nationality of spouse/domestic partner: Finnish 

 Yes 188 10.59 0.971 

 No/No partner 1587 89.41 -0.115 

Residence of children: Finland   

 Yes 714 40.23 0.350 

 No/No child 1061 59.77 -0.236 

Citizenship: Finnish    

 Yes 108 6.08 1.521 

 No 1667 93.92 -0.099 

Education level: changed in Finland   

 Yes 337 18.99 0.765 

 No 1438 81.01 -0.179 

Employment status     

 Salaried Worker 1226 69.07 -0.067 

 Entrepreneur 169 9.52 0.445 

 Student 109 6.14 0.613 

 Not working 218 12.28 -0.184 

 Other 53 2.99 -0.365 

Owners or Tenants    

 Owner 562 31.66 0.584 

 Tenant 920 51.83 -0.300 

 Other 293 16.51 -0.176 
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Language skills: Finnish and/or Swedish  

 High 1415 79.72 0.258 

 Mid 274 15.44 -0.865 

 Low 86 4.85 -1.483 

Frequency: watch/read Finnish news  

 Daily 1209 68.11 0.284 

 Weekly 295 16.62 -0.302 

 Monthly 172 9.69 -0.860 

 Never 99 5.58 -1.076 

Similarity of Finnish values   

 Similar  967 54.48 0.449 

 Different 443 24.96 -0.596 

 Unsure 365 20.56 -0.466 

Finland is my new home country   

 Yes 279 15.72 1.134 

 No 1496 84.28 -0.212 

 

 

 

Figure 9. Cloud of categories for MCA 1: Social integration in the host society 

(Finland) 
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6.1.2 MCA Analysis 2: Social transnationalism with sending society, Estonia (SS) 

 The second MCA explored social transnationalism with the sending society 

(Estonia). MCA produced 16 dimensions. Dimension one, the sending society (SS) 

dimension, captures 30% of variance in the dataset (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.71; inertia 

= 0.30). Higher, positive coordinates are associated with stronger, transnational 

social ties with Estonia whereas lower, negatively ranked scores are associated with 

weaker, transnational social ties with Estonia. Table 4 contains the coordinates from 

the cloud of categories and Figure 10 depicts the cloud of categories along the 

sending society dimension.  

 Family relations are notably important for understanding transnational ties 

with Estonia. Having a child (1.903) or spouse/domestic partner (1.677) living in 

Estonia are both particularly suggestive of strong transnational ties. Plans of return 

migration (0.945) suggest strong transnational ties with Estonia. Weaker 

transnational social ties are associated with respondents who never watch or read 

Estonian news (-1.091) or only do so on a monthly basis (-0.780). 

 Social and financial behaviors are indicative of the strength of transnational 

ties in the SS dimension. Daily communication with friends and family members in 

Estonia (0.666) are associated with higher scores compared to weekly (-0.142) or 

monthly (-0.791) communication. Similarly, those with more than half of their social 

media partners in Estonia (0.480) are also associated with stronger transnational ties 

compared to those with less than half (-0.624). Furthermore, sending remittances to 

or making investments in Estonia (0.623) and having a family member with 

immovable property in Estonia (0.558) are indicative of social transnationalism with 

the sending society. The opposite is noted for those who do not invest or send 

remittances (-0.752) and do not have immovable property (-0.683).  

 

Table 4. MCA Analysis 2: Social transnationalism with sending society (Estonia) 

Variable Values Count                   % 

Dim 1 

Coord. 

Frequency: communication with family, and friends in Estonia 

 Daily 678 38.20 0.666 

 Weekly 641 36.11 -0.142 

 Monthly 456 25.69 -0.791 

Number of social media partners in Estonia  

 Under half 553 31.15 -0.624 
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 Half 412 23.21 -0.107 

 Over half 810 45.63 0.480 

Residence of spouse/domestic partner: Estonia  

 Yes 205 11.55 1.677 

 No/No partner 1570 88.45 -0.219 

Residence of minor children: Estonia   

 Yes 101 5.69 1.903 

 No/ No child 1674 94.31 -0.115 

Sent remittances or made investments in Estonia  

 Yes 971 54.70 0.623 

 No 804 45.30 -0.752 

Household members owns immovable property in Estonia 

 Yes 977 55.04 0.558 

 No 798 44.96 -0.683 

Frequency: read/watch Estonian news   

 Daily 1146 64.56 0.364 

 Weekly 272 15.32 -0.366 

 Monthly 233 13.13 -0.780 

 Never 124 6.99 -1.091 

Plans to return to Estonia    

 Yes 480 27.04 0.945 

 No  560 31.55 -0.753 

 Not sure 735 41.41 -0.043 

 

 

Figure 10. Cloud of categories for MCA 2: Social transnationalism with the sending 

society (Estonia) 
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6.1.3 MCA Analysis 3: Spatial transnationalism between the host society, Finland, 

and the sending society, Estonia  

 The third MCA explored spatial transnationalism between the host society 

(Finland) and sending society (Estonia). MCA produced 24 dimensions. Only the 

first two dimensions are interpreted. Table 5 contains the coordinates for the cloud of 

categories. Figure 11 illustrates the joint plot of the cloud of categories for the first 

two dimensions. Dimension 1 represents spatial transnationalism (ST) and captures 

48% of variance (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.88; inertia = 0.48). In the ST dimension, 

positive values are associated with physical connectedness to Finland and negative 

values are associated with physical connectedness to Estonia. Dimension 2 represents 

the multilocality (ML) and captured 27% of variance (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.705; 

inertia = 0.27). In the ML dimension, negative scores are associated with performing 

activities exclusively or mostly in one country (e.g., only in Finland or only in 

Estonia) and positive scores are associated with respondents who engage in activities 

equally in both countries. 

 In the spatial transnationalism dimension (ST), high values indicate 

respondents who only or mostly perform an activity in Finland. Low values indicate 

respondents who only or mostly perform an activity in Estonia. For example, those 

who meet their friends in Finland (0.811) differ from those who meet their friends in 

Estonia (-0.870). Likewise, those who obtain healthcare services in Finland (0.326) 

differ from those who go in Estonia (-1.531). Given that 96% of respondents work in 

Finland, those who work exclusively in Estonia or equally in both countries were 

pooled for the MCA analysis ( -1.506). The ST dimension is also correlated to the 

frequency and duration of visits to Estonia. Less frequent visits such as once per year 

(1.406) have higher scores than those with more frequent visits to Estonia such as 

weekly (-1.829) visitors. Likewise, shorter visits, like staying one week (0.752) also 

score higher than long-term visits, like three-six months stays (-1.460). 

 In the multilocality (ML) dimension, the difference is not between physical 

presence and engaging in activities in Finland and Estonia, but between respondents 

who engage in activities in both societies and those who do not. Respondents who 

perform activities equally in both countries have positive values. For example, 

attending entertainment events equally in both countries (0.850) is markedly different 

than those who attend in Finland (-0.306) or Estonia (-0.590). In the ML dimension, 

the respondents who mostly spend time in Finland or mostly spend time in Estonia 
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have similar scores. For example, those who get other services done (e.g. visit the 

hairdresser or the mechanic) in Finland (-0.323) and in Estonia (-0.293) differ from 

those who do in both countries (0.843). Furthermore, positive values are associated 

with semi-frequent visits, 4-7 times/year (0.547) or monthly visits (0.154), and semi-

long stays, between 2-3 weeks (0.346) or 1-2 months (0.403).  

 

 

Table 5. MCA Analysis 3: Spatial transnationalism between the host society 

(Finland) and sending society (Estonia) 

Variable Values Count         % 

Dim 1 

Coord. 

Dim 2 

Coord. 

Frequency: Visits to Estonia     

 Less than once/year 99 5.58 1.406 -1.645 

 1-3 times/year 627 35.32 0.623 -0.033 

 4-7 times/year 543 30.59 0.031 0.547 

 Monthly 398 22.42 -0.877 0.154 

 Weekly 108 6.08 -1.829 -1.620 

Total time spent in Estonia, past year    

 I have not visited at all 50 2.82 1.561 -2.050 

 Up to one week 439 24.73 0.752 -0.255 

 Between 2-3 weeks 669 37.69 0.211 0.346 

 Between 1-2 months 428 24.11 -0.603 0.403 

 Between 3-6 months 146 8.23 -1.460 -0.749 

 Over 6 months 43 2.42 -1.810 -1.860 

Meeting location: Family (domestic partner/spouse, children, parents) 

 Finland 927 52.23 0.630 -0.138 

 Both countries 437 24.62 -0.319 0.745 

 Estonia 411 23.15 -1.080 -0.481 

Meeting location: Other family members    
 Finland 355 20.00 0.988 -0.687 

 Both countries 400 22.54 0.169 0.678 

 Estonia 1020 57.46 -0.410 -0.027 

Meeting location:  Friends     
 Finland 614 34.59 0.811 -0.438 

 Both countries 636 35.83 -0.065 0.664 

 Estonia 525 29.58 -0.870 -0.292 

Meeting location: Work     

 Finland 1699 95.72 0.067 0.032 

 Estonia or both  76 4.28 -1.506 -0.713 

Location: Entertainment events (e.g. theater, concerts)  
 Finland 814 45.86 0.751 -0.306 

 Both countries 567 31.94 -0.243 0.850 

 Estonia 394 22.20 -1.202 -0.590 
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Meeting location: Leisure activities (e.g. hobbies, travelling)  
 Finland 963 54.25 0.590 -0.196 

 Both countries 582 32.79 -0.378 0.766 

 Estonia 230 12.96 -1.515 -1.117 

Meeting location: Healthcare services    
 Finland 1361 76.68 0.326 0.029 

 Both countries 290 16.34 -0.874 0.326 

 Estonia 124 6.99 -1.531 -1.084 

Meeting location: Other services (e.g., hairdresser, car repair)  
 Finland 750 42.25 0.800 -0.323 

 Both countries 478 26.93 -0.110 0.843 

 Estonia 547 30.82 -1.001 -0.293 

 

 

 

 

Figure 11. Cloud of categories for MCA 3: Spatial transnationalism between the host 

society (Finland) and sending society (Estonia) 
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6.2 Correlation analysis 

 Prior to conducting correlation analysis, the best fit curve was estimated to 

check correlations between the four dimensions. Four of the relationships (HS-SS, 

HS-ST, SS-ST, and HS-ML) were linear and two were quadratic (SS-ML and ST-

ML). Correlation analysis (Table 6) revealed multiple, significant correlations 

between the different dimensions.  

Table 6. MCA Dimensions: Descriptive statistics and correlation analysis 

  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 There is a moderate, negative correlation between the HS and SS dimensions 

(-0.43). In other words, increased social integration in Finnish society (HS) is 

associated with decreased social transnationalism in Estonian society (SS). ST and 

HS (0.48) have a moderate, positive correlation whereas ST and SS have a strong, 

negative correlation (-0.71). This suggests that the inverse relationship HS and SS 

have with each other also carries over into the spatial domain. High values in the host 

society (HS) dimension are associated with high values in the spatial 

transnationalism (ST) dimension. On the contrary, high values in the sending society 

(SS) dimension are associated with low values in the spatial transnationalism (ST) 

dimension. Note, that the sign of ST is only a convention—a high score indicates that 

someone mostly does activities in Finland whereas a low score indicates that 

 
HS SS ST ML 

N 1775 1775 1775 1775 

Mean 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Std. Deviation 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

Minimum -2.89 -1.87 -2.75 -3.21 

Maximum 3.15 2.68 1.71 2.33 

HS -- -0.43a*** 0.48a*** -0.01a (NS) 

SS -- -- -0.71a*** 0.08b*** 

ST -- -- -- -0.19b*** 

ML -- -- -- -- 

Note: a Pearson correlation coefficient, linear correlation. b Spearman’s rho, 

quadratic correlation. *** p≤0.001; ** p≤0.01; * p≤0.05. NS indicates not 

significant. 
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someone mostly does activities in Estonia. The important trend is that HS and SS 

behave in an opposite manner in both the social and spatial dimensions. As such, 

respondents with stronger social integration in Finland are associated with the 

opposite spatial behavior as respondents with stronger social transnationalism in 

Estonia.  

 Furthermore, there is a weak, positive correlation between ML and SS (0.08), 

suggesting that higher scores of social transnationalism with the sending society (SS) 

are somewhat positively associated with multilocality (ML). Finally, there is a weak, 

negative correlation between ML and ST (-0.19). The inverse relationship between 

multilocality (ML) and spatial transnationalism (ST) indicates that individuals who 

are more connected spatially to the host society are less likely to have a multilocal 

lifestyle (ML). In the next subsection, regression analysis, the relationship of the four 

MCA dimensions is examined alongside other controlling factors, such as individual 

background characteristics. 
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6.3 Regression analysis  

 Regression analysis, in the form of general univariate linear models (GLM), 

followed the correlation analyses. Four regression analyses, one for each dimension 

from MCA, were conducted. HS, SS, ST, and ML served as the independent 

variables. The following control variables were included: gender, age group, place of 

residence in Finland, current education level, housing type in Finland, monthly 

income in Finland, years lived in Finland, and frequency of phone usage. In the ST 

model, ML was omitted as orthogonal and vice versa (Kemppainen et al., 2020). 

Given the quadratic relationship SS and ML that was revealed by correlation 

analysis, squared values were added to accounted for in Model 1 and Model 4, 

respectively. In Model 1, the SS model, the quadratic counterpart of ML, ML2, was 

also included. In Model 4, the ML model, the quadratic counterpart of SS, SS2, was 

also included. 

 Social integration in the host society (HS) (Table 7, Model 1) was negatively 

associated with social transnationalism in the sending society (SS) (-.107***) and 

multilocality (ML) (-.009, NS) coefficients, but positively associated with the spatial 

transnationalism dimension (ST) (.305***) coefficient. HS was higher among 

females than males (.219***). Younger respondents generally scored higher than 

older respondents, especially when the 18-24 (.304***) and 55-64 (-.199**) age 

groups are compared. Those living outside of Helsinki (.114**) scored higher than 

Helsinki residents. Compared to those with vocational education after secondary 

school, those with only elementary (-.414***), secondary vocational (-.243***), and 

secondary gymnasium (-.267***) educations scored lower. Respondents with a 

master’s degree (.185*) scored higher. Those living in houses (.264***), as opposed 

to apartments, scored higher in the HS dimension. Compared to respondents who 

earn 2001-3000 Euros per month, those making less money, especially respondents 

who earn under 1000 Euros per month (-.313**), scored lower. Respondents who 

earn more money, particularly those earning 4001-5000 (.137*) or over 5000 

(.214***) monthly, scored higher in the HS dimension. Overall, the longer a 

respondent has lived in Finland, the higher their HS score: 5-9 years = .270***, 10-

14 years = .590***, 15+ years = .787***. Phone behaviors had no significant 

contribution to the HS dimension. 

 In the second model, social transnationalism in the sending society (SS) 

(Table 7, Model 2) was negatively correlated with social integration in the host 
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society (HS) (-.76***) and the spatial transnationalism dimension (ST) (-.635). The 

other variable, multilocality (ML), and its quadratic counterpart, ML2, were both 

non-significant. Females (-.124***) were negatively associated with SS. Compared 

to the 25-34 age group, younger people were negatively associated with SS (-.246). 

Those older than 25-34 were positively associated with the SS dimension (35-44 = 

.157***, 45-54 =.290, 55-64 =.379***). Residence in a city outside of Helsinki and 

housing type did not have a significant association with SS. Those with elementary 

(.172*) and secondary gymnasium (.102*) education levels were positively 

associated with the SS dimension. On the contrary, those with lower incomes (Under 

1000 = -.262** and 1001-2000 = -.143**) were negatively associated with the SS 

dimension. Although the Years in Finland category suggests a downward trend, the 

longer someone lives in Finland, only the 15+ years category yielded significant 

results (-.189**). Unlike the HS model, phone behavior significantly influences the 

SS model: those who use their phone daily, score higher (.001***) and those who do 

so monthly or less often score lower (-.166*) than those who do on a weekly basis. 

 In the third model, the spatial transnationalism dimension (ST) (Table 7, 

Model 3) was positively associated with social integration in the host society (HS) 

(.218***) and negatively associated with social transnationalism in the sending 

society (SS) (-.637***). Only the youngest age group, 18-24, was significantly 

associated with ST. This age group scored -.248*** lower than those aged 25-34. 

Those with university education scored lower in the ST dimension than those with 

post-secondary, vocational degrees: bachelors (-.217***), masters (-.386***), and 

doctoral (-.428**). Respondents who have lived in Finland longer also scored lower 

in the ST dimension than recent migrants. Those who had lived in Finland for 10-14 

years scored -.129*, and those who lived in Finland for 15+ years scored slightly 

lower with -.134*. Those with the highest incomes level, 5000+ (.116*) scored 

higher in the ST dimension. Gender, place of residence, housing type, and phone 

behavior all played non-significant roles in the model. 

 In the fourth and final model, multilocality (ML) (Table 7, Model 4) was 

positively associated with social transnationalism in the sending society (SS) 

(.100***) and negatively associated with its quadratic counterpart, SS2 (-.320***). 

The ST dimension comes from the same MCA results, MCA 3, and was omitted as 

orthogonal. The relationship to social integration in the host society (HS) was non-

significant. In fact, the majority of variables had a non-significant association with 
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ML: gender, age, place of residence in Finland, housing type, monthly income, and 

phone usage. Among the education levels, only those with a master’s degree had a 

significant, positive association with ML (.189*). Those who lived in Finland for a 

longer period of time, are negatively associated with ML: 10-14 years = -.179* and 

15+ years = -.255**. 

Table 7. General univariate linear models 

 1. HS (Finland) 

 

2. SS (Estonia) 3. ST (Spatial1) 4. ML (Spatial2) 

 
Coef. P Coef. P Coef. P Coef. P 

HS  - - -.076 .000*** .218 .000*** .016 .552 

SS  -.107 .000*** - - -.637 .000*** .100 .000*** 

ST  .305 .000*** -.635 .000*** - - - - 

ML  -.009 .641 -.030 .070 - - - - 

SS**2  - - - - - - -.320 .000*** 

ML**2  - - -.006 .600 - - - - 

Gender (ref: male) 

Female .219 .000*** -.124 .001*** -.024 .501 .095 .054 

Age (ref: 25-34) 

18-24 .304 .001*** -.246 .001*** -.248 .001*** -.106 .313 

35-44 .066 .248 .157 .001*** -.008 .869 .123 .065 

45-54 -.023 .693 .290 .000*** -.011 .828 .067 .329 

55-64 -.199 .003** .379 .000*** .010 .864 .117 .131 

65+ -.191 .093 .037 .701 -.116 .228 -.067 .611 

Place of residence in Finland (ref: Helsinki) 

Not Helsinki .114 .005** .009 .799 .028 .423 .000 .996 

Current education level (ref: Vocational, after secondary) 

Elementary -.414 .000*** .172 .019* .137 .063 -.091 .366 

Sec., Voc. -.243 .000*** .031 .518 -.021 .662 .055 .402 

Sec., Gym. -.267 .000*** .102 .042* .003 .945 .108  .117 

Bachelors .034 .582 -.075 .151 -.217 .000*** .027 .703 

Masters .185 .022* -.105 .124 -.386 .000*** .189 .042* 

Doctoral .345 .080 -.074 .655 -.428 .010** -.135 .554 
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Housing in Finland (ref: Apartment in apartment building) 

Terraced, apart .092 .090 -.047 .302 .012 .800 .083 .188 

House .264 .000*** .015 .737 .053 .231 -.011 .849 

Other .027 .742 .089 .205 -.096 .171 -.179 .064 

Monthly income in Finland (ref: 2001-3000) 

Under 1000 -.313 .004** -.262 .004** -.139 .132 -.164 .191 

1001-2000 -.036 .566 -.143 .007** -.092 .084 -.040 .581 

3001-4000 .055 .338 .071 .145 .010 .843 -.050 .453 

4001-5000 .137 .027* .090 .088 .055 .296 .079 .277 

Over 5000 .214 .001*** .043 .450 .116 .042* -.018 .815 

Not disclosed .055 .414 -.017 .767 .027 .633 -.052 .503 

Years in Finland (ref: Under 5) 

5-9 years .270 .000*** -.055 .313 -.054 .321 -.084 .257 

10-14 years .590 .000*** -.105 .076 -.129 .028* -.176 .029* 

15+ years .787 .000*** -.189 .003** -.134 .034* -.255 .003** 

Frequency: Telephone usage (ref: weekly) 

Daily .077 .142 .141 .001*** .047 .294 -.052 .390 

Monthly .010 .910 -.166 .028* -.017 .821 -.107 .300 

         

Intercept .320  7.654  5.543  8.568  

N 1775  1775  1775  1775  

Partial Eta2 .399  .574  .570  0.195  

Note: *** p≤0.001; ** p≤0.01; * p≤0.05 
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7 Discussion 

7.1 Proposing a theoretical framework 

 The first contribution of this thesis is the proposed theoretical framework. As 

stated in the first research question, the goal was to capture a migrant’s integration in 

a host society and transnationalism with a sending society under one encompassing 

theoretical framework. This was achieved by conceptualizing transnationalism and 

integration as social processes, thus making is easier to see that they share many 

similarities (Erdal & Oeppen, 2013), and therefore bring them under a single 

framework. The proposed framework expands upon previous models where 

transnationalism (Vertovec, 1999) and integration are conceptualized through 

different domains (Ager & Strang, 2008; Spencer & Charsley, 2016; Kemppainen et 

al., 2020). In addition to the social, structural, cultural, civic & political, and identity 

domains included by Spencer & Charsley (2016) and Kemppainen et al. (2020), I 

contribute to the existing literature by adding a spatial domain.  

 Incorporation of the spatial domain was largely motivated by the work of 

Flamm & Kaufmann (2006) on motility and Buhr (2018) on the idea of being “a 

local.”  The ideas of motility and being a local both entail an individual using space 

to suit their needs (Flamm & Kaufmann, 2006; Buhr, 2018). These needs arise from 

other areas, or domains, of an individual’s life. For example, the spatial 

apprenticeship involved in becoming a local (Buhr, 2018), can also be associated 

with the process of integration in other domains. Just as an immigrant navigates the 

new language(s) or customs of a place, they also negotiate new spatial terrain and 

learn to use it to their benefit. Physical movements, like taking public transit, 

walking around town, or flying to a different country, become engrained with social 

practices like making friends, going to work, and visiting family.  

 The proposed theoretical framework facilitated thinking about the interplay of 

transnationalism and integration across different domains. Importantly, the 

framework acted as a tool for operationalizing an empirical analysis for a concrete 

case study. The framework was operationalized using existing survey data and it 

acted as a selection tool for which survey questions to use. One limitation was the 

application of the proposed framework to an existing dataset, which although very 

comprehensive, did not represent all parts of the proposed framework. For example, 

there were no questions about the civic & political domain in “Finland’s Estonia-
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origin population survey”. There were also limited questions about spatial use 

specifically in Finland. Therefore, the full functionality of the framework was 

limited, as it was not possible to include all of the domains in the empirical analysis 

nor was it possible to paint a complete picture of the spatial domain in the host 

society. These limitations, however, also demonstrate the flexibility and modularity 

of the framework: it can be applied to diverse datasets, that do not necessarily meet 

the exact specifications. Despite the limitations from the survey, the framework still 

meets the established goal of uniting a migrant’s integration in a host society and 

transnationalism with a sending society into a single theoretical framework. 

Understanding the relationship between integration in the host society and 

transnationalism with the sending society 

7.2 Linking integration in the host society and transnationalism with 

the sending society 

 The second research question asks, how migrant’s integration in a host 

society and transnationalism with a sending society relate to each other in the case of 

Estonians living in Finland? MCA produced two meaningful dimensions related to 

integration in the host society and transnationalism with the sending society: 1) 

social integration in the host society, Finland (HS) and 2) social transnationalism 

with the sending society, Estonia (SS). Note that here, the word “social” is used in 

reference to all domains that are not the spatial domain (e.g., including social, 

structural, cultural, identity). An immigrant with high social integration has strong 

ties to Finland, the host society. An immigrant with high social transnationalism has 

strong ties to Estonia, the sending society. Overall, the MCA results underscore that 

there is no singular domain which determines a migrant’s experience in the host 

society or sending society. The social, structural, cultural, identity, and spatial 

domains act in synergy as determinants of integration and transnationalism. 

 The MCA results demonstrate that when looking at the study population as a 

whole, migrant experiences vary both across and within domains. All domains do not 

contribute equally to social processes of integration and transnationalism. 

Furthermore, the separate levels within each domain do not always contribute 

equally. Citizenship and language skills are examples of how indicators of 

integration vary within their respective domains. Although Finnish citizenship is a 

strong indicator of social integration in Finland, the lack of Finnish citizenship 
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produced an almost negligible effect in the integration with the host society (HS) 

dimension. Likewise, low Finnish language skills were the clearest indicators of 

weak connection to the host society; however, high Finnish language skills were only 

mild to moderate indicators of integration. Similar uneven relationships between 

domains are also seen in the transnationalism with the sending society (SS) 

dimension. For example, having a spouse, domestic partner, or child in Estonia 

suggested a strong social transnationalism with the sending society; however, the 

lack of these familial connections gave little indication about transnationalism. These 

examples suggests that the levels within certain indicators (e.g., low, mid, or high 

Finnish skills; child in Estonia or no child/in Estonia) can have an asymmetric impact 

on integration and transnationalism. 

 In order to empirically connect social integration in the host society (HS) to 

social transnationalism in the sending society (SS), correlation analysis and 

regression were used. Notably, correlation analysis established an inverse 

relationship between the HS and SS dimensions. This suggests that the more 

connected immigrants are to Finnish society (HS), the less connected they are to 

Estonian society (SS) and vice versa. These results are contradictory to those 

reported by Kemppainen et al. (2020), who found moderately positive or independent 

relationships between all of the different dimensions. Given that the study by 

Kemppainen et al. (2020) was about Russian, Kurdish, and Somali migrants in 

Finland, we can hypothesize that the different push and pull factors of migration, as 

well as the cultural context of migrants, influences the link between integration and 

transnationalism.  

 Here, it is useful to consider four potential relationships between the home 

country and host country once again. These are described by Tsuda (2012) as zero-

sum, coexistence, positive reinforcement, and negative reinforcement. In zero-sum 

relationships, engagement with one country decreases an immigrant’s engagement 

with the other. In coexistent relationships, engagement with the two countries do not 

directly influence each other whereas in positively reinforcing relationships, 

engagement in one country increases engagement with the other (Tsuda, 2012). In 

this study, the inverse correlations between HS and SS suggest a zero-sum 

relationship between social integration and social transnational among Estonian 

migrants. 
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 To further understand the relationships among the HS and SS dimensions, it 

is also important to know how they relate to individual traits. Thus, general linear 

models (GLM) were used to reveal more details about the relationships between 

MCA dimensions and individual traits. When other variables were introduced 

through GLM, the negative correlation between integration in the host society (HS) 

and transnationalism with the sending society (SS) remained, but to a lesser extent. 

Thus, in addition to the domains included in the MCA analyses, there are other 

factors modulating an immigrant’s relationship to the host society and sending 

society. This underscores the importance of considering individual traits, such as 

gender, age, and income in the analyses. 

 One important individual trait revealed by GLM is income. Notably, 

respondents with low income, especially under 1000 Euros/month, defy the inverse 

relationship between HS and SS. Low incomes are associated both with weaker 

social integration in Finland (lower HS scores) and weaker transnationalism in 

Estonia (lower SS scores). This exception is similar to a study by Dahinden (2010) 

about migrants in Switzerland. Dahinden (2010) found that immigrants who lack 

resources and face economic marginalization in Switzerland also find it difficult to 

build stable transnational fields. Snel, Engbersen & Leerkes (2006) offer a possible 

explanation: although a migrant may feel strong connections to their host society, 

money is required to act on these behaviors. Without a secure income in Finland, is it 

difficult for Estonian migrants to engage with their home society in ways that require 

financial capital, such as sending remittances or investing in property in Estonia.  

 Other individual traits, such as gender and age, generally adhere to the 

inverse relationship between HS and SS. For example, GLM showed that female 

respondents tend to be more connected to Finnish society and less connected to 

Estonian society than males. Furthermore, younger respondents are more integrated 

in Finnish society whereas older respondents have stronger transnational ties to 

Estonian society. Tsuda (2012) points out that an immigrant’s engagement can pivot 

over time. The time spent in Finland demonstrates the importance of not just age, but 

also time spent in the host society. A clear trend emerged: respondents who have 

spent more time in Finland are more strongly integrated in Finnish society and less 

connected to Estonia through transnationalism. Despite this trend indicating that time 

spent in Finland increases connection to Finland and decreases connection to 

Estonia, it is important to consider the respondents as the individuals they are. Tsuda 



56 

 

(2012) reminds us that transnationalism does not follow predictable trajectories. As 

such, simply spending more time in Finland does not necessarily mean a migrant will 

become more integrated into Finnish society. Many factors work in synergy to 

determine the social processes of integration and transnationalism. 

7.3 Linking spatial mobility with social integration and 

transnationalism 

 The third research question asks, how is the link between Estonian’s 

integration in Finland and transnationalism with Estonia connected to their spatial 

mobility? By studying the interplay between the host society and sending society, the 

spatial domain helps unify the related processes of integration and transnationalism. 

By referring back to the theoretical model (Figure 8) used to operationalize the 

framework, we can recall that there are double-headed arrows, which indicate bi-

directional interactions. These bidirectional interactions can take place both socially 

and spatially, among the individual, the sending society, and the host society. As 

such, we should examine the interactions among MCA models from both a social 

perspective and spatial perspective. 

 MCA produced two dimensions from the spatial domain: 1) spatial 

transnationalism (ST) and 2) multilocality (ML). Remarkably, the inverse 

relationship between integration in the host society (HS) and transnationalism with 

the sending society (SS) carried over to the spatial transnationalism (ST) dimension. 

Recall that high scores in the ST dimension are associated with doing activities in 

Finland whereas low scores in the ST dimension are associated with doing activities 

in Estonia. These scores, automatically generated by SPSS, are counterintuitive to 

interpret. One would expect a high score to indicate activities are mostly done in 

Estonia, the sending society. SPSS is agnostic to the positive and negative values, so 

this is simply a matter of convention to describe the distance between categories. 

 With this in mind, we see that integration in the host society (HS) was 

positively associated with the spatial transnationalism (ST) dimension—the more 

activities a respondent did in Finland, the higher their ST score. Thus, the positive 

association between HS and ST also suggests that stronger integration in Finnish 

society is associated with doing more activities in Finland. On the contrary, 

transnationalism with the sending society (SS) was negatively associated with the 

spatial transnationalism (ST) dimension—the more activities a respondent did in 
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Estonia, the lower their ST score. This indicates that stronger social transnationalism 

with Estonia (SS) is also associated with doing more activities in Estonia (ST). These 

relationships were seen in both correlation analysis and regression analysis. 

 By extending our understanding of integration in Finland (HS) and 

transnationalism with Estonia (SS) to their relationships with spatial transnationalism 

(ST), we see that social dynamics are also related to spatial dynamics. The two social 

dimensions, HS and SS, have an inverse relationship with each other. They also have 

opposite relationships with ST. HS and ST are positively associated whereas SS and 

ST are inversely associated. As such, the inverse relationship between the two social 

dimensions carries over into the spatial domain.  

 The second dimension produced by the spatial domain is the multilocality 

(ML) dimension. Recall that multilocality is characterized by “everyday life taking 

place at different locations” (Nadler, 2009, p.16). Those with high ML scores tend to 

engage in activities in both Estonia and Finland. Respondents with low ML tend to 

engage in activities in only one country (e.g., either Finland or Estonia). From the 

GLM results, we see significant correlations with transnationalism in the sending 

society (SS); however, there are no significant correlations with integration in the 

host society (HS). This suggests that the degree of an immigrant’s social 

transnationalism with the sending society (SS) is a better indicator if they also have a 

multilocal lifestyle than integration in the host society (HS).  

 One possible way to interpret the dynamics behind multilocality is through 

Flamm & Kaufmann’s (2006) idea of motility. A migrant who has a weak connection 

to Estonian society (a low SS score) is not motivated to leave Finland, because they 

do not need to be physically present in Estonia to meet their needs. Their needs, such 

as spending time with family, seeing friends, enjoying the movies, or enjoying a 

weekend getaway, are met in Finland. Those respondents with a connection to 

Estonian society (a moderate to high SS), have pulls factors which attract them to 

Estonia. These factors, such as the existence of a partner and/or child in Estonia, 

having property in Estonia, or investing money into Estonia are built into the SS 

dimension. However, it is important to note that the time multilocal residents spend 

in Estonia is also balanced with time spent in Finland. Depending on the individual, 

multilocality could be explained by factors such as having friends and family in both 

countries. Another possible explanation for multilocality may be centered around 

work—if a migrant spends most of their time in Finland because of work, they also 
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do other activities there, like accessing healthcare and going to the gym before or 

after work hours; however, if they have a greater amount of time away from work, 

the individual travels to Estonia and engages in activities there. 

7.4 What about individuals in statistical analysis?1 

 In order to further contextualize the results, we can look at examples from the 

cloud of individuals. Recall that in MCA, the cloud of individuals and the cloud of 

categories have the same variance. Using a series of formulas, it is possible to 

convert between individual responses and categorical values (Le Roux & Rouanet, 

2011). Their MCA scores can be matched to individual traits, such as age, phone 

usage, and education, to paint a more robust picture of the individual. These 

individuals can be categorized using the typology of labor migrants presented by 

Engbersen et al. (2013): circular migrants, bi-national migrants, footloose migrants, 

and settlers.  

 Here, I present how the typology by Engbersen et al. (2013) applies in an 

ideal situation to this study. Circular migrants, who are strongly connected to their 

home society but only weakly connected to the host society, have low HS scores, 

high SS scores, low ST scores and low ML scores. For the context of Estonian 

migrants, the term “transnational commuter,” as described by Anniste, Pukkonen, & 

Paas (2017) is more suitable than circular migrants. Bi-national migrants are strongly 

connected to both societies, and as such, have high HS scores, high SS scores, mid 

ST scores, and high ML scores. In theory, footloose migrants are weakly connected 

to both Finland and Estonia, so they have both low HS scores and low SS scores. 

Their ST scores are mid-level, suggesting an in-between spatial relation with Estonia 

and Finland and their ML scores are high or low depending on their financial capital 

to move between the two countries. Note, however, that none of the respondents are 

footloose migrants. Finally, settlement migrants who are strongly connected to 

Finland but weakly connected to Estonia have high HS scores, low SS scores, high 

ST scores, and low ML scores. Below, I present examples of circular, settlement, and 

bi-national migrants from the respondents.  

 

1 A nod to, Hägerstrand, T. (1970). What about people in regional science? Papers of the regional 

science association, 24, 7-21. 
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 Respondent R1 is an example of a circular migrant or transnational commuter 

among the respondents. R1 is a young male who has spent about one-third of his life 

living in Finland. Although he has high Finnish language skills, his overall social 

integration in Finland (HS) score is low, -1.842. He finds the Finnish lifestyle to be 

different from his own. He is a tenant in Finland but owns property in Estonia. As a 

salaried worker, he sends money to Estonia, where his spouse and child(ren) live. He 

also communicates with his Estonian friends and family daily and has plans for 

return migration. These factors make his transnational connection to Estonia (SS) 

score very high, 2.681. With the exception of work, which he does in Finland, this 

individual does all other activities, including healthcare, family time, and leisure, in 

Estonia. As such, his ST is low, -2.154, indicating a stronger connection to Estonia. 

Furthermore, because his lifestyle takes place mostly in one country, Estonia, his 

multilocality (ML) score is also low, -2.016. Although this individual visits Estonia 

on a weekly basis, he spent under two months of the past year in Estonia. This 

suggests he makes a significant time investment in commuting between the two 

countries.  

 Respondent R2 is an example of a settlement migrant. This respondent is a 

young female who is currently a salaried worker. She has spent most of her life 

living in Finland and has stronger Finnish language skills than Estonian language 

skills. Her social integration in the host society (HS) score is 1.378 and would likely 

be higher if the MCA analyses considered subjective nationality as opposed to 

citizenship—although she has Estonian citizenship, she considers herself to be 

Finnish, not Estonian. Most of her social media partners are in Finland and her 

partner lives in Finland. Respondent R2 communicates with her family in Estonia on 

a monthly basis or less. She also has very little social or material connections to 

Estonia and has no return plans. As such, her social transnationalism with Estonia 

(SS) score is low, -1.867. All of her activities, including spending time with friends 

and family, happen in Finland. In the past year, she has not visited Estonia at all. 

Accordingly, her spatial transnationalism score (ST) is high, 1.713, and her 

multilocality (ML) score is low, -2.271. Thus, indicating that her potential use of 

space is almost entirely in Finland and seldom extends to Estonia.  

 Compared to circular migrants and settlement migrants, bi-national migrants 

are relatively rare among respondents. As noted by Tsuda (2012), “immigrants 

generally tend to expend more of their finite social and economic resources on the 
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society to which they feel greater belonging and attachment, this leaves them with 

fewer resources to simultaneously participate in the other society.” The requirement 

for high expenditure of social and economic resources in two countries likely 

contributes to the rarity of bi-national migrants among survey respondents. One 

example of a bi-national migrant is R3. This respondent is a middle-aged male with 

high Finnish language skills. He does not have Finnish citizenship; however, he 

considers Finland to be his home country. Moreover, his spouse is Finnish, and 

children live in Finland. This respondent owns a home in Finland and also owns 

property in Estonia. Interestingly, although he considers Finland to be his home 

country, he also has plans to return to Estonia. He watches or reads both Finnish and 

Estonian news daily. His social integration in the host society (HS) score is 1.656 

and his social transnationalism with Estonia (SS) score is a comparable 1.227. Based 

on numbers alone, his spatial transnationalism (ST) score of -1.138 suggests that he 

prefers doing activities in Estonia. Although R3 works and accesses healthcare in 

Finland, he spends time with family and enjoys leisure activities in both countries. 

The other activities, including spending time with friends, attending entertainment 

events, and accessing other services like a hairdresser are all in Estonia. As such, his 

multilocality (ML) score is .369. 

 By zooming in to the individual level and taking an actor-centered approach, 

we can see that respondents do not fit into perfectly discrete categories. There is no 

singular immigrant in the study who is “completely integrated” or “completely 

transnational.” Instead, respondents undergo the social processes of integration and 

transnationalism through a series of domains. Throughout different areas of their 

lives, immigrants experience these social processes. For example, although 

respondent R3, the bi-national migrant example, has a Finnish partner and children, 

he spends most of the time with his friends in Estonia. Likewise, although the 

transnational commuter example, R1, has a good paying job and high Finnish skills, 

all of his family connections are in Estonia. Finally, the settlement migrant, R2, who 

considers her nationality to be Finnish and Finland to be her home country, lacks 

Finnish citizenship. These examples indicate that although it is useful to understand 

the general trends from MCA and GLM, it is not always possible to understand the 

finer, more personal details of the analysis without taking a closer look. 
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7.5 Validity, reliability, and limitations of the study 

 Data for the “Finland’s Estonia-origin population survey” was collected 

through random sample across the entirety of Finland. Random sampling increases 

the validity of the study, as it provides a better estimate of the variables in the survey 

compared to purposive sampling (Singh & Masuku, 2014). Registry indicators 

including “country of origin” and “mother tongue” were used to select migrants from 

Estonia or those with Estonia or Russian as their home language. Interviews were 

conducted online or over the phone, which further ensured adherence to the survey 

questions. Given that approximately 46,000 Estonians lived in Finland in 2017 

(Tammaru et al., 2020), a sample size of n=1969 is quite considerable.  

 To ensure better consistency across the three MCA analyses and four GLM 

analyses, respondents with null values were removed. Removing null values reduced 

the dataset from n=1964 to n=1775 respondents. The nulls values were distributed 

relatively randomly and did not target any specific group by their removal. MCA is 

sensitive to small categories (<5%) (Le Roux & Rouanet, 2011), so most categories 

smaller than 5% were pooled (e.g., unemployed, parental leave, and retired were 

combined into “Not working”). Moreover, the addition of each possible answer to a 

question increases the overall possible variance for MCA (Le Roux & Rouanet, 

2011). As such, care was taken to merge some categories together. For example, the 

categories of “Very similar” and “Mostly similar” were merged into “Similar.” 

While these pooled and merged variables may obscure the differences between these 

categories, it ensures a more reliable analysis across the other variables. 

7.6 Future research 

 To complete operationalization of the theoretical framework, future research 

can add a fourth model to MCA: Spatial integration in the host society. The addition 

of this dimension would allow for a better examination of the link between 

integration and transnationalism from both the social and spatial perspectives. One 

possible way to incorporate this data is by connecting the survey data to spatial 

datasets. From the survey respondents, there is a sample of 50 participants who 

volunteered to be studied over a longer period through GPS tracking. These 

participants can be further examined to understand how actual activity spaces and 

mobility behavior connect to the survey data. Ideally, future research would include a 

wider sample of respondents. A wider sample can be achieved through a new survey 
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which gathers information from immigrants of a variety of backgrounds in Finland, 

such as that by Kemppainen et al. (2020), with the addition of other immigrant 

groups, including Estonians. By incorporating social and spatial integration questions 

in the survey, it would be possible to see how not only the cultural background, but 

also potentially the physical distance between Finland and the country of origin 

impacts the link between integration and transnationalism.  

8 Conclusion 

 The main objective of this thesis was to examine the link between integration 

and transnationalism from both a social and spatial perspective, using Estonians 

living in Finland as an example. In doing so, I aimed to narrow the socio-spatial gap 

in the literature, by focusing on the interlinked nature of the social and spatial 

perspectives. The thesis contributes to transnationalism and integration literature in 

two ways. First, I proposed a theoretical framework where transnationalism and 

integration can be approached jointly. The framework is flexible and acts as a tool to 

conceptualize the social and spatial relationships among multiple entities. For 

example, an individual and two countries, or an individual and two cities. Second, 

the empirical results illustrated that social integration in the host society and social 

transnationalism in the sending society are both linked to each other and to spatial 

transnationalism. 

 This was achieved by first conceptualizing transnationalism and integration 

as social processes. To better untangle how integration and transnationalism relate to 

each other, they were partitioned into different domains: social, structural, cultural, 

identity, and spatial. Through correlation analysis, the spatial domain was 

reconnected to the other four domains. GLM provided further details about how the 

spatial domain relates to the other four domains, as well as to individual traits. 

 The empirical findings demonstrate that integration and transnationalism vary 

both across and within the separate domains. Not all variables contribute equally to 

the four dimensions produced through MCA. Moreover, the results suggest that the 

more connected an individual is to Finnish society, the less connected they are to 

Estonian society. In order words, there is an inverse relationship between social 

integration and social transnationalism among the survey respondents.  
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 The inverse relationship between integration and transnationalism carries 

over to spatial transnationalism. Individuals who are integrated in Finnish society 

across more domains are also more spatially connected to Finland. These individuals 

tend to do more activities in Finland and spend less time in Estonia. They exhibit 

fewer transnational tendencies, as they spend most of their time in Finland, their 

country of residence. Notably, some respondents also exhibited traits of multilocality 

because they engage in activities in both countries as opposed to just one.  
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10 Appendix A 

Figures Appendix A, Figure 1 through Appendix A, Figure 4 are based on a study of 

post-accession migrants from Central and Eastern Europe by Engbersen, Leerkes, 

Grabowska-Lusinska, Snel & Burgers (2013). The maps were created by the author 

in order to visualize the concepts described by Engbersen et al. (2013) in their study. 

Dark blue indicates strong ties to a country (either the country of destination or the 

country of origin) and light blue indicates weak ties. Countries in gray were not 

included in the study or mentioned in the results. 

 

 

Appendix A, Figure 1. Circular migrants are strongly attached to the country of 

origin (Poland or Romania) and weakly attached to the country of destination (the 

Netherlands). Seasonal workers from Poland and Romania who live in the 

Netherlands are an example of circular migrants. 

 

Map created by author, based the typology of labor migrants created by Engbersen 

et al. (2013). 
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Appendix A, Figure 2. Bi-national migrants are strongly attached to both the country 

of origin (Poland) and country of destination (the Netherlands). Highly skilled Polish 

migrants living in the Netherlands are an example of bi-national migrants. 

 

Map created by author, based the typology of labor migrants created by Engbersen 

et al. (2013). 

 

 

 



70 

 

 

Appendix A, Figure 3. Footloose migrants have weak attachments to both their 

country of origin (Poland, Romania, or Bulgaria) and their destination country (the 

Netherlands). Migrants from Poland, Romania, or Bulgaria who are unemployed or 

employed informally in the Netherlands are examples of footloose migrants.  

 

Map created by author, based the typology of labor migrants created by Engbersen 

et al. (2013). 
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Appendix A, Figure 4. Settlement migrants have weak attachments to the country of 

origin (Romania and Bulgaria) and strong attachments to their country of 

destination (the Netherlands). Highly educated, skilled workers from Romania and 

Bulgaria are examples of settlement migrants in the Netherlands.  

 

Map created by author, based the typology of labor migrants created by Engbersen 

et al. (2013). 
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11 Appendix B 

11.1 Analysis 1: Social integration with host society (Finland) 

 

Social 

- How easy is it, in your opinion, to achieve human contact with a Finnish 

person?  

o Easy, Difficult, Unsure  

- How many of your main social media partners are in Finland?  

o Over half, Half, Less than half  

- Is your spouse or domestic partner Finnish? 

o Yes, No/No spouse or domestic partner 

- Is Finland the main place of residence for your minor children?  

o Yes, No/No minor child 

Structural 

- Do you have Finnish citizenship? 

o Yes, No 

- Has your education level changed in Finland? 

o Yes, No 

- What is your employment status this week? 

o Salaried worker, Entrepreneur, Student, Not working (retired, parental 

leave, unemployed), Other  

- Are you, or is a member of your household, the owner or tenant of your place 

of residence? 

o Owner, Tenant, Other 

- Assess your Finnish language skills  

o High, Mid, Low 

Cultural  

- How often do you listen to, read, or watch Finnish news, newspapers, online 

news portals?  

o Daily, Weekly, Monthly, Never  

- How different are the values of Finnish people compared to yours?  

o Similar, Different, Unsure  

 

Identity 

- Finland is my new home country  

o Yes, No 
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11.2 Analysis 2: Social transnationalism with the sending society 

(Estonia) 

 

Social  

- How often do you communicate with family, friend, and acquaintances who 

live in Estonia?  

o Daily, Weekly, Monthly or less  

- How many of your main social media partners are in Estonia? 

o Over half, Half, Less than half 

- Is Estonia the main place of residence for your spouse or domestic partner? 

o Yes, No/No spouse/domestic partner 

- Is Estonia the main place of residence for your minor children? 

o Yes, No/no minor children 

Structural 

- Are you using income earned in Finland for investments, expenses, or family 

members in Estonia? 

o Yes, No 

- Do you or a household member own immovable property in Estonia? 

o Yes, No 

Cultural 

- How often do you listen to, read, or watch Estonian news, newspapers, online 

news portals? 

o Daily, Weekly, Monthly, Never  

Identity 

- Do you have plans to return to Estonia? 

o Yes, No, Not sure 
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11.3 Analysis 3: Spatial transnationalism between the host society 

(Finland) and sending society (Estonia) 

 

Social 

- Where do you spend time with your family members (domestic 

partner/spouse, children, parents)?  

o Estonia, Finland, both countries 

- Where do you spend time with other family members? 

o Estonia, Finland, both countries 

- Where do you spend time with friends? 

o Estonia, Finland, both countries 

 

Structural 

- Where do you spend time working? 

o Estonia, Finland, both countries 

 

Cultural 

- Where do you attend entertainment events (e.g., theater or concerts)? 

o Estonia, Finland, both countries 

- Where do you do other leisure activities (e.g., hobbies or travelling)? 

o Estonia, Finland, both countries 

- Where do you use healthcare services? 

o Estonia, Finland, both countries 

- Where do you use other services (e.g., hairdresser, car repair etc.)? 

o Estonia, Finland, both countries 

 

Spatial 

- How often do you visit Estonia?  

o Less than once per year, 1-3 times per year, 4-7 times per year, 

Monthly, Weekly 

- How long have you stayed in Estonia in total within the past year?  

o I have not visited at all, up to one week, between 2-3 weeks, between 

1 and 2 months, between 3 and 6 months, over 6 months  
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