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Abstract 

This paper is the first linking economic theory and empirical life satisfaction analyses of 

rural-urban migration in developed countries. The economic literature remains preoccupied 

with verifying the theoretical assumption that individuals migrate towards urban 

agglomerations, if the potential gain in income is sufficient to cover costs. However, this 

narrow view cannot explain why, especially in developed countries, migration exists also to 

the rural periphery. In this paper, an extension of the Roback (1982) model is developed to 

account for unobserved costs and benefits from internal migration in the utility function. 

Using highly disaggregated spatial panel information on people’s migration decisions and 

their life satisfaction from 2006 to 2010 for Germany, we empirically investigate the 

theoretical model by applying an individual fixed effect model with additional controls on the 

labor market region level to rule out selection bias. Findings suggest positive unobserved 

benefits from migration that do not differ by gender, but which are positive and diminishing 

in distance of migration. The older working population derives substantial unobserved 

benefits from urban-to-rural migration, which suggests that the economic literature 

underestimates benefits from migration to the periphery when ignoring unobserved 

compensating utility differentials emerging e.g. from recreational amenities.  
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1. Introduction 

In developed countries, demographic change is a widespread phenomenon. The population is 

rapidly ageing due to a low and declining population rate. However, the ageing of population 

concentrates among certain regions. Rural regions in the periphery, in particular, are faced 

with high youth out-migration accelerating ageing of the population and halting economic 

functioning. Counter urbanization processes during the last decades that caused interregional 

deconcentration in favor of rural regions in more peripheral places did not compensate for the 

youth out-migration (see Hosszú, 2009).1 Accordingly, policy makers need to develop and 

implement dedicated policy measures creating stronger incentives for young and well-

educated people to stay within or to migrate towards the rural periphery. 

A prerequisite for developing such measures is a better understanding of decisions to migrate. 

Migration models grounded in economic theory conceptualize migration phenomena 

providing valuable insights into decisions to migrate. Roback’s (1982)2 model suggests that 

internal3 migration is determined by an equilibrium state of market rents and wages. Higher 

levels of regional amenities such as climate or proximity to the coast are compensated by 

lower levels of wages or higher levels of rents and utility is equalized over space. Assuming 

complete mobility of labor, migration costs are zero within this framework. However, people 

only decide to migrate if benefits from migration are high enough to cover costs. These costs 

and benefits are not only monetary in nature and often unobservable. Unobserved costs of 

migration might be related to uncertainty (information costs) or loss of social ties (social 

costs). Unobserved benefits of migration might simply result from regional attractiveness 

depending on the type of region, e.g. from cultural amenities in urban agglomerations or 

recreational amenities in the rural periphery. However, these unobserved costs and benefits4 

might play an important role in explaining decisions to migrate. As most of the economic 

                                                            
1 In Germany, this phenomenon goes hand in hand with positive migration balances in the old federal states, 
while it cannot be observed in the new federal states, where migration balances tend to be negative. 
2 Roback’s (1982) model is based on a seminal paper of Rosen (1974) on markets for bundled characteristics. 
3 Internal migration is defined as migration within a country. It differs from international migration, which is 
defined as migration across countries. Our analysis focuses on internal migration within Germany, which we 
define as migration across borders of municipalities within Germany. However, theoretical considerations also 
apply to international migration. 
4 People tend to migrate if benefits compensate for costs. In equilibirium, unobservable benefits are equal to 
unobservable costs. In our analysis, we base our interpretation on this equilibrium assumption, assuming that 
effects from migration then can be interchangeably interpreted as benefits or costs, depending on the chosen 
view. In this paper, we use the term “unobserved costs and benefits”, “unobserved costs” and “unobserved 
benefits” interchangeably to refer to the effects from migration beyond individual income and fixed regional 
rents and amenities. 
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literature has focused on income differentials from internal migration, unobserved costs and 

benefits have not been thoroughly investigated in the empirical literature so far.5 

The aim of this paper is to provide a theoretically grounded and empirically thorough analysis 

of the effect of internal migration on individual’s utility, with the ultimative objective of 

informing the further development of economic theory. In the theoretical section of this paper, 

we extent the Roback (1982) model to account for unobserved costs and benefits from 

migration in the utility function.6 In the empirical section of this paper, we quantify these 

unobserved costs and benefits using life satisfaction as a proxy for experienced utility. Our 

paper closes a gap in the literature by, for the first time, linking empirical investigations of 

effects from internal migration on life satisfaction (see e.g. Nowok et al., 2013, Switek et al., 

2012 or Kettlewell, 2010) to theoretical foundations of economic theory on the unobserved 

costs of migration (see Krupka and Donaldson, 2007). 

In order to empirically assess unobserved costs and benefits from migration, we conduct a life 

satisfaction analysis based on highly spatially disaggregated, individual socio-economic panel 

information for 2006 to 2010 from the German Socio-Economic Panel (GSOEP). We use the 

advantage of the GSOEP of providing regional information of the residences of GSOEP 

households on the municipality level, which is the lowest regional level available in this 

dataset.7 By presenting evidence from a large representative panel dataset, we address several 

concerns that are common with cross-sectional data. When comparing migrants and non-

migrants, selection bias arises if migrants and non-migrants differ in ways that is related to the 

decision to migrate. Assume for example that extraverted people are more satisfied and tend 

to be more prone to migration. The use of panel data, which provides repeated observations of 

individuals over time, enables us to overcome selection bias by controlling for time-invariant 

individual fixed effects. 

We begin our empirical analysis by asking the question whether unobserved costs and 

benefits from migration beyond individual income and fixed regional rent and amenity 

differentials exist in general for the working age population. In a next step, we decompose 

these unobserved costs and benefits in several ways to find out how they might depend on 

different characteristics of migrants or other characteristics that are related to the decision to 
                                                            
5 See Greenwood (1997) for a summary on the migration literature for developed countries. See Waltert and 
Schläpfer (2010) for a summary on empirical analyses related to regional amenties. 
6 A theoretical discussion on the incorporation of heterogeneous moving costs into Roback’s model can be found 
in Krupka and Donaldson (2007). However, as we are not interested in differences in individual preferences in 
general, we present a simplified framework. 
7 The average size of municipalities in our sample is 62.90 km² with a minimum of 1.16 km² and a maximum of 
891.02 km² in 2006.  
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migrate. First, we test whether unobserved costs and benefits from migration depend on 

gender. Empirical findings suggest that women, who are often tied movers, tend to sacrifice 

their earnings for the sake of the family (see Cooke, 2003). However, little is known about 

changes in life satisfaction resulting from migration of females. Second, we test whether 

unobserved costs and benefits from migration depend on the distance of migration. This 

follows the view of distance as an impediment to the flow of information (see Miller, 1972). 

Thereby we verify our hypothesis that costs of migration such as uncertainty (information 

costs) or loss of social ties (social costs) increase in distance. Third, we test whether there are 

differences in unobserved costs and benefits from migration depending on the type of region 

of origin and destination, whether it is urban or rural. In our sample, the median distance of 

migration is larger for to-urban than to-rural migrants. By differentiating unobserved costs 

and benefits according to the type of region of origin and destination, we directly test whether 

distance related unobserved costs and benefits might rather be driven by regional 

attractiveness e.g. by cultural amenities for urban regions or by recreational amenities for 

rural regions than by distance itself. Fourth, we test whether unobserved costs and benefits by 

type of region of origin and destination also differ depending on the age of the working age 

population. Differences between age groups have been found to provide valuable insights into 

the decisions to migrate (see Hunt 2006). By analyzing benefits for different age groups, we 

aim at verifying our hypothesis that the young working age population might rather be 

attracted to urban regions as they benefit from cultural amenities, while the older working age 

population might be attracted to rural regions as they benefit from recreational amenities. 

Our empirical findings suggest that unobserved benefits of migration that compensate 

unobserved costs of migration play an important role in explaining migration behavior. We 

find that migration provides positive unobserved benefits, which do not differ significantly by 

gender. Findings indicate positive, diminishing unobserved benefits in distance of migration. 

Generally, rural-to-urban migration provides higher unobserved benefits compared to urban-

to-urban migration. These effects are mainly driven by the younger working age population. 

The older working age population derives substantial unobserved benefits from urban-to-rural 

migration, which suggests that benefits from the rural periphery are underestimated when, 

according to the economic literature, sticking to the narrow view of income differentials only. 

The paper is structured as follows. In Section 2, we present an overview of previous research. 

In Section 3, we provide information on the theoretical background and the empirical 
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specification. The data set and descriptive statistics are described in Section 4. In Section 5, 

we present empirical results. Conclusions are given in Section 6.   

 

2. Previous Research 

While an extensive literature on life satisfaction analyses exist in sociology and psychology, 

an increasing number of studies can also be found in the economic literature. Sociologists 

have focused on individual benefits of household income and leisure activities and individual 

costs of commuting, physical and mental health and environmental amenities and 

disamenities.8 There are only few studies that focus on life satisfaction and internal migration. 

Nowok et al. (2013) analyze the temporal pattern of life satisfaction in the UK for internal 

migrants around the time of migration. They find a significant decline in life satisfaction 

before migrating, which is offset by increases in life satisfaction from migrating bringing 

people back to their original levels. These effects do not differ significantly by gender. 

Findings also indicate that long-distance migrants are at least as happy as short-distance 

migrants despite the higher social and psychological costs involved. Switek (2012) finds 

positive effects on life satisfaction from internal migration for Swedish young adults that are 

unrelated to income changes. For non-work migrants improvements in life satisfaction are 

driven by housing satisfaction, while they are driven by changes in occupational composition 

leading to higher status for work migrants. For Germany in particular, there exist a few 

studies that investigate East-West migration since German reunification. Fuchs-Schündeln 

and Schündeln (2009) find significant increases in life satisfaction in the years after the move 

for permanent East-West migrants only.  

Despite some evidence of changes in life satisfaction from internal migration in general, there 

exist very few studies that link economic aspects of rural-to-urban migration to individual’s 

life satisfaction. Knight and Gunatilaka (2010) find that Chinese rural-urban migrants settled 

in urban regions have average happiness scores lower than rural households. However, 

selection bias cannot be ruled out as the analysis is based on cross-sectional data. Kettlewell 

(2010) overcomes these limitations by using panel data. Findings indicate that life satisfaction 

                                                            
8Life satisfaction analyses on individual benefits from household income include e.g. Winkelmann and 
Winkelmann, (1998), Blanchflower and Oswald (2004) or Clark et al. (2008); benefits on leisure activities are 
analyzed by Headey et al. (2010); individual costs of commuting are discussed by Stutzer and Frey (2008) ; costs 
from physical health are elaborated by Shields and Price (2005); Oswald and Powdthavee (2006) and mental 
health is discussed by Headey et al. (1993); costs and benefits from environmental amenities and disamenities 
such as air quality are analyzed by Luechinger (2009), climate by Rehdanz and Maddison (2005) and natural 
landscape amenities by Kopmann and Rehdanz (2013). 
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of Australian female rural-to-urban migrants non-permanently increases only in the period of 

2-3 years after the move, while there are no changes in life satisfaction for male rural-to-urban 

migrants around the time of migration. However, none of these studies establish a link 

between bi-directional migration patterns for urban and rural types of regions, which can 

provide important insights in explaining migration decisions also to the rural periphery. 

 

3. Theory and Empirical Specification 

3.1 Utility maximization and the costs of migration 

A large number of studies analyze equilibrium forces that make individuals’ utility spatially 

invariant by migration. Within this framework, the idea of compensating differentials goes 

back to Rosen (1974) and Roback (1982), according to which rent and wage differentials 

compensate for local differences in amenities.9 For simplification, Roback’s model assumes 

that moving costs are zero. However, it is widely discussed in the literature that unobserved 

moving costs such as uncertainty (information costs) or loss of social ties (social costs) play 

an important role in migration decisions. Krupka and Donaldson (2007) discuss 

heterogeneous moving costs represented by an idiosyncratic component within the theoretical 

framework of Roback’s (1982) model. As we are not explicitly interested in differences in 

migration costs with respect to individual preferences, we consider migration costs that are 

homogenous across individuals. 

To incorporate moving costs into Roback’s model, we assume a Cobb-Douglas utility 

function, such that 

Uij = Cij
αc  Hij

αh Aj
αa          (1) 

where Uij reflects the level of utility of individual i living in region j, Cij is a numeraire 

consumption bundle, Hj is the regional level of housing and Aj are regional amenities. 

The individual’s utility maximization is constrained by income of individual i at location j, 

which is given by consumption plus housing: 

                  Yij = Cij + RjHij                        (3) 

The household also produces movements between locations, described by Mit. Migration is a 

dichotomous variable, which takes the value of one if an individual moves across regions at 

                                                            
9 See Greenwood (1997) for an overview of studies on migration for developed countries. See Waltert and 
Schläpfer (2010) for an overview of house price, land and wage regressions on environmental characteristics. 
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time t and zero otherwise. Let m be the unobserved cost. The decision to move then depends 

on whether individuals level of utility can compensate for the unobserved costs of migration, 

such that 

Ui,k – (Ui,l + m) = 0 or  Ui,k – Ui,l = m                                            (4) 

for an individual moving from region k to region l. For simplicity, we assume that migration 

costs are greater than zero only for migrants in the period of migration, they are zero 

otherwise. Considering migration costs in the utility function following Sinha and Cropper 

(2013) then yields: 

                                            Uij = Cij
αc  Hj

αh Aj
αa emMit                                                              (5) 

Substituting optimal values of consumption and housing allows us to rewrite utility as an 

indirect utility function as follows (see Appendix A.1 for the derivation): 

 ln Vi,j = β + βy lnYi,j – βh lnRj + βa lnAj + m Mit,       (6) 

where αc/βy is the fraction of income spent on housing and βy = αc +αh and βh=αa. Similarly, 

we assume a profit function π (w, r, a, m), which also depends on wages, rents, amenities and 

unobserved costs of migration. We assume that firms in amenity rich regions can be more 

productive (due to positive climate characteristics), or unproductive (due to negative 

topographical conditions such as coasts or mountains). Migration costs for firms can include 

various factors such as fixed capital or networks (see Krupka and Donaldson 2007). 

According to this view, migration takes place as a result of equating unobserved benefits and 

unobserved costs of migration. Any region being more attractive will experience in-migration 

until, in some combination, wages w fall or rents r rise sufficiently to eliminate the utility 

differential. Figure 1 illustrates indirect utility functions v and profit functions π that 

determine spatial equilibrium for a fixed level of regional amenities a0.
10 If migration costs 

were similar for all regions at a level m0, the indirect utility curve v0  shows all various 

combinations of wages and rents that yield the same level of utility. If one region is associated 

with higher unobserved costs of migration for individual i (for simplicity, we assume similar 

unobserved costs of migration for firms), it must have higher wages in equilibrium. This 

ensures that indirect utility curves for different unobserved costs of migration yield the same 

level of utility U in direct goods space. 

{Figure 1} 

                                                            
10 We do not explicitly derive profit functions, since our focus is on the household (utility maximizing) and not 
on the firm (profit maximizing) side. For more information see e.g. Greenwood (1997). 
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Holding the level of wages, rents and regional amenities fixed, then the size of the unobserved 

costs of migration in equilibrium must tell us something about the attractiveness of a region. 

If the unobserved costs of migrating to a particular region are large, then, in equilibrium, 

compensating unobserved benefits from migrating to that particular region e.g. from cultural 

amenities in urban regions or recreational amenities in rural regions must be large as well.  

 

3.2 Empirical Specification 

To empirically analyze benefits from migration as described in the theoretical model, we use 

life satisfaction as a proxy for experienced utility. An increasing number of studies are based 

on this assumption not only in the psychological and in the sociological literature, but, more 

recently, also in the economic literature. Several studies have focused on validation tests for 

life satisfaction as a proxy for experienced utility. It has been found that life satisfaction 

scores are correlated with other variables that can be claimed to be associated with true 

individual well-being (see Frey and Stutzer 2002), which supports validity of life satisfaction 

as a proxy for experienced utility. However, there are still some limitations to its applications. 

One major issue that is widely discussed in the literature is interpersonal comparison. 

Evidence suggests that this problem is not as severe as expected, since people who are 

satisfied with their lives are also rated accordingly by family members, friends, and experts 

(see Sandvik et al. 1993). To overcome possible limitations, we analyze intrapersonal changes 

in life satisfaction using panel information. 

Taking advantage of the panel structure, we apply an individual fixed effects approach to 

measure the effect of migration on indirect utility whilst controlling for endogeneity from 

selection bias. Selection bias occurs since we are not able to compare life satisfaction after 

migration to life satisfaction of the migrant had she not moved, which is simply unobservable. 

Instead, we use non-migrants as a comparison group. Endogeneity occurs if migrants and non-

migrants differ in ways that is related to the decision to move. For example, extraverted 

people tend to be more satisfied with their life while at the same time being prone to 

migration. We control for time-invariant individual characteristics such as personality traits 

by considering individual fixed effects. In addition, we consider regional characteristics that 

are time-invariant by including regional fixed effects. We also control for time-varying 

regional characteristics such as policy shocks in the region of origin that makes people decide 

to move by including lagged regional fixed effects. Finally, we include year fixed effects to 

control for policy shocks that affect all people similarly and might also affect people’s 
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decision to migrate (such as the financial crisis, which increases the probability of job-related 

migration decisions). 

Taking these controls into account, we directly estimate an indirect utility function by 

rewriting equation (6) as follows:  

LSi,j,t = α + βy ln Yi,t + τj + γ Mi,t + βx Xi,t + τk + μt + υi + ε i,j,t,
 11                                         (7)      

where ln Vi,j = ln (exp(LSi,j,t)) = LSi,j,t
12

, which represents reported life satisfaction of individual 

i in region j. Regional dummies τj at the regional level j capture the level of housing prices 

and regional attributes that are assumed to be fixed, i.e. τj = – βh lnHj + βa lnAj.
13 Xit are 

individual characteristics, τk are lagged regional dummies (k representing the region of origin), 

μt are year fixed effects, υi are individual fixed effects and εijt represents the error term to be 

estimated.14 Clustering is applied at the municipality level, which relaxes the assumption that 

observations are independent and adjusts standard errors for intra-regional correlation 

accordingly (see Moulton 1990).  

Within this general framework, we estimate a set of different specifications that analyze how 

unobserved benefits from migration depend on characteristics that are related to the decision 

to migrate. First of all, we test whether unobserved benefits differ depending on the distance 

between region of origin and region of destination: 

LSi,t = α + βy ln Yi,t + τj  +  γ Mi,t * δi + βx Xi,t + τk + μt + υi + εi,j,t,                                             (8)      

where the key variable of interest is δi representing the distance of migration. As the 

functional form is unknown, we test for different specifications for the distance variable by 

including (1) the linear distance, (2) the logarithm of distance and (3) the squared term of 

distance in addition to the linear term. 

                                                            
11 Two procedures can be applied for estimating the specified model. When a non-linear relationship or 
ordinality in the dependent variable needs to be taken into consideration, ordered logit can be used. However, 
this requires averaging the marginal effects to calculate the MWTPs, which is open to criticism. Ordinary Least 
Squares (OLS) can be applied when error terms are adjusted for heteroscedasticity, which may be less accurate 
due to the linearity assumption. Ferrer-i-Carbonell and Frijters (2004) have shown that assuming ordinality or 
cardinality of the dependent variable makes little difference in a subjective well-being framework. We thus use 
OLS in estimating the model for greater ease of interpretation. For a robustness check, (ordered) logit has also 
been applied. As expected, the results are not affected. We weight regressions by sampling weights and cluster 
on the regional, i.e. municipality, level. 
12 Life satisfaction is left skewed. As it is standard in the literature, we assume an exponential transformation of 
this variable to obtain a normal distribution. 
13 Assuming fixed levels of housing prices and regional amenities on the regional level is not problematic, as 
long as the time horizon considered in the analysis is relatively short. Our analysis covers a short period of only 
5 years. 
14 Regressions are weighted by panel weights derived from GSOEP. 
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Second, migrants are classified depending on the types of regions of origin and destination, 

whether it is urban or rural. Classification of migrants according to types of regions is based 

on the hypothesis that there are differences in (dis)utility from migration depending on 

differences in regional attractiveness of urban and rural types of regions beyond fixed regional 

level of rents and amenities such as climate or topography. 

To analyze benefits from migration depending on the attractiveness of different types of 

regions, we estimate the following equation: 

LSi,t = α + βy ln Yi,t + τj + Σm γ Mi,t * ιi,m + βx Xi,t + τk + μt + υi + εi,j,t,                                  (9)      

where the key variable of interest is ιi,m representing:  

ιi,1=1: migration from urban-to-urban; zero otherwise, 

ιi,2=1: migration from rural-to-urban; zero otherwise, 

ιi,3=1: migration from rural-to-rural; zero otherwise, 

ιi,4=1: migration from urban-to-rural; zero otherwise. 

Preferences for different types of regions might differ depending on the age of the individual. 

We estimate the differences in age-dependent preferences on benefits from migration for 

different types of regions expanding equation (9) as follows: 

LSi,t = α + βy ln Yi,t + τj + Σm Σk γ1,t Mi,t * ιi,m *θi,k + βx Xi,t + τk + μt + υi + εi,j,t,          (10)      

where the key variable of interest is θi,k representing five age groupes:  

θi,1=1: 18 - 25 years; zero otherwise, 

θi,2=1: 26 - 35 years; zero otherwise, 

θi,3=1: 36 - 45 years; zero otherwise, 

θi,4=1: 46 - 55 years; zero otherwise, 

θi,5=1: 56 - 63 years; zero otherwise. 
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4 Data and Descriptive Statistics 

Our analysis is based on data from the German Socio-Economic Panel (GSOEP). It is a wide-

ranging representative longitudinal study providing socio-economic information for 

approximately 10,000 individuals and 20,000 households in Germany (see Wagner et al., 

2007). Since we are interested in unobserved benefits from migration for people who can 

“freely” decide to move, we exclude the non-working population one year before the 

retirement age and onwards from our sample to avoid negative effects from forced migration 

related to illness. Our final sample then includes the working population between the age of 

18 and 63.15 In the GSOEP, information on life satisfaction (the dependent variable) is 

obtained by asking individuals the following question: “All things considered, how satisfied 

would you say you are with your life these days?”. Respondents can choose from an ordinal 

scale of 0 to 10, where 0 means very dissatisfied and 10 means very satisfied.  

To link life satisfaction to the decision to migrate, we use the advantage of the GSOEP of 

providing regional information of the residences of GSOEP households on the municipality 

level. This enables us to differentiate between individuals moving only across the road 

“within” their municipality and those that actually move “across” administrative borders of 

municipalities. The former group of individuals is not of interest to us and hence not the focus 

of our analysis, since unobserved costs of moving are close to zero for “within” movers.16 In 

our sample, the share of “across” municipality migrants is 8.6 %. This is above numbers from 

the federal office of Germany (Statistisches Bundesamt), according to which 5.44 % of 

Germans moved across administrative borders of municipalities in 2006.17 Considering 5 

consecutive years in our analysis, we have 874 “across” municipality migrants in our sample, 

which allows us to obtain valuable insights into migration decisions.18 

{Table 1} 

                                                            
15 We consider people up to the age of 63 to rule out any effects from illness at older ages that forces people to 
move to relatives or seniors residences. We decide to use as an orientation the average age of old-age pension 
entry of 63.2 in Germany in 2006 (DRV, 2012). Effects from early retirement are then controlled for by grouping 
early retirees into the category of non-working people. 
16 We conduct sensitivity analyses with different specifications for testing effects from moving within 
municipalities. Findings indicate no effects on life satisfaction from moving within municipalities. However, we 
keep a simple dummy for the period after the move for within-municipality movers in all specifications to 
remove any effect from within-municipality-moving from our control group in the period after the move. 
17 Own calculations based on influx of new residents in 2006 that moved across borders of German 
municipalities (excluding immigrants from other countries) compared to the total population as of 31.12.2006 
obtained from the federal office of Germany (Statistisches Bundesamt). Data can be accessed at: 
www.destatis.de. 
18 We drop observations for migrants if they migrate a second time in our sample to avoid any effects resulting 
from dependencies between the first time of migration and the second time of migration such as effects from 
migrating back to the origin region. 
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Before approaching the question whether migrants benefit from relocating, we check whether 

migrants are inherently more dissatisfied than non-migrants. Table 1 indicates that mean life 

satisfaction of migrants is slightly higher than mean life satisfaction of non-migrants. The 

difference is not statistically significant. However, the periods before migration migrants tend 

to have lower levels of life satisfaction than non-migrants, while in the periods after migration 

migrants tend to have higher levels of life satisfaction than non-migrants. These differences 

are statistically significant.  

To get an impression on the size of benefits from relocating, we plot average changes in life 

satisfaction of migrants between the period immediately after migration and the period 

immediately before migration against the average change in life satisfaction of non-migrants 

over the whole sample period (Figure 2). It illustrates that migration has a substantial positive 

effect on life satisfaction, while changes in life satisfaction for non-migrants are random over 

the whole sample period as they are close to zero. These findings suggest that internal 

migration allows people to improve their situation. However, this simple relationship does not 

allow us to make a causal interpretation of the association between internal migration and life 

satisfaction. It is obvious that it does not control for any individual characteristics, and it is 

likely that observable differences, for example, in the age distribution or in the job status, can 

explain part of these differences. In addition, regional characteristics such as negative shocks 

from closing of a plant or high unemployment rates might explain why migrants have lower 

levels of life satisfaction the periods before migration. Benefits derived from simple changes 

in life satisfaction then might be overestimated. To derive causal effects from migration, we 

hence control for several characteristics in the empirical analysis as described in the empirical 

strategy (see section 3.2).  

Unobserved costs and benefits from internal migration might differ depending on diverse 

characteristics of migrants and other characteristics related to the decision to migrate. First of 

all, benefits from migration might differ by gender. Changes in life satisfaction for female 

migrants between the period immediately after migration and the period immediately before 

migration in our sample are somewhat lower with 0.1975, than changes in life satisfaction for 

male migrants between the period immediately after migration and the period immediately 

before migration with 0.2379. However, the difference is not statistically significant. This 

provides a first indication that benefits from migration do not differ by gender. 

Second, benefits from internal migration might differ depending on differences in the distance 

of migration. Figure 3 shows changes in life satisfaction of internal migrants for the four 
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quartiles of the distance of migration in our sample. In contrast to our assumption of costs 

from migration to increase in distance, it indicates a general tendency of changes in life 

satisfaction to be inverse u-shaped in distance of migration.  

{Figure 3} 

However, distance itself might capture various other underlying characteristics that drive the 

results for changes in life satisfaction being related to the distance of migration. One 

candidate might be the type of region of origin and destination, whether it is urban or rural. To 

get an impression on the differences in changes in life satisfaction from moving across 

borders of different types of regions, we use settlement structural municipality types 

(municipality types) as provided by the Federal Institute for Research on Building, Urban 

Affairs and Spatial Development (Bundesinstitut für Bau-, Stadt- und Raumforschung, 

BBSR) to differentiate between urban agglomerations and the rural periphery. Municipality 

types are obtained as follows: In a first step, counties are differentiated into three regional 

types: (1) Agglomeration counties including centers with > 300,000 inhabitants or population 

denuncertasity of more than 300 inhabitants/km², (2) Urban counties including centers with > 

100,000 inhabitants and with population density of more than 100 inhabitants/km² or 

population density of more than 150 inhabitants/km² and that do not belong to the first 

category; and (3) Rural counties including the remaining regions. In a second step, 

municipalities belonging to these three broad categories are then differentiated into further 

subcategories. First of all, large cities have a class on its own, this includes (0) major large 

cities with > 500,000 inhabitants, (1.1) large cities in agglomeration counties with  > 300,000  

inhabitants and (2.1) large cities in urban counties with > 100,000 inhabitants.  Other 

municipalities are differentiated into further 14 subcategories concerning their differences in 

population density and their functioning as a center. In total, this categorization differentiates 

between 17 municipality types. 

{Figure 4} 

Using the advantage of this detailed information on municipality types, we differentiate 

between urban municipalities and rural municipalities (see Figure 4). Our main intention of 

the separation into urban and rural municipalities is to differentiate between main 

agglomeration regions that provide job and education possibilities and cultural amenities, but 

might be subject to negative environmental amenities such as air pollution or congestion. 

Therefore, we decide to classify major large cities, large cities in agglomeration counties, 

large cities in urban counties and centers of high density agglomeration counties as urban 
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municipalities (see Table A.2 in the Appendix). The remaining municipalities are defined as 

rural.  An overview of the number of migrants for movements for different types of regions of 

origin and destination and the median distance of migration can be found in Table 2. It shows 

that the median distance of migration of a to-urban migrant is much larger than the median 

distance of a to-rural migrant. Migration across regional types (rural-to-urban or urban-to-

rural) goes hand in hand with larger distances, of which rural-to-urban migration is associated 

with the largest median distance.  

{Table 2} 

To test whether differences in median distance of migration for movements across different 

types of regions of origin and destination is reflected in benefits from migration, we provide a 

first impression on changes in life satisfaction from migration depending on the type of origin 

region and on the type of destination region (see Figure 5). It shows that when focusing on 

destination regions, changes in life satisfaction from moving to urban municipalities tend to 

be smaller compared to changes in life satisfaction from moving to rural municipalities. 

However, these effects also depend on the type of origin region. Positive changes in life 

satisfaction from moving to urban municipalities are mainly driven by moving from rural-to-

urban municipalities, while positive changes in life satisfaction from moving from urban-to-

urban municipalities are relatively low. Changes in life satisfaction from moving to rural 

regions are less heterogeneous with respect to the type of destination and origin region. While 

positive changes in life satisfaction from moving from rural-to-rural municipalities is close to 

the average of moving to rural regions, changes in life satisfaction from moving from urban to 

rural municipalities are largest. However, simple changes in life satisfaction related to the 

type of region of origin and destination provide only weak evidence as differences are not 

statistically significant. One reason might be regional characteristics such as unemployment 

or negative regional shocks such as closing a plant, which obscure effects from migration 

depending on the type of region of origin and destination. To explicitly disentangle migration 

effects for different types of regions of origin and destination we need to control for regional 

effects as described in the empirical specification (see section 3.2).  

{Figure 5} 

Finally, we analyze whether benefits from migration differ by age group. Table 3 shows 

changes in life satisfaction for migrants by age group. We find largest positive changes for the 

age groups of 26-35 years and 36-45 years, which are both significantly different from zero. 

Positive changes in life satisfaction tend to be lower for older age groups, however they are 
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not statistically significant from zero. The same applies for the youngest age group. One 

reason might be individual characteristics that are specific to different age groups, which 

obscure effects from migration. To explicitly disentangle effects from internal migration by 

age group, we control for individual and regional characteristics in the analysis as described in 

the empirical specification (see section 3.2). 

{Table 3} 

We consider a large number of demographic and socio-economic characteristics provided by 

the GSOEP that have been found in previous studies to have an impact on subjective well- 

being (net household income (after tax)19, citizenship, age, number of persons in household, 

gender, marital status, employment status, education years, health and disability status; see 

Dolan et al., 2008), which we include as individual controls in our empirical model.  

Difficulties arise in controlling for housing prices and regional amenities. First of all, housing 

prices are not available on the municipality level. Second, regional amenities are difficult to 

control for, since they can be of any type (covering e.g. climate and topography). For 

simplification, we assume that housing prices and regional amenities are fixed over time, and 

include regional dummies. However, the number of regional dummies on the municipality 

level is very large, which makes estimation impossible due to limitations in computational 

power. Therefore, we consider regional dummies at the lowest possible level - the labor 

market region level, which is provided by the BBSR and divides up Germany into more than 

270 regions.20 Any additional benefits from regional amenities below labor market region 

level, e.g. from cultural amenities in urban regions or recreational amenities from rural 

regions, are then captured in the migration effect. 

There are several reasons why the number panel analyses of internal migration on a highly 

disaggregated regional level such as the municipality level are limited. One reason is that 

                                                            
19 Net household income is adjusted in two ways. First, we divide net household income by a consumer price 
index to account for the fact that nominal increases in income do not increase people’s life satisfaction, but real 
increases do. Second, we apply equivalence scales on household income to account for the fact that the needs of 
a household grow with additional household members, albeit not proportionally (due to economies of scale in 
consumption). Following the modified OECD scale, we assign 1 to the first person in the household, 0.5 to every 
other person aged 14 and older, and 0.3 to all children below the age of 14. Net household income is then 
divided by the sum of these values, resulting in needs-adjusted net household income (see Atkinson and 
Bourguignon, 2000). The advantage of using equivalence scales is that the effects of marginal changes in 
equivalent income can be interpreted on a hypothetical per-person basis. 
20 Another regional level that provides an even higher level of disaggregation is the county level, splitting 
Germany into more than 400 regions. However, some countries match with administrative borders of large cities, 
which is why using county level dummies would give more weight to rural regions than to large cities. Labor 
market region information can be accessed at: http://www.bbsr.bund.de. See also Kropp and Schwengler (2008) 
for more information on the derivation of labor market regions. 
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administrative borders change over time. This leads to difficulties when it comes to area 

related comparisons and renders the construction of samples with a large time dimension 

difficult. For our sample period from 2006 to 2010, there have been more than 1,000 cases, 

where municipalities have been combined or dissolved according to official statistics.21 To 

allow for comparisons of regional characteristics in our analysis, we aggregate municipalities 

that were subject to changes within the sample period.22 In addition, more than 1,500 changes 

of municipality codes took place within our sample period. These have to be considered as 

well to enable comparison of municipalities over time. The final spatial definition of German 

municipalities in our analysis differentiates between 11.449 regions. The final data set then 

consists of 46,455 observations and 8,961 municipality-year combinations. Summary 

statistics can be found in Appendix A.2.  

 

5 Empirical Results 

5.1 Baseline Model 

5.1.1 Internal Migration and Life Satisfaction 

Evidence for unobserved benefits from migration on life satisfaction using a simple dummy 

for having migrated from period t to period t+1 (see equation 7) for three different model 

specifications is presented in Table 4. In the different model specifications, we subsequently 

add individual, time, labor market region and lagged labor market region fixed effects.  

In the most simple specification of the model (Model A.1), we control for individual and time 

fixed effects. In general, results are in line with the literature. Income has a small, but positive 

effect on life satisfaction. Being disabled and bad health negatively affects life satisfaction, 

the worse the health condition the more. Being widowed and getting unemployed has a 

negative effect on life satisfaction. Migration “across” municipalities has a positive effect on 

life satisfaction of 0.3321. As we control for a wide range of individual characteristics, this 

effect reflects other benefits from migration than life satisfaction gains from direct 

improvements of the individual situation. However, these benefits from migration might also 

                                                            
21 Official statistics on changes of administrative borders of German municipalities can be found at: 
http://www.destatis.de. 
22 Aggregation takes place as follows: Those regions, which were subject to a joint change of borders according 
to official statistics are combined. If the area of region A increases at the expense of area from region B within 
the sample period, then region A and B count as one over the whole sample period. Those regions, which were 
merged according to official statistics were also combined. Region C might simply become part of region D 
within the sample period. Similarly, in such a case, region C and D count as one over the whole sample period. 
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include monetary benefits from improvements resulting from lower rent levels in destination 

regions, which cannot be disentangled from other unobserved benefits.  

{Table 4} 

To obtain information on unobserved benefits from migration after controlling for rent levels 

in addition to individual income levels, we include fixed labor market region effects (Model 

A.2). Fixed effects for labor market regions control for fixed levels of regional rents and 

amenities (such as the coast or topography), which is why only differences in regional 

attractiveness within labor market regions are captured in unobserved benefits from 

migration. Benefits from migration on life satisfaction are then reduced to 0.2493, which 

indicates that the fixed characteristics of labor market regions related to destination 

municipalities have a positive effect on life satisfaction of migrants. This follows our 

expectations, since people migrating across municipalities are expected to migrate only if they 

can improve their situation. One example for an improvement of a migrant’s situation might 

be lower levels of rents in destination municipalities, which biases benefits from migration 

upwards. Controlling for fixed effects on the labor market region level then leads to a 

reduction of the migration effect.23 

Characteristics of labor market regions for destination municipalities, however, might not be 

the only source of bias of unobserved benefits from migration. Negative developments in the 

labor market regions of origin that make people decide to migrate also cause bias. The 

inclusion of lagged labor market region fixed effects (Model A.3) leads to a reduction of 

unobserved benefits from migration to 0.2759. This follows our expectations that negative 

regional shocks might exist that make people decide to move. One example is the closing of a 

plant that increases uncertainty. Another example is a natural disaster such as a flood, which 

makes people decide to move and causes downward bias in unobserved benefits from 

migration. Controlling for fixed effects on the labor market region level then leads to an 

increase of the migration effect.24 

Summarizing, the results in this section demonstrate that unobserved benefits are substantial 

and might play an important role in explaining migration decisions. Not only are they 

statistically significant, but they also exert an effect of more than half the magnitude of 

negative events on life satisfaction such as getting unemployed or widowed. This highlights 

                                                            
23 Other results are not explicitly discussed as they do not change. 
24 See footnote 23. 
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the importance of considering unobserved costs and benefits from migration when explaining 

decisions to migrate. 

 

5.1.2 Monetarizing the Unobserved Costs of Migration 

Using the marginal rate of substitution between the migration dummy and individual income, 

it is possible to assign a monetary value to the trade-off. This provides us with information 

about income changes required to compensate for migration on average, which can be 

calculated as follows (with Y, Mit, γ, βy, being equivalent household income, the migration 

dummy, the parameters of the migration dummy and the logarithm of real equivalent 

household income, respectively): 

Unobserved Costs of Migration =  

                                                        (11) 

Using results from Model A.3 (Table 4), the measure for unobserved costs of migration25 as 

provided by the monthly income change for migrating is € 4,054 (in 2006 values, 

approximately US$ 3,000) evaluated at mean equivalent household income (€ 3,441 evaluated 

at median household equivalent income, approximately US$ 2,500).26 This indicates that the 

unobserved costs of migration are fairly large. However, they need to be quite large to explain 

the low migration rates within Germany (which is 4.55 % according to official statistics from 

the federal office of Germany (Statistisches Bundesamt), see section 4). Schündeln (2007) 

provides measures for the unobserved costs of migration from decisions to migrate across and 

within states in Germany, which are approximately € 6,600 for cross-state migration and € 

4,000 for within-state migration (in 2000 values, or approximately US$ 6,500 and US$ 

3,900).27 Findings from macro data for U.S. cross-state migration (see Davies et al., 2001) are 

above measures provided by Schündeln (2007), which in turn tends to be above our estimates.  

Summarizing, in this section we derive a measure for the unobserved costs of migration of € 

4,054 (or approximately US$ 3,000) that tends to be below other estimates provided in the 

literature, which favors the use of life satisfaction data to determine unobserved costs of 

migration and supports the specification of our model. 

                                                            
25 Following arguments as provided by Schündeln (2007), we can only provide a short-term measure of the 
unobserved costs and benefits of migration. The true unobserved costs and benefits of migration would require to 
also account for discounted future income. However, the provided measure for the unobserved costs and benefits 
of migration is useful as an indicator for the size of effects in comparison to other studies. 
26 Mean (median) equivalent household income is 23,167 € (19,668 €) in our sample.  
27 Originally, the analysis is conducted in German Mark (DM). Measures for the unobserved costs of migration 
are 12,945 DM for coss-state migration and 7,836 DM for within state migration, respectively.  
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5.2 Extensions of the Baseline Model 

5.2.1 Gender 

Given the fact that unobserved costs and benefits from migration as found in our analysis are 

substantial and might play an important role in explaining migration behavior, obtaining 

greater knowledge on the nature of these costs and benefits is essential. To get a better 

understanding of the underlying reasons for unobserved costs and benefits from migration, we 

set unobserved costs and benefits of migration into relationship to characteristics of migrants 

or other characteristics that are related to the decision to migrate. 

{Table 5} 

First of all, effects of migration might differ by gender. The empirical literature suggests that 

women, as they are often tied movers, tend to sacrifice their earnings for the sake of the 

family (see Cooke, 2003). However, differences in changes in life satisfaction from internal 

migration by gender have not been found in the literature (see Nowok et al., 2013). To test for 

differences in effects from migration by gender, we interact the migration dummy with a male 

and a female dummy. Findings presented in Table 5 (Model B.1) indicate that effects from 

migration do not differ significantly by gender. In addition, effects for male and female 

migrants (of 0.2762 for male migrants and of 0.2756 for female migrants) are close to the 

joint effect of 0.2759 (see Model A.3 in Table 3). However, there is a tendency for the effect 

of female migrants to be more homogenous than the effect for male migrants, as the former is 

significant at the 5 % level of significance, while the latter is only significant at the 10 % 

level.  

Summarizing, results presented in this section suggest that there are no differences in changes 

in life satisfaction from internal migration by gender, which is in line with findings by Nowok 

et al. (2013).28 It indicates that female migrants are not necessarily on the side of the loosers, 

even if they tend to sacrifice their earnings for the sake of the family. 

 

 

 

                                                            
28 In the analysis as follows, differences for male and female migrants are not explicitly presented as there are no 
significant differences by gender also in the following specifications, except for Model E, which has not been 
tested by gender due to the low number of observations in each class, when in addition to separating by type of 
region and age also separating by gender. This limitation might be overcome by extending the sample to a longer 
time period in future analyses. 
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5.2.2 Distance of Migration 

The distance of migration is a natural candidate that is related to the decision to migrate. 

Distance has been included in early studies of migration (see e.g. Greenwood, 1969), which 

have found that the number of migrants decreases with increasing separation between 

locations. This can be explained by the view of distance as an impediment to the flow of 

information (see Miller, 1972). The further away the destination municipality, the higher the 

information costs resulting for example from uncertainty. The higher the distance of 

migration, the larger the difficulties of keeping contact with friends from the origin region. 

Accordingly, social costs from migration are expected to increase in distance. Despite the 

assumption of unobserved costs and benefits from migration to depend on the distance of 

migration is quite straightforward, we do not know the correct functional form, whether it is 

linear or non-linear. Therefore, we test different functional forms in the following.  

{Table 6} 

Results for the most simple, linear specification of the migration distance presented in Table 6 

(Model C.1) provides only weak evidence as the effect is just not significant at the 10 % level. 

However, the reason might be that unobserved benefits from migration are non-linear in 

distance. In a second model specification (Model C.2), we consider the natural logarithm of 

the distance of migration. With 0.0844 and a significance level of 1 %, we find evidence for a 

positive, diminishing effect.  

As the assumption of diminishing effects is inherent in a logarithmic transformation, we 

cannot rule out that the effect becomes negative after reaching an optimal distance of 

migration, which is indicated by simple changes in life satisfaction by distance quartiles as 

presented in the descriptive statistics (see section 4). To test for an optimum in the distance of 

migration, we consider a squared term of the distance of migration in addition to a linear term 

of the distance of migration in a third model specification (Model C.3). Findings indicate an 

inverse u-shaped effect from migration with an optimum distance of 560.75 km, which is 

significant at the 1 % level according to a joint test of significance.  

As both, the effect from the logarithmic model specification and the effect from the u-shaped 

model specification, are significant, we use the Akaike-Schwartze criterion (AIC) to decide 

on the functional form that best describes the data. As shown in Table 6, the AIC is lowest for 

Model C.2, which indicates that the logarithm is the preferred functional form for the distance 
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of migration.29 This supports our hypothesis that the compensation of information costs and 

social costs could drive unobserved costs and benefits from migration, which are increasing 

and diminishing in distance. 

 

5.2.3 Urban and Rural Type of Regions 

Although we find a relationship between unobserved costs and benefits of migration and the 

distance of migration, there might be other underlying reasons for differences in unobserved 

costs and benefits but the distance of migration itself. One such candidate is the type of 

region, whether it is urban or rural. As indicated in Table 2 (see section 4), the median 

distance of migration to urban destinations exceeds the median distance of migration to rural 

destinations. It is largest for rural-to-urban migration. If unobserved benefits from migration 

reflect the type of destination region, then it is not the social costs and information costs of 

migration that determine unobserved costs and benefits from migration, but regional 

attractiveness that differs by type of region. Urban regions provide cultural amenities by 

hosting restaurants, theaters and cinemas. Rural regions might be more attractive in terms of 

environmental conditions, providing recreational amenities. However, unobserved benefits 

from migration do not only depend on the type of region of the destination municipality, but 

also on the type of region of the origin municipality. As people tend to adjust to their 

environment, benefits from cultural amenities might be lower for migrants with rural origin 

than for migrants with urban origin. Unobserved costs and benefits for migrants with rural 

origin then should be lower than unobserved costs and benefits for migrants with urban origin.  

Using dummies for bi-directional movements for urban and rural types of origin and 

destination municipalities as presented in Table 7 (Model D.1), we find that benefits from 

rural-to-urban migration exceed benefits from urban-to-urban migration. Findings do not 

provide information on benefits from migrating to rural municipalities (including rural-to-

rural migration and urban-to-rural migration), since effects from migrating to rural 

municipalities are insignificant. 

{Table 7} 

To test whether distance has additional explanatory power after considering effects for urban 

and rural types of regions of destination and origin, we add the logarithm of distance (Model 

D.2). Migration effects for the type of regions are somewhat larger in general, but the order 
                                                            
29 As the optimum of the inverse u-shaped effect is very large and the number of observations of migrants 
decreases in distance, it is plausible that a logarithmic specification plausibly describes the data. 
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does not change. Significance decreases a bit, urban-to-urban migration is only significant at 

the 10 % level, while rural-to-urban migration remains significant at the 5 % level. However, 

the logarithm of distance is not significant at all.  

Summarizing, findings presented in this section suggest that regional attractiveness drives 

unobserved costs and benefits from migration and not distance itself. From this follows that 

social ties (social costs) and uncertainty (information costs) play less of a role than suggested 

in the literature. It also indicates that certain characteristics of different types of regions such 

as cultural amenities in urban regions or recreational amenities in rural regions make people 

decide to move, which if better understood could provide important information for policy 

makers on how to attract people. 

 

5.2.4 Age Dependent Preferences 

One reason why effects from migrating to rural areas are less significant is that benefits might 

differ depending on the characteristics of migrants. Migration to urban municipalities might 

be more beneficial for young working individuals who value cultural amenities in cities, while 

migration to rural municipalities might provide benefits to older working individuals who 

value the advantage of the rural environment to provide recreational amenities. To disentangle 

effects for different age groups of the working population, we interact bi-directional migration 

dummies for different types of regions with dummies for 5 working age groups as described 

in Section 3.2. 

{Table 8} 

Results for age interactions with bi-directional movements for types of regions are presented 

in Table 8. In Model E.1, we find that effects for working age groups are diverse and 

significant for all types of bi-directional moves. At a first glance, effects for different types of 

to-urban migration are less diverse than expected from general findings (see Model A.1, Table 

5). Urban-to-urban migration provides significant benefits for the younger middle age 

working group (26-35 years) and the middle age working group (46-55 years), while rural-to-

urban migration provides unobserved benefits for the youngest working age group (18-26 

years) and for the younger middle age working group (26-35 years). The effects for urban-to-

urban migration for the youngest working age group with 0.4966 are relatively low (effects 

for other working age groups for urban-to-urban and rural-to-urban migration lie between 
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0.7514 and 1.0629), which drive lower unobserved benefits from urban-to-urban migration 

(0.3906) than from rural-to-urban migration (0.5590) in general (see Model D.1, Table 6). 

Effects from to-rural migration are much more diverse than effects from to-urban migration. 

Rural-to-rural migration has positive unobserved benefits for the youngest working age group 

(18-25 years) and the oldest working age group (56-63 years). Urban-to-rural migration has 

benefits for the middle working age group (36-45 years) and the oldest working age group 

(56-63 years), where the latter are more than twice as large as benefits for other types of 

migration and working age groups.30 The substantial benefits for older working age groups in 

particular from migrating from urban-to-rural municipalities indicate that recreational 

amenities might be of particular importance to this working age group. In addition, moderate 

effects from urban-to-rural migration are also found for middle working age groups, which 

are however lower than effects for this age group from other types of migration (i.e. rural-to-

urban migration).  

Summarizing, findings presented in this subsection suggest that cultural amenities pull the 

younger working population to urban agglomerations, while recreational amenities pull the 

older working population towards the rural periphery. This indicates that there are unobserved 

benefits from migration to the rural periphery that are underestimated when – according to the 

economic literature - sticking to the narrow view of compensating income differentials only. 

 

6 Conclusions 

The economic literature remains preoccupied with income differentials as main drivers of 

migration, despite the fact that a growing body of empirical evidence, mainly from the field of 

sociology, contradicts this hypothesis. Grounded in economic theory, empirical findings of 

this analysis add to the body of evidence: 

 Measures for the unobserved costs of migration from internal migration in terms of 

changes in monthly income as derived from the analysis are large (in 2006 values, € 

4,056 or approximately US$ 3,000), which is at a lower bound of other findings in the 

literature and can explain low internal migration rates in Germany. 

                                                            
30 Results for Model E.2 are not explicitly discussed as results do not change by including log of migration 
distance for migrants as a control variable. 
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  Unobserved costs and benefits from internal migration do not differ by gender. This 

suggests that female migrants are not necessarily on the side of the losers, even if they 

tend to sacrifice their earnings for the sake of the family.     

 Unobserved costs and benefits from internal migration are positive and diminishing in 

distance, which might be explained by social costs and information costs. 

 Large unobserved benefits from rural-to-urban migration for older working age groups 

suggest that the economic literature underestimates benefits from the rural periphery, 

when sticking to the narrow view of income differentials only. 

The results indicate that regional attractiveness such as cultural amenities in urban regions or 

recreational amenities in rural regions play an important role in explaining migration 

decisions. This highlights the importance of developing theoretical models that extend 

standard economic theory accounting for unobserved costs and benefits from migration in the 

utility function and to empirically test underlying characteristics that drive these unobserved 

costs and benefits. 
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Figures and Tables 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig. 1 Utility equalization over space for Urban and Rural Residents.  
Source: Own compilation. Abbreviations: w=wages; r=rents; v=indirect utility; π=profit. 

 

   

Figure 2: Average change in life satisfaction differentiated by migrants and non-migrants 
Data sources: Own calculations based on our sample from GSOEP. Standard errors in parentheses. 
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Fig. 3: Change in life satisfaction of migrants and distance of migration. 
Data sources: Own calculations based on our sample from GSOEP. 
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Fig. 4: Types of regions: Urban and rural municipalities. 

Source: Own compilation based on BBSR (2006) settlement structural municipality types.  

 

 

 



28 
 

 

  

 

Fig. 5: Change in life satisfaction for migrants differentiated by settlement structural municipality types 
Data sources: Own calculations based on our sample from GSOEP and aggregated settlement structural 
municipality types from the BBSR. Standard errors in parentheses. 
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Tables 

Mean s.e. N

All 6.96 0.0080 46,455

Migrants 6.99 0.0270 4,134

Migrants: before migration 6.86 0.0416 1,817

Migrants: after migration 7.08 0.0353 2,317

Non-migrants 6.96 0.0084 42,321  

Tab. 1 : Average life satisfaction of migrants and non-migrants.  
Source: Own calculations based on GSOEP.  

 

 

Urban-urban 28 151

Rural-urban 46 162

To-urban 42 313

Rural-rural 11 414

Urban-rural 20 147

To-rural 13 561

Total # of migrants 874

% of all persons 8.63

# of persons 10,123

Avg. observations p.p. 4.6

Total # of observations 46,455

Median 
distance in km

# of movers

 

Tab. 2 : Overview of migrants depending on type of region and distance of migration.  
Source: Own calculations based on GSOEP and BBSR settlement structural municipality types. 

 

 

 

 

   Δ LS s.e. N

Age
   18-25 years -0.06 0.1178 194

   26-35 years 0.38 0.1059 280

   36-45 years 0.36 0.1200 195

   46-55 years 0.18 0.1464 136

   56-63 years 0.02 0.2265 67  

Tab. 3 : Changes in life satisfaction of migrants by age groups.  
Source: Own calculations based on GSOEP. 
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Life satisfaction Coef. t-stat Coef. t-stat Coef. t-stat

Socio-economic characteristics

Log equivalent income 0.1225 ** 2.03 0.1241 ** 1.99 0.1314 ** 2.07

Female

People 0.0439 1.08 0.0368 0.86 0.0392 0.92

Number of children 0.0636 0.98 0.0740 1.10 0.0721 1.07

Not disabled

Disabled -0.2055 ** -2.26 -0.2086 ** -2.29 -0.2088 ** -2.28

Very good health

Good health -0.2534 *** -5.12 -0.2476 *** -4.94 -0.2478 *** -4.88

Fair health -0.6035 *** -9.13 -0.6082 *** -9.08 -0.6097 *** -9.00

Bad health -1.1380 *** -13.24 -1.1437 *** -13.17 -1.1411 *** -13.00

Very bad health -2.1576 *** -12.73 -2.1583 *** -12.60 -2.1551 *** -12.52

Married

Single -0.0548 -0.48 -0.0460 -0.40 -0.0572 -0.50

Seperated -0.3866 -1.23 -0.3861 -1.19 -0.4084 -1.25

Divorced -0.1961 -0.80 -0.1812 -0.72 -0.2146 -0.86

Widowed -0.5136 -1.02 -0.5232 -1.04 -0.5228 -1.04

Spouse in foreign -0.4781 * -1.78 -0.4674 * -1.70 -0.5097 * -1.84

Years of education -0.0035 -0.12 0.0038 0.12 0.0022 0.07

Employed

Unemployed -0.5112 *** -5.66 -0.5012 *** -5.49 -0.5066 *** -5.44

Student 0.0468 0.38 0.0016 0.01 0.0088 0.07

Non-working -0.0611 -0.81 -0.0587 -0.77 -0.0596 -0.77

Military, civil services -0.0547 -0.41 -0.0504 -0.38 -0.0511 -0.38

German Citizen

Non-German citizen 0.2510 0.91 0.2470 0.89 0.2449 0.87

Moving "within" municipalities -0.0006 -0.01 -0.0019 -0.03 0.0016 0.02

Effects from migration

Moving "across" municipalities 0.3321 *** 4.00 0.2493 *** 3.04 0.2759 *** 2.89

Individual fixed effects Yes Yes Yes

Year effects Yes Yes Yes

Labor market region effects No Yes Yes

Lagged labor market region effects No No Yes

Number of persons 10,123 10,123 10,123

Average observation per person 4.6 4.6 4.6

Observations 46,455 46,455 46,455

R-squared within 0.0673 0.0792 0.0842

Reference group

Model A.1
OLS

Model A.2
OLS

Model A.3
OLS

Reference group

Reference group

Reference group

Reference group

Reference group

Reference group

Reference group

Reference group

Reference group

Reference group

Reference group

Reference group

Reference group

Reference group Reference group

Reference group

Reference group

 

Tab. 4: Benefits from migration and satisfaction with life across German municipalities 
Source: Own calculations. Method: OLS with individual fixed effects. * indicates significant at the 10 percent 
level, ** at the 5 percent level, and *** at the 1percent level. 
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Life satisfaction Coef. t-stat

Gender 
Moving "across" municipalities*male dummy 0.2762 * 1.66
Moving "across" municipalities*female dummy 0.2756 ** 2.99

Individual fixed effects Yes

Year effects Yes

Labor market region effects Yes

Lagged labor market region effects Yes

Number of persons 10,123

Average observation per person 4.6

Observations 46,455

R-squared within 0.0842
F-statistic for difference between effects 0.0000

Model B.1

OLS

 

Tab. 5: Gender, internal migration and satisfaction with life across German municipalities 
Source: Own calculations. Method: OLS with individual fixed effects. * indicates significant at the 10 percent 
level, ** at the 5 percent level, and *** at the 1percent level. Individual controls as provided in Table 2 are 
included, but no presented here. 
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Life satisfaction Coef. t-stat Coef. t-stat Coef. t-stat
Distance 

Migration "across" municipalities * migration distance 0.0006 1.45 0.0042 *** 3.26

Migration "across" municipalities * log of migration distance 0.0844 *** 3.26
Migration "across" municipalities * migration distance squared -7.49E-06 *** -3.38

Individual fixed effects Yes Yes Yes

Year effects Yes Yes Yes

Labor market region effects Yes Yes Yes

Lagged labor market region effects Yes Yes Yes

Number of persons 10,123 10,123 10,123

Average observation per person 4.6 4.6 4.6

Observations 46,455 46,455 46,455

R-squared within 0.0834 0.0841 0.0838
F-statistic of joint significance for linear and squared terms - - 5.74 ***

AIC 134001 133967 133987

OLS
Model C.1 Model C.2

OLS OLS
Model C.3

 

Tab. 6: Distance of migration and satisfaction with life across German municipalities. 
Source: Own calculations. Method: Pooled OLS with individual fixed effects. * indicates significant at the 10 percent level, ** at the 5 percent level, and *** at the 1percent level 
Individual controls as provided in Table 2 are included, but no presented here.
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Life satisfaction Coef. t-stat Coef. t-stat

Type of region 
Urban-to-urban migration 0.3906 *** 2.82 0.5918 * 1.92

Rural-to-urban migration 0.5590 *** 2.84 0.7651 ** 2.40
Rural-to-rural migration 0.1219 1.14 0.2695 1.20

Urban-to-rural migration 0.3417 1.00 0.5127 0.98

Distance
Migration "across" municipalities * log of migration distance -0.0586 -0.75

Individual fixed effects Yes Yes
Year effects Yes Yes

Labor market region effects Yes Yes
Lagged labor market region effects Yes Yes

Number of persons 10,123 10,123
Average observation per person 4.6 4.6

Observations 46,455 46,455
R-squared within 0.0845 0.0845

Model D.1 Model D.2
OLS OLS

 

Tab. 7: Bi-directional migration by type of region and satisfaction with life across German municipalities 
Source: Own calculations. Method: OLS with individual fixed effects. * indicates significant at the 10 percent 
level, ** at the 5 percent level, and *** at the 1percent level. Individual controls as provided in Table 2 are 
included, but no presented here. 
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Life satisfaction Coef. t-stat Coef. t-stat

Type of region and age

Urban-to-urban * age18-25 0.0322 0.15 0.1624 0.50

Urban-to-urban * age26-35 0.4966 ** 1.97 0.6088 * 1.79

Urban-to-urban * age36-45 0.1957 0.66 0.2972 0.88

Urban-to-urban * age46-55 1.0629 *** 2.96 1.1685 *** 2.76

Urban-to-urban * age56-63 0.2579 0.41 0.4094 0.64

Rural-to-urban* age18-25 0.7514 *** 3.57 0.8699 *** 3.10

Rural-to-urban* age26-35 0.4182 1.29 0.5281 1.24

Rural-to-urban * age36-45 0.9700 *** 3.82 1.0949 *** 3.17

Rural-to-urban * age46-55 -0.4560 -1.00 -0.3526 -0.72

Rural-to-urban * age56-63 -0.4907 -0.78 -0.3090 -0.45

Rural-to-rural* age18-25 0.0447 0.23 0.1485 0.56

Rural-to-rural* age26-35 0.6111 *** 3.37 0.6931 *** 2.93

Rural-to-rural * age36-45 0.1592 0.92 0.2378 1.07

Rural-to-rural * age46-55 -0.1078 -0.57 -0.0279 -0.12

Rural-to-rural * age56-63 -0.4541 -1.17 -0.3728 -0.95

Urban-to-rural* age18-25 0.4539 ** 2.45 0.5599 ** 2.04

Urban-to-rural* age26-35 -0.0804 -0.37 0.0177 0.06

Urban-to-rural * age36-45 0.5210 *** 2.99 0.6204 ** 2.39

Urban-to-rural * age46-55 -0.3770 -0.79 -0.2799 -0.53

Urban-to-rural * age56-63 2.9817 ** 2.03 3.0629 ** 2.03

Distance effects from migration

Migration "across" municipalities * log of migration distance -0.0333 -0.56

Individual fixed effects Yes Yes

Year effects Yes Yes

Labor market region effects Yes Yes

Lagged labor market region effects Yes Yes

Number of persons 10,123 10,123

Average observation per person 4.6 4.6

Observations 46,455 46,455

R-squared within 0.0873 0.0873

Model E.1 Model E.2
OLS OLS

 

Tab. 8: Bi-directional migration by type of region and by age and satisfaction with life across German 
municipalities 
Source: Own calculations. Method: OLS with individual fixed effects. * indicates significant at the 10 percent 
level, ** at the 5 percent level, and *** at the 1percent level. Individual controls as provided in Table 2 are 
included, but no presented here. 
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Appendix 

Appendix A.1: 

Writing the Lagrangian: 

L = Cij
αc  Hii

αh Aj
αa emMit +λ (Yij - Cij - RjHji)  

Taking the first derivatives of the Lagrangian with respect to consumption and housing: 

(1) αc
 Cij

αc-1 Hij
αh Aj

αa emMit = λ 

(2) αh
 Cij

αc Hij
α-1h Aj

αa emMit = λ Rj 

Dividing (1) by (2): 

(αc/αh) (Hii/Cij) =1/Rj 

Solving for Cij and Hii yields optimal consumption bundles: 

Cij*= Yij / (1+(αh/αc)) 

Hii*= Yij / ((αc/αh) Rj+Rj) 

Plugging into utility function and taking the logarithm yields: 

ln Vi,j = β + βy lnYi,j – βh lnRj + βa lnAj + m Mit,  

where β= αc ln(αc/( αc+ αh)) + αh ln(αh/( αc+ αh)) 
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Appendix A.2: Summary statistics 

Variable Mean SD Year Source

Life satisfaction

Life satisfaction (1 = very dissatisfied and 10 = very satisfied) 6.9619 1.7285 2006-2010 GSOEP

Income 

Log of real net household equivalent income (log of Euros) 9.8936 0.5436 2006-2010 GSOEP

Demographic characteristics

Number of persons living in household 2.8910 1.2489 2006-2010 GSOEP

Number of children in household 0.5923 0.9202 2006-2010 GSOEP

Age 18-25 (1 = yes, 0 = no) 0.0861 0.2806 2006-2010 GSOEP

Age 26-35 (1 = yes, 0 = no) 0.1411 0.3482 2006-2011 GSOEP
Age 36-45 (1 = yes, 0 = no) 0.2651 0.4414 2006-2012 GSOEP
Age 46-55 (1 = yes, 0 = no) 0.3001 0.4583 2006-2013 GSOEP
Age 56-63 (1 = yes, 0 = no) 0.2075 0.4055 2006-2014 GSOEP

Health status

*Not disabled (1 = yes, 0 = no) 0.9040 0.2946 2006-2010 GSOEP

Disabled (1 = yes, 0 = no) 0.0960 0.2946 2006-2010 GSOEP

*Very good (1 = yes, 0 = no) 0.0877 0.2829 2006-2010 GSOEP

Good (1 = yes, 0 = no) 0.4463 0.4971 2006-2010 GSOEP

Fair (1 = yes, 0 = no) 0.3261 0.4688 2006-2010 GSOEP

Bad (1 = yes, 0 = no) 0.1158 0.3200 2006-2010 GSOEP

Very bad (1 = yes, 0 = no) 0.0241 0.1533 2006-2010 GSOEP

Marital status

*Married (1 = yes, 0 = no) 0.6435 0.4790 2006-2010 GSOEP

Single (1 = yes, 0 = no) 0.2333 0.4229 2006-2010 GSOEP

Seperated (1 = yes, 0 = no) 0.0188 0.1358 2006-2010 GSOEP

Divorced (1 = yes, 0 = no) 0.0849 0.2788 2006-2010 GSOEP

Widowed (1 = yes, 0 = no) 0.0192 0.1371 2006-2010 GSOEP

Spouse in foreign country (1 = yes, 0 = no) 0.0003 0.0186 2006-2010 GSOEP

Education level

Number of education years 12.5166 2.6915 2006-2010 GSOEP

Employment status
*Working (1 = yes, 0 = no) 0.7688 0.4216 2006-2010 GSOEP
Unemployed (1 = yes, 0 = no) 0.0573 0.2324 2006-2010 GSOEP
Student (1 = yes, 0 = no) 0.0225 0.1484 2006-2010 GSOEP
Non-working (1 = yes, 0 = no) 0.1424 0.3495 2006-2010 GSOEP
Military, civil services (1 = yes, 0 = no) 0.0089 0.0941 2006-2010 GSOEP

Citizen status
*German citizen  (1 = yes, 0 = no) 0.9461 0.2258 2006-2010 GSOEP
Non-German citizen (1 = yes, 0 = no) 0.0539 0.2258 2006-2010 GSOEP

Migration status 

Moving "within" municipalities (1 = yes, 0 = no) 0.0240 0.1531 2006-2010 GSOEP
Moving "across" municipalities (1 = yes, 0 = no) 0.0188 0.1359 2006-2010 GSOEP, BBSR
Moving "across" municipalities*male dummy (1 = yes, 0 = no) 0.0085 0.0916 2006-2010 GSOEP, BBSR

Moving "across" municipalities*female dummy (1 = yes, 0 = no) 0.0104 0.1012 2006-2010 GSOEP, BBSR

Migration distance

Migration distance * "across" migrant dummy (in km) 1.3731 19.1357 2006-2010 Own Calculations

Log of Migration distance * "across" migrant dummy (in km) 0.0629 0.4891 2006-2010 Own Calculations
Squared Migration distance * "across" migrant dummy (in km) 368.0509 8,380.3430 2006-2010 Own Calculations

Type of region migration

Urban-to-urban migration * "across" migrant dummy (1 = yes, 0 = no) 0.0033 0.0569 2006-2010; 2006, 2008, 2009 GSOEP, BBSR

Rural-to-urban migration * "across" migrant dummy (1 = yes, 0 = no) 0.0035 0.0590 2006-2010; 2006, 2008, 2009 GSOEP, BBSR

Rural-to-rural migration * "across" migrant dummy (1 = yes, 0 = no) 0.0089 0.0940 2006-2010; 2006, 2008, 2009 GSOEP, BBSR

Urban-to-rural migration * "across" migrant dummy (1 = yes, 0 = no) 0.0032 0.0562 2006-2010; 2006, 2008, 2009 GSOEP, BBSR

Total number of observations 46,455  
Source: Own calculations. *Reference categories. Abbreviations: BBSR= Bundesinstitut für Bau-, Stadt- und Raumforschung; 
GSOEP=German Socio-economic Panel; SD=Standard Deviation. *Owner of house or flat is considered in a sensitivity analysis only, since 
number of available observations is 43;936 only. 
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Table A.3: Settlement structural municipality types aggregation 

Aggregation Settlement structural municipality types (BBSR)

Major large city

Large city in agglomeration county

Large city in urban county

Center of high-density agglomeration county

Other municipality in high-density agglomeration county

Center of dense agglomeration county

Other municipality in dense agglomeration county

Center of rural agglomeration county

Other municipalities in rural agglomeration county

Center of dense urban county

Other municipality in dense urban county

Center of rural urban county

Other municipalities in rural urban county

Center of rural county with higher density

Other municipalities in rural county with higher density

Center of rural county with lower density

Other municipality in rural county with lower density

Urban

Rural

 
                   Source: Author’s compilation.  
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