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Abstract

Mobility in the forms of permanent migration, return or out-migration can provide individuals
with gainful employment, better jobs and a higher level of earnings. But as a growing num-
ber of studies are suggesting, the gains from migration should not be strictly evaluated
from the utilitarian approach but subjective well-being indicators should be taken into con-
sideration. The purpose of this study is to test how life satisfaction during the migration
experience determines the preference to stay, return or out-migrate by controlling not only
for economic but also for social and subjective well-being determinants. We aim to address
this analysis by combining two streams of research: the one on migration and return deci-
sions and the one on life satisfaction and subjective well-being literature so as to broaden
the analytical framework to add to economic thinking also some of the main findings from
other social sciences. The results of the study confirm that, once in the destination country,
migration intentions such as to stay permanently, to move to another country or to return
home are strongly linked to the assessment of life satisfaction through diverse social and
economic drivers. For women life satisfaction is not only a good predictor of migration pref-
erences but also a mediator, whereas for men this is not confirmed. Determinants that ap-
pear to be positively linked with life satisfaction are civic participation and housing which
correlate with migrants’ reporting high levels of life satisfaction.
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Life satisfaction in migration, and the decision to stay
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1. Introduction

There is a considerable number of studies that advocate the mobility of workers by particu-
larly emphasizing efficiency gains in economic terms (OECD, 2007). Mobility in the forms
of permanent migration, return or out-migration provides individuals with the prospects for
gainful employment, better jobs and higher level of earnings. But as a growing number of
studies are suggesting, the gains from migration should not be strictly evaluated from the
utilitarian approach but subjective well-being indicators should be taken into consideration.
As Layard (2005) argues, apart from strictly economic determinants, social and psycho-
logical ones should be integrated in the analytical framework to broaden our understanding
of what makes an individual better off. Consequently, economists are looking more closely
at the consequences of migration in terms of how life satisfaction relates to migration deci-
sions.

Otrachshenko and Popova (2012) empirically show that life (dis)satisfaction affects inten-
tions to migrate while theoretically Stark and Yitzhaki (1988) show that expectations of an
increasing trend in relative deprivation are a strong incentive to migrate. Accordingly, mi-
grants decide to move abroad with an expectation of higher earnings, better job opportuni-
ties and an improved standard of living. However, concerning the outcome it might be the
case that some migrants achieve that target (to different extents) while others do not. Con-
sequently, some decide to move further by out-migrating or returning home and others
stay. In this context, what is the role of life satisfaction in migration? A group of studies
have investigated the consequences of the decision to migrate and the outcomes of migra-
tion.” Quite often, migrants’ expectations substantially differ from realizations, and this di-
vergence may produce a lower level of life satisfaction than before migration (Schindeln
and Fuchs-Schiindeln, 2009); also, comparisons with the native population matters (Bar-
tram, 2010, 2011). Furthermore, unrealistic expectations might generate larger dissatisfac-
tion upon migration and quite often individuals face a trade-off between better employment
opportunities and less satisfactory living standards (De Jong, 2002).

In a similar way as life satisfaction before migration affects the intentions to move abroad,
life satisfaction upon migration will affect the preference to stay permanently, return or

! Financial support from NORFACE research programme on ‘Migration in Europe — Social, Economic, Cultural and

Policy Dynamics’ is gratefully acknowledged.
2 see De Jong (2002), Bartram (2010, 2011), Schiindeln and Fuchs-Schiindeln (2009).



move to another country. Dustmann (2003) shows that short migration spells are optimal if
wage differentials are high. Nevertheless, wage differentials only partly explain the dynam-
ics of the migration/return choice. A number of studies suggest that detrimental effects of
non-monetary costs should not be neglected.® Monetary and non-monetary benefits and
costs affect the level of satisfaction, which may induce the most satisfied migrants to stay
permanently and those less satisfied to leave the destination country and return home or
migrate in another country.

The purpose of this study is to test how life satisfaction during the migration experience
determines the preference to stay, return or out-migrate, controlling not only for economic
but also for social and subjective well-being determinants. We aim to address this analysis
by combining two streams of research: the one on migration and return decision and the
one on life satisfaction and subjective well-being, so as to broaden the analytical frame-
work to add to economic thinking also some of the main findings from other social sci-
ences. We shall look, first, at the causes of life satisfaction ranked according to the Likert
scale and, second, we shall test whether the (dis)satisfaction in migration drives the mi-
grants’ decision to return, re-migrate or stay permanently. One concern with estimating the
effect of life satisfaction on migration intentions to stay or leave the country is the simulta-
neity and endogeneity of life satisfaction; i.e. there may be unobservable factors that simul-
taneously may affect both life satisfaction and migration intentions. We account for the
endogeneity of satisfaction on migration intentions by using two instrumental variables
(IVs) in the equation on life satisfaction. These instrumental variables are 1) civic participa-
tion proxied by the event of voting in the local elections and 2) housing conditions proxied
by having own accommodation. The validity of these IVs is justified by a strand of literature
(Layard, 2005; OECD, 2011; Dolan et al., 2008) which states that these 1Vs are important
factors for determining life satisfaction while no evidence is found to prove their impact on
migration intentions.

The dataset used in this analysis is extracted from a survey run among Romanian migrants
in Italy during January 2011 as part of the TEMPO/NORFACE project. Only migrants who
arrived in Italy between 2004 and 2010 were interviewed with the intention of capturing
their behaviour during the period of the free visa regime introduced in 2004 and then after
Romania’s accession to the European Union in May 2007.

The structure of the paper is as follows: Section 2 consists of a brief discussion of the con-
cepts of life satisfaction, subjective well-being and happiness. Section 3 presents a litera-
ture review on life satisfaction, migration decisions and the impact of migration on life satis-
faction. Sections 4 and 5 continue with a description of the data and econometric ap-
proach. The last two sections, 6 and 7, present the estimation results and the main conclu-
sions.

3 See Easterlin (2009), Ahuvia (2008), Becchetti and Rossetti (2009).



2. The concept of life satisfaction

Starting with Veenhoven (1995), ‘Life-satisfaction is the degree to which a person positively
evaluates the overall quality of his/her life as-a-whole, meaning how much the person likes
the life he/she leads’. * The recent review of Selezneva (2011) on subjective well-being
studies suggests that happiness ‘reflects a degree to which the individual judges the over-
all quality of his own life as a whole favourably’; subjective well-being represents ‘experi-
enced utility’ and is a retrospective evaluation of the utility attained,; finally, life satisfaction is
a ‘judgment on objective conditions and different life domains’. According to an OECD
compendium, a life satisfaction indicator measures ‘the overall life satisfaction as perceived
by individuals, how people evaluate their life as whole ...".°

An overall evaluation of life satisfaction involves how the person feels, how realizations
meet expectations and how likely one evaluates the achievement of certain goals. In this
line of reasoning, different studies have referred to life satisfaction in terms of subjective
well-being or happiness. Inter-temporal assessment of life satisfaction is another aspect
which conditions its analysis since at a given moment in time individuals mix present, past
and future expectations with the overall life satisfaction (Veenhoven, 2000; Clark et al.,
2008). This mixture in life satisfaction evaluation might depend on how far back in the past
the individual will go in his/her assessment of the present quality of life. Schiundeln and
Fuchs-Schiindeln (2009) show that migrants report different levels of life satisfaction after
compared to before migration, depending on their preferences to stay short-term, tempo-
rarily or not at all. Nevertheless, such comparison is valid mostly for migrants who do not
have a long migration experience abroad because, at the beginning of the migration ex-
perience, migrants tend to evaluate their current level of satisfaction in comparison with the
one before migration. Given the concepts of social comparisons, individuals compare
themselves also with others, especially those considered similar to them, and this might
have a moderating effect on the assessment of their life domains. Migrants will tend to
have as reference groups co-nationals, other groups of migrants and natives, depending
upon the years spent abroad (see Schiindeln and Fuchs-Schiindeln, 2009).

Another important aspect is the one about the types of measures, scales or scores, and
their validity in analysing life satisfaction. Michalos and Kahlke (2010) state that single di-
mension statements of life satisfaction have lower validity over time compared to multi-
dimensional measures that preserve a higher correlation over time. Further, Diener et al.
(2012), reviewing life satisfaction measures used in research, find that measurement errors
are reduced if life satisfaction indicators are complemented by other social and economic
indicators.

See Veenhoven (1995) for a discussion of the definition of life satisfaction and conceptual issues.
®  See OECD (2011): http://www.oecdbetterlifeindex.org/



In our context, we shall use the survey data conducted in Italy in January 2011 with Roma-
nian migrants who moved to Italy between 2004 and 2010. In this paper, therefore, we
refer to life satisfaction as stated at a given point in time that in our context corresponds to
the time of the interview.®

3. Literature review
3.1 Happiness, subjective well-being, and satisfaction

The literature on the factors that determine subjective well-being is still inconclusive. As
Dolan et al. (2008) show by analysing the factors that affect subjective well-being, the re-
sults are quite different in terms of outcomes, control groups, methodology, robustness and
direction of causality. Determinants such as employment and marital status, relative in-
come, personal and community relationships are well evidenced by the literature but other
determinants such as education and social capital variables are under-explored and further
research is needed in this respect. Regarding happiness, Layard (2005) refers to the ‘Big
Seven’ factors that determine happiness, which in order of importance are: family relation-
ships, financial situation, work related, community and friends, health, personal freedom
and personal values. OECD, since 2004, has contributed with new indicators, in particular
the ‘Better Life Index’, which apart from employment, income and family-related variables
includes also factors related to housing, civic participation and environmental impact, thus
aiming to provide a wider spectrum of features that shape the well-being of individuals.

Life satisfaction and income

Authors dealing with happiness and life satisfaction, e.g. Easterlin (1974, 2001, 2006),
Blanchflower and Oswald (2004), Blanchflower (2008) use longitudinal and survey data for
different countries and show a positive relationship between higher level of earnings and
happiness. This effect becomes particularly evident in transition countries and in those
cases where interpersonal comparisons are involved (Selesneva, 2011). However, as
Easterlin (1995, 2006) shows, there is a positive but diminishing marginal utility from in-
come as relative income matters more than absolute income and hence social compari-
sons and norms used for the evaluation govern our happiness. Also Layard (2005) argues
that one of the reasons that happiness and aggregate income levels have not gone up in
parallel is because of social comparisons and habituations.

Life satisfaction and relationships

Relationships, including family relationships or socializing with family and friends, appear to
positively affect the subjective well-being and happiness of individuals. Being married is

Besides, other subjective self-reporting indicators for different life domains, including earnings and job-related variables
and family, community, society and migration-related domains, will be part of the puzzle to control for life satisfaction on
migration.



associated with a positive and high level of happiness while the opposite is true for separa-
tions and divorces (Helliwell, 2003; Layard, 2005). Having children is shown to have a posi-
tive and a significant effect on life satisfaction but not on happiness (Haller and Hadler,
2006). However, the effect of children is investigated in the context of other circumstances,
e.g. single parenthood, financial situation of the family, migration, poverty risk or health and
need of care (Delan et al., 2008). Thus people living in a family context, being married and
having children appear to be happier, even though the effect is different for men and
women (Frijters et al., 2004, 2006). Contacts and interactions with other family members
and friends positively affect happiness but the results are mixed if we control for age, qual-
ity of friendship and community (Layard, 2005).

Life satisfaction and employment

Blanchflower (2008) analyses life satisfaction for 15 European countries by using Euro-
barometer survey data for the period 1996-2005. He finds that the assessment of life qual-
ity, employment and the job-related situation play a far-reaching role for life satisfaction. In
terms of employment, we find that employed people have a higher level of satisfaction than
the unemployed. Helliwell (2011), who looked at the spillover effects of unemployment on
the subjective well-being in the US, finds that, particularly at the local level, unemployment
has a negative effect on the well-being of the population including those who are em-
ployed. Men are found to be particularly suffering from being unemployed; the younger and
the older are less affected compared to those who are in the 30s and 40s (see also Clark,
2003; Clark and Oswald, 1994). Layard et al. (2011) argue that the negative impact of un-
employment on well-being is not only in term of earnings but also psycho-sociological, e.g.
loss of social status, self-esteem or loss of social life through the workplace.

Other studies, such as Fasang at al (2007) and Luttmer (2005), address the issue of em-
ployment, quality of job and life satisfaction and find that life satisfaction appears be posi-
tively correlated with job satisfaction.” However, the effect of job quality on life satisfaction
becomes weaker especially during periods of transition (such as in Eastern Europe) or
higher uncertainty.

At the country level, life satisfaction is a push factor towards migration even stronger than
GDP per capita (Blanchflower and Shadforth, 2009). However, as Blanchflower (2008) and
Dolan et al. (2008) argue, income and work significantly affect the level of life satisfaction,
but family, community and personality-related issues are also very important.

" See “Job satisfaction and labour market mobility’, European Foundation for the Improvement of Living and Working

Conditions. According to this study, ‘labour market mobility is associated with higher satisfaction if it is connected to a
low number of unemployment spells and the application of the same or more skills in the current job’.



3.2 Life satisfaction and migration

Neoclassical microeconomic models have adopted the seminal concepts introduced by
Sjaastad (1962) and Todaro (1969) by assuming that individuals decide to migrate if their
expected net gains from migration are positive. The theory of relative deprivation but also
recent empirical studies have demonstrated that not only wage differentials, better educa-
tional and employment opportunities affect migration decisions but also life (dis)satisfaction
can be a strong determinant of intentions to migrate (Stark, 1988; Otrachshenko and Pop-
ova, 2012).

From the perspective of how migration experience affects life satisfaction, at regional lev-
els, Fasang et al. (2007) show that migration within the EU region might generate higher
levels of satisfaction as migrants benefit from high wage differentials between the host and
sending countries. Apart from the positive returns, mobile migrants also bear costs which
could be monetary and non-monetary ones. While the monetary costs are related to the
direct costs of mobility itself and foregone earnings, the non-monetary costs are related to
opportunity costs for the choice made, e.g. the costs for changing location, looking for a
new job, switching to new jobs and acquiring skills or accepting to do jobs not compatible
with the given level of skills and education. In addition, the choice made bears also psycho-
logical costs which mostly relate to family, friends’ absence, distance from the home coun-
try or feeling discriminated in the host country. Schindeln and Fuchs-Schiindeln (2009)
find that post-migration life satisfaction improves for permanent migrants but remains unal-
tered for return migrants. This different impact is strongly related to initial migration inten-
tions, achieved outcomes upon arrival and psychological factors. Migrants who have per-
manent intentions and achieve positive outcomes by migrating to another country are more
likely to experience a significant increase in life satisfaction, whereas temporary migrants,
are supposed to be less affected if their stated initial purpose was to stay only temporarily
in the host country. De Jong et al. (2002) find that migration negatively affects life satisfac-
tion in the case of recent migrants. As this result emerges in the initial phase of migration,
the cause could be unrealistic expectations about the quality of life in the host country.
Anderson et al. (2006) investigate employment experiences of migrants from Central and
Eastern European countries who reached the UK immediately before and after the 2004
enlargement and find that migrants in spite of being highly qualified do often accept low-
wage jobs but better paid ones than at home. Similar results are found for the match be-
tween the qualification required for a given job and the level of competencies of the em-
ployees.

The causality between life satisfaction and migration has been quite well documented in
the literature; however, how life satisfaction affects migrants’ decisions to stay perma-
nently, return or migrate to another country is less explored. It is often argued that in terms
of life satisfaction migrants compared to natives appear to have lower levels of life satisfac-
tion (Bartram, 2010, 2011). Migrants bear monetary and non-monetary costs which make



them dissatisfied with the migration decision and consequently they might decide to stay
temporarily in the destination country, not excluding the option to return home or migrate to
another country.

4. Description of survey data and summary statistics

The data used in this study are taken from a survey carried out with Romanian migrants in
Italy in 2011 in the framework of the TEMPO/NORFACE project. This database provides
information about the migration experience and migration plans of 1000 Romanian mi-
grants who live in Rome, Turin and Milan and arrived in Italy between 2004 and 2011.

The migration of Romanian migrants to ltaly is an interesting case to be investigated.
Within a decade the number of Romanian migrants in Italy more than tripled, reaching
more than a million in 2011 and becoming the largest community of immigrants with a
share of more than 20%. The migration of Romanians to Italy was mainly driven by better
employment prospects but also strong network effects (Mara, 2012).

The sample consists of 420 migrants interviewed in the area of Rome, 370 migrants in
Turin, and 210 migrants in Milan. The majority of Romanian migrants in our sample (40%)
originate from the North-Eastern part of Romania (mainly Bacau, lasi and Neamt); 13%
from the South East (e.g. Braila, Vancea and Galati); 11% from the central part of the
country (Brasov and Sibiu); 9% from the South West (e.g. Dolj, Goj and Vrancea); 7% from
Bucharest; 12% from the West of Romania; and the rest come from other Southern areas.
According to Eurostat, the North-Eastern part of Romania is the region with the highest risk
of poverty and severe material deprivation, respectively 31% and 42% in 2009, compared
to a rate of 22% and 31% at the country level; with a long-term unemployment rate at 32%
compared to 31% at country level. According to ISTAT (2011) the material deprivation in
Italy during 2008-2009 was at a rate of 13%, 18% and 6% respectively for Romanian mi-
grants, other groups of migrants and natives.® Such figures confirm that Romanian mi-
grants might be worse off compared to Italians but with reference to other groups of mi-
grants and their area of origin they appear to be better off. (See also Figure Al in Appen-
dix A.)

As our interest is to look at life satisfaction® during migration and how it affects migration
plans, below we provide the breakdown of different life satisfaction levels by migration
plans such as permanent stay, out-migration (to third countries) and return to the country of

8 ISTAT used the same definition of severe material deprivation as suggested in Eurostat. For the definition of severe

material deprivation see Eurostat,
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/statistics _explained/index.php/Glossary:Material deprivation_rate

The question on life satisfaction in migration was the following: ‘Overall are you satisfied with your decision to live in
Italy? Please relate to the following sentence: | am generally happy about my life in Italy’. The response categories are:
‘strongly agree’, ‘agree’, ‘neither agree nor disagree’, ‘disagree’, ‘strongly disagree’ and ‘difficult to say’.



origin.'® The evidence indicates that migrants who prefer to stay longer in the country re-
port a higher level of satisfaction. For low levels of life satisfaction the preference shifts
mainly to the intention to return to Romania or to out-migrate to another country. The
graphical representation in Figure 1 indicates that intentions to stay permanently go down
as the dissatisfaction with the migration experience goes up, and the opposite is true for
the return to Romania or migration to another country.

Figure 1
Satisfaction with migration experience and return intentions, in %
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Source: Own calculations using the survey data.

The descriptive statistics presented in Table A1-A3 are disaggregated by gender and mi-
gration preference to stay permanently, return to Romania and out-migration to another
country. In terms of age we find a larger share of younger migrants, aged 16-24, who pre-
fer to out-migrate, a larger share of older migrants, age 45+, who prefer to return to Roma-
nia, and mainly those in the age group 24-44 prefer to stay permanently. The educational
level of migrants is predominantly secondary, ranging between 44% and 47% for the three
categories of migration preference, with the main difference that among potential out-
migrants more than 37% have bachelor or university/post-graduate degrees whereas
among potential permanent stayers and returnees respectively 25% and 15% belong to
the category of highly educated. As concerns family relationships, we find that more than
74% of migrants who prefer to stay permanently have migrated with their partners while
migrants who prefer to out-migrate or return to Romania have migrated with their partners
only in 57% and 55% respectively of the cases; migration with children characterizes more

1 We classify as potential permanent stayers those migrants whose response to the question of potential departure from
the country was: ‘don't intend to leave and prefer to stay permanently’; potential returnees are classified as those who
answered ‘prefer returning to Romania’; and potential out-migrants are those who ‘prefer to move to another country’.



than 45% of permanent migrants and only 22% and 32% respectively of migrants who
prefer to out-migrate or return to Romania.

Employment-related indicators show that more than 53% of potential permanent stayers
but also 54% of potential returnees work full-time while only 36% of potential out-migrants
share this employment status; part-time employment and unemployment is much higher
among potential out-migrants while self-employment is much higher among permanent
stayers. Almost half of the permanent stayers also have a job conforming to their level of
qualification while only 31% of out-migrants and 34% of returnees confirm such match.
Among the potential permanent stayers we find that more than 40% of migrants attain from
employment an income level in line with expectations. Among potential returnees and out-
migrants this is the case for not more than 27% of migrants in each group.

The survey provides also evidence about the positive and negative outcomes from the
migration experience. Interestingly, the self-assessment of the migration experience, re-
gardless of migrants’ preference to stay or to leave, indicated among the main positive
outcomes similar shares across groups: this is the case e.g. related to the outcome of
‘learned a new language’, ‘made more money than in Romania’, ‘found a better job than at
home’, ‘improved household standard of living’ and ‘feel to have more opportunities now’.
Regarding negative outcomes from migration, more than 46% of potential permanent stay-
ers reported ‘no negative outcome’ while 42% of out-migrants and returnees confirmed so.
As for the rest, ‘insecurity regarding the future’ was predominant among out-migrants;
‘negative impact on family relationship’ was similarly present among potential permanent
stayers and returnees; ‘doing a job below one’s level of qualification’ was higher among
returnees and ‘discrimination’ was particularly high among out-migrants.

Other indicators related to the life in migration showed that more than 28% of permanent
stayers participate in local elections while only 12% and 14% respectively of out-migrants
and returnees confirmed to do so. As concerns housing, more than 25% of permanent
stayers have their own accommodation but only 4% of out-migrants and 6% of returnees
confirm to possess their own home.

As concern the connection with networks and that with friends and family members, it is
shown that the co-nationals in Rome and Turin have been more important particularly for
migrants who prefer to stay permanently or return to Romania.

Overall, the summary statistics indicate that there are significant and important differences
among migrants depending on their migration preference, personal characteristics, and
employment and earnings conditions, positive and negative outcomes from migration and
how they evaluate their life satisfaction in migration. Naturally, these results bring up ques-
tions such as: What determines the decision to stay permanently, return or out-migrate? Is



it the most satisfied who prefer to stay permanently? If yes, what determines the life satis-
faction in migration? Is it the highly skilled or the low skilled that prefer to return or out-
migrate?

5. Empirical methodology
5.1 Specification 1: What determines life satisfaction in migration?

The question concerning life satisfaction in migration is constructed following the Likert
scale; it is categorical and ordered upward'* (see Table A.4 in Appendix A for further de-
tails). The response to life satisfaction being categorical and ordered allows us to evaluate
the effect of personal characteristics and migration-related outcomes by using an ordered
probit model. Besides, other subjective determinants such as self-assessment of individu-
als for different life domains, including earnings and job-related, family and community,
social and migration-related domains, allow us to capture the effect that the migration ex-
perience has on life satisfaction.” Thus the life satisfaction which is categorical and or-
dered upward taking values 1 to 4 is given as follows:

1 if Si <s4
2 if 51<S85 <5,
S; = 3 if 5, <S5 < S, where s=1,2..4
4 if 53 < S;
\

And life satisfaction is determined as:

S; = xlt * i1 + POMq x B + NOM, = ;3 + Vote * By + Housing * fis + €;

The explanatory variables entering the equation of S ; are selected following the list of indi-

cators suggested by OECD for the definition of subjective well-being and further sugges-
tions from the literature on life satisfaction and happiness. The explanatory variables in-
cluded in x; are as follows:

» Demographic characteristic such as age groups 16-24, 25-34, 35-44, leaving out age
group 45+

' See footnote 9 above.

2 An overall evaluation of life satisfaction involves how the person feels, how realizations meet the expectations and how
likely is the achievement of certain goals. According to the theory of social comparisons, individuals compare
themselves especially with those considered similar to them, and this might have a moderating effect on the objective
assessment of their life domains.
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« Education categories such as secondary education, vocational education, tertiary edu-
cation, having as a control group the group with a primary level of education

e Family-related controls such as migrating with the partner and/or with child/ren

* Employment and income-related such as working full-time, part-time, self-employed,
having as the control group the unemployed; having an adequate job to the level of
one’s qualification, the match of current level of earnings to expectations

« Network and connections with the community, family members and friends in Turin and
Rome leaving out network connection in Milan

« Migration-related variables such as positive outcomes from migration, POM , which
includes ‘learned a new language’, ‘made more money than in Romania’ ‘found a better
job than at home’, ‘improved household standard of living’; negative outcomes from mi-
gration, NOM such as ‘insecurity regarding the future’, ‘negative impact on family rela-
tionships’, ‘doing a job below one’s level of qualification’ and ‘discrimination’

* Intentions on length of stay such as short-term (less than a year), medium-term (up to
5 years), long-term (more than 5 years) and permanent, leaving out the category of
non-planners

« Civic participation such as voting at local elections

« Housing-related indicator such as having one’s own accommaodation

The estimation results of the ordered probit model are presented in Table A5 in Appendix A.

5.2 Specification 2: What determines the migration preference in the destination
country?

The theory of relative deprivation but also recent studies have demonstrated that not only
wage differentials, better educational and employment opportunities affect the migration
decision but also life (dis)satisfaction can be a strong determinant on intentions to migrate
(Stark, 1988, 2005; Otrachshenko and Popova, 2012). The theory of return migration ar-
gues that migrants will decide to go back after they have accumulated enough savings and
have reached their targets (Dustmann, 1996). But it is often the case that migrants fail to
achieve their targets or are dissatisfied with life during migration and they might decide to
move from their current place, by returning home or migrating to another country. In anal-
ogy with the theory of how (dis)satisfaction affects migration (Stark, 1988; Otrachshenko
and Popova, 2012) and in line with the theory of return migration we assume that individu-
als take those decisions where the expected net returns are positive.

Our statistics suggest that potential permanent stayers in more than 34% of cases strongly

agree to be satisfied with the life in migration, whereas among the potential out-migrants
and returnees only 12% and 10% respectively confirm this response. Conversely, those

11



who strongly disagree to be happy with the migration experience are less than 1% among
the permanent stayers and more than 10% among the potential out-migrants and return-
ees. So how does the migration preference in the destination country relate to life satisfac-
tion in migration and what else determines this choice? We address this issue by running a
multinomial logit where the dependent variable MP; takes the value 1 if the alternative to
out-migrate is chosen, value 2 for the alternative of returning to Romania, and value 3 for
the alternative ‘no plans’. As a reference category the alternative to stay permanently is
chosen.

MP; = By + x; * Pig + 51 % Biz + Sz % iz + 53 % Bia + &

The control variables, x; , include personal characteristics and migration-related out-
comes. Life satisfaction in migration is represented by three dummy variables, s; if the
migrant ‘strongly agrees’ to be happy, s, if the migrant ‘agrees’ to be happy and s; if the
migrant ‘neither agrees nor disagrees’ to be happy with the migration experience, leaving
out the category ‘strongly disagree’ to be happy with the migration experience.

The selection of control variables x; consists of demographic characteristics such as age
and gender; socially and economically developed characteristics such as education, em-
ployment status, having an adequate job to the level of one’s qualification and having a
level of earnings that matches one’s expectations; positive and negative outcomes from
migration; migrating with the partner, with the child, network connection; duration of stay in
the destination country and plans concerning the length of stay, remittances. The results
are presented in Table A6, for the entire sample and separately for men and women, see
Appendix A.

5.3 Specification 3: Endogeneity of life satisfaction in migration

As discussed above, the migration intentions in the destination country are not supposed to
be exogenous to the level of life satisfaction in migration. As was shown, life
(dis)satisfaction increases the intentions to migrate, but it could also be that life
(dis)satisfaction in migration induces migrants to move to another country or even to return
home. So we cannot ignore a priori that there are unobserved characteristics or determi-
nants which are correlated and affect both migration intentions and the life satisfaction in
migration. For example, migrants who tend to be more satisfied because they have a good
command of the destination country’s language might also tend to prefer staying perma-
nently, or migrants who have more of a positive attitude towards mobility might also be
tempted to choose out-migration.

Another crucial aspect when dealing with simultaneity is the endogeneity of the regressor

which enters as an explanatory variable in the first migration equation, in this case the life
satisfaction indicator. Technically, the solution to this problem is to introduce to the life sat-
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isfaction equation instrumental variables which significantly affect life satisfaction but not
the migration intentions. The idea here is that there may be migrants with high expecta-
tions who might decide to leave the destination country even though they are satisfied with
life in migration. Under these circumstances it would be convenient to control for life satis-
faction before migration or personality traits which appear to be important and capture part
of the effect of the unobservables. As we demonstrated in the summary statistics potential
permanent stayers differ from potential returnees or out-migrants and consequently they
could also differ in unobservable factors that affect life satisfaction and migration intentions.

Therefore, we proceed by allowing for a correlation between life satisfaction in migration
and intentions to stay, moving to another country or returning home and estimating the
system of equations simultaneously taking account of the endogeneity of life satisfaction in
migration. *3

To account for endogeneity, in our context, we propose two instrumental variables. The
first instrument is constructed as a dummy variable depending on whether an individual
owns an accommodation in the destination country. According to the OECD well-being
indicators, ‘housing is at the top of hierarchy of human material needs’. Such condition
affects positively the well-being of individuals which consequently might induce them to
have a positive feeling of their life in migration or as a whole. In fact recent studies show
that particularly Romanian migrants in Italy have significantly invested in housing and they
represent the largest group of migrants who in 2009 acquired property in Italy, particularly
in large metropolitan areas. Romanian migrants accounted for 50% of acquisitions from
immigrants in Turin, 21% in Rome and 19% in Milan.** Nevertheless, the summary statis-
tics given in Table Al indicate that potential permanent migrants in 25% of cases have
their own accommodation in Italy, while amongst the potential out-migrants and returnees
respectively only 4% and 6% belong to this category. Therefore, migrants who have their
own accommodation have mostly chosen to make a long-term investment in the destina-
tion country. Such decision could be interpreted as signalling a long-term migration plan or
preference for permanent stay. Consequently, the inclusion of this instrumental variable
might not be sufficient. Hence, the next IV candidate is civic participation such as voting in
the local elections. Voting might be a good instrument, as e.g. the OECD report (2011)
states that civic participation, especially among migrants, is essential for individual well-
being. It signals that individuals have a greater sense of engagement with the local com-

2 Since one of our dependent variables (life satisfaction) is ranked and ordered and the other one is binary, in

accordance the cmp (conditional mixed process) estimates a system of seemingly unrelated equations allowing for the
endogenous life satisfaction variable entering as explanatory variable on the right-hand side of the other equation. The
advantage of cmp versus independent estimation of equations, or 2SLS derives from the fact that the life satisfaction on
migration enters the migration intention equation simply as explanatory and categorical variable, without controlling for
the unobservables that affect life satisfaction, whereas through cmp the predicted value of life satisfaction is
considered. Usually such an approach produces unbiased and more efficient estimates, especially if the error terms are
assumed to be normally distributed.

1 Source: ‘Scenari Immobiliari’, Osservatorio Nazionale Immigrati e casa, 6th Edition, December 2009.
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munity and consequently evaluate life in migration more positively. Civic participation might
also be signalling social trust which is also positively related to life satisfaction (Bjornskov,
2007; Helliwell and Putman, 2004). As concerns the impact that civic participation might
have on the preference to stay permanently, return or out-migrate, no empirical evidence
exists so far. Therefore, these instruments are good candidates to control for the unob-
servables. We estimate through a CMP (conditional mixed process)® the following system
of equations:

MP; = x;x iy +y *S; + &

S = x£ * ;1 + Vote * B, + Housing * iz + &5;

In this specification, B;; are the coefficients next to the exogenous explanatory variables
entering respectively both equations, B;, and S;; are the coefficients corresponding with
the instrumental variables ‘Voting’ and ‘Housing’. The error terms &;; and &,; assumed to
be correlated and normally distributed. For values of y gamma different from zero the pre-
dicted value of S; enters as an explanatory variable in the equation for M P;. The estimation
results are presented in Table A7 in the Appendix.

6. Estimation results
6.1.What determines life satisfaction in migration?

Before evaluating how satisfaction directly and indirectly affects migration preferences, we
assess the impact of the migration experience on life satisfaction through the first specifica-
tion, then continue by assessing the impact of life satisfaction on the preference to stay
permanently, return home or out-migrate taking the life satisfaction as exogenous and
lastly we account for simultaneity and endogeneity of life satisfaction in migration through
the use of instrumental variables. We account for gender differences, educational differ-
ences and duration of stay in the country of destination but we report only the results by
gender in Appendix A and other results in Appendix B.

6.1.a. Estimation results by gender

In terms of gender differences, Table A5 in Appendix A, it is indicated that younger mi-
grants tend to be more satisfied with their life in migration and the size of the coefficient
indicates that this effect is much higher for women. This finding is in line with other studies
that report higher levels of happiness for women, Di Tella and MacCulloch (2004). Other
controls such as education and employment status do not have a significant effect on life
satisfaction, both for men and women. *°

*  See Roodman (2009).

* The literature on education and its effect on life satisfaction is quite mixed. There are studies which report a positive
effect of education on life satisfaction (Blanchflower and Oswald, 2004) but other studies maintain that education is also
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As concerns the employment situation, its effect on life satisfaction disappears when we
control for the fact that the migrant is doing a job appropriate to its level of qualification.
Thus, what mostly affects the level of satisfaction is not the employment status per se but
rather having a job that is compatible with the skills and education level.” This finding sug-
gests that having a job that matches the level of skills is more rewarding and significantly
affects happiness rather than the sole fact of being employed.

Another important determinant which strongly and mostly positively affects life satisfaction
in migration is having a level of income that corresponds to expectations. This finding is in
line with a huge literature on how income affects happiness and in this case life satisfaction
in migration. Particularly, migrants are predominantly pulled to move abroad because of
the high wage differential between the destination and origin countries. In consequence,
the achievement of an income at the target level induces migrants to evaluate positively life
in migration. In this context expectation and goals are quite important and significantly af-
fect happiness. As Campbell et al. (1976) state, ‘happiness depends on what you have (in
different domains) relative to your expectations’.

Other migration related determinants such as expected length of stay (short, mid or long
term) also suggest that migrants with permanent plans of stay occupy a higher rank in the
life satisfaction scale and this finding is also in line with Schiindeln and Fuchs-Schiindeln
(2009). The estimates also show that these results are significant both for women and men
implying no difference by gender.

The effect of network interacted with the location, in this case the city of Rome and Turin,
leaving as control group the city of Milan, indicates that the connection with co-nationals,
friends and other family members from own country of origin makes migrants happier es-
pecially in Rome. However, once broken down in terms of gender, we don't find any sig-
nificant effect. One explanation could be that there is a different effect between ‘socializing
with friends’ and ‘socializing with family members’. As Martin and Westerhof (2003) show,
the latter positively affects life satisfaction while the former plays only a minor role. How-
ever, in our context we do not control for that but an important message is that strengthen-
ing networks in the destination country could positively affect the life satisfaction in migra-
tion.

In terms of positive or negative outcomes, interestingly we find that even though migration
used to have a negative impact on family relationships still migrants report high levels of
life satisfaction. This finding is very important because it reconfirms once more that expec-

strongly related to social status and/or unobservable traits at the individual level which we do not control for. However,

we will return to this issue when presenting the estimation results by education, in columns 4 and 5.

" In this context the literature suggests that being employed is much better than being unemployed but there is less

evidence of how the match job qualification to skills affects life satisfaction (Layard, 2006).
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tation from migration and our goals shape happiness or life satisfaction in migration. It is
also probable that negative outcomes might be considered as transitory or temporary and
for that the negative impact on overall life satisfaction might be negligible, as long as the
main expectations, e.g. economic ones, are of priority concern.

Lastly other determinants which positively affect life satisfaction in migration are civic par-
ticipation through voting at local elections and having one’s own accommodation. Also in
this case our findings confirm the results suggested by the literature that community in-
volvement and participation positively affects life satisfaction, Helliwell and Putman (2004).
Similar to OECD (2011) housing appears to positively affect life satisfaction; such a deter-
minant particularly makes women happier, while no significant effect is found for men.

6.1.b. Estimation results by education

As we discussed above, the results about the impact that education has on life satisfaction
is ambiguous. Therefore we tried to disentangle this ambiguity by further estimating the
equation of life satisfaction separately for migrants with secondary and tertiary levels of
education. The results presented in Table B1 suggest that there are important differences
for diverse levels of education.

The effect of network interacted with the location, is confirmed to positively affect secon-
dary educated migrants living in Rome and Turin, but no effect is found for migrants with
tertiary education. Network is important and drives location choice and its effect on life sat-
isfaction is important at least for secondary educated migrants. One interpretation may be
provided by Layard (2006) who indicates that the quality of the network matters which
would need to be further investigated.

Diverse effects are confirmed for migration plans concerning the expected length of stay.
While for tertiary educated migrants, plans for permanent stay have a positive effect on life
satisfaction, for secondary educated migrants plans for temporary migration are negatively
correlated with life satisfaction.

Similarly the match job qualification — skill level and earnings — expectations universally
positively affects life satisfaction for the whole group of migrants and independently of their
education level.

Furthermore, the standard of living positively affects life satisfaction of migrants with tertiary
education. Interestingly, a positive link is found between housing and life satisfaction for
both groups of migrants, but civic participation through voting appears to make happier
only migrants with tertiary education.
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6.2.How life satisfaction affects migration intentions in the destination country
6.2.a. Estimation results by gender

The effects that certain determinants, including life satisfaction in migration, exercise on
migration intentions are presented in Table A6. The dependent variable is migration pref-
erence, to stay permanently, to move to another country, to return to Romania or having no
plans. The reference group is the group of migrants who prefer to stay permanently. The
results confirm that migrants who have a job ‘below the level of qualification’, who work
part-time, have secondary and vocational education, who remit more and have short mi-
gration plans are more likely to return to Romania. Put differently, permanent stay is more
likely for migrants who have a job that matches their level of qualification and ‘strongly
agree’ or ‘agree’ to be happy with life in migration. Though, for all age groups below 45,
with tertiary level of education, who plan the stay no more than 5 years in Italy there is a
higher preference to out-migrate than choosing permanent stay. However, the preference
to migrate to another country is negatively linked to the condition of migrating with a child,
having experienced an improvement of standard of living in migration, planning to stay
permanently and reporting high levels of satisfaction from the migration experience.

Separate estimates for men and women indicate that women aged 25-34 have less prefer-
ence to return to Romania while men prefer returning to Romania or migrate to another
country. However, controlling for the education indicates men with secondary education
show a higher preference of migrating to another country rather than staying permanently.
As concerns employment, women working part-time are more prone towards out-migration
while the self-employed prefer returning to Romania. The results on remittances are mainly
driven by men, since we find a positive link to out-migrate or return to Romania only for
men but not for women. Also, a positive migration outcome such as ‘doing a better job than
in Romania’ discourages out-migration among men, whereas a positive outcome such as
‘improvement of standard of living’ discourages the out-migration of women. On the other
side, a negative outcome such as ‘impact on family relationship’ strongly negatively affects
the preference to out-migrate among men. As concerns life satisfaction in migration, for
women it is found to have a negative link with the preference to return home and to out-
migrate whereas for men it only negatively affects the preference to out-migrate but no
significant effect is observed for the return to Romania.

6.2.b. Estimation results by education

Estimation results, disentangled for migrants with secondary and tertiary level of education,
suggest that the main differences among these groups are observed for employment re-
lated determinants. In spite of the type of employment status, full-time, part-time or self-
employed, there is a higher preference among migrants with secondary education to return
to Romania or move to another country, suggesting a higher preference for temporary mi-
gration rather than permanent stay. Put differently, migrants with tertiary education who
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work full-time reveal to have a stronger preference to stay permanently than migrating to
another country. Regarding the match job qualification-skill level we find that such determi-
nant would discourage the return to Romania for migrants with secondary educational
level, whereas no significant effect is found for migrants with tertiary education. This last
group of migrants consider important the match earnings to expectations which seem to
strongly and negatively affect the preference to migrate to another country. However, no
significant effect for this is found for the return to Romania.

Negative outcomes from the migration experience, such as the one on family relationships,
mostly affects migrants with secondary education who tend to prefer the return to Roma-
nia. The highly educated seem to be undecided about their migration plans if they have a
job which is not adequate to the level of skills they are endowed with. Controlling for posi-
tive outcomes, such as ‘finding a job better than in your country of origin’, the results sug-
gest that migrants with secondary/tertiary education would be discouraged/encouraged to
out-migrate.

Overall, by controlling for level of education significant differences emerge. It appears that
several important determinants affect the preference to return to Romania for migrants with
secondary education whereas out-migration (to third countries) seems to be a preferred
option for migrants with tertiary education. These findings suggest that between the alter-
native of staying permanently, returning to Romania or out-migrating, the option to return or
stay permanently is the main puzzle for migrants with secondary education. Put differently,
out-migrating or staying permanently is an argument of major concern for the highly edu-
cated. While for the former group of migrants the choice is strongly determined by a good
match job-qualification and employment, for the latter group the match of earnings to the
expectation seems very important. Still, the results about the effect of migration plans and
life satisfaction in migration seem to be robust, having a high and significant effect on the
preference to stay permanently, for both groups of migrants with secondary and tertiary
education.

6.3.Endogeneity of life satisfaction in migration

In the last specification, we control for the endogeneity of life satisfaction in migration and
the preference to stay permanently, out-migrate or return to the country of origin by esti-
mating a system of equations; the first equation represents the intention to stay perma-
nently/return/out-migrate and the second equation represents life satisfaction in migration.
Housing, i.e. own accommodation, and civic participation, i.e. voting in local elections, are
used as Vs to instrument endogenous life satisfaction.

The results presented in Table A7 show that the effect of life satisfaction in migration is a
significantly high and positive determinant of the intention to stay permanently, negatively
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affecting the preference to out-migrate or return to Romania. Migrants happy with life in
migration are less prone to move to another country. However, disentangling the results by
gender shows that for men controlling for the endogeneity of life satisfaction in migration
the effect cancels out.

The case is different for women, where life satisfaction is revealed to be important not only
for predicting the preference to stay permanently, out-migrate or return to Romania; in ad-
dition, we find that the 1Vs, civic participation and housing, positively affects the life satisfac-
tion of women while no significant effect is found for men. Negative outcomes such as the
ones on family relationships are demonstrated to have a similar effect on satisfaction, but
in the case of women it is also negatively linked to the intention to stay permanently. Even
though it is true that a match between earnings level and expectations would positively
affect satisfaction, at the same time it would go along with a lower probability to choose
permanent stay for women but not for men. Intentions regarding the length of stay are con-
firmed to be both positively linked with life satisfaction in migration and preference to stay
permanently for both genders.

Regarding the intentions to out-migrate, the results suggest that the more educated are the
ones that tend to prefer moving to another country, but this finding is true only for men.
However, having a job that matches the level of education positively affects life satisfaction,
both for men and women, but only in case of women a job match predicts also higher
probability to move to another country. Other determinants such as civic participation and
owning an accommodation seem to be linked positively with the life satisfaction of women
but not of men. Negative outcomes from the migration such as the ones on family relation-
ships, insecurity about the future and discrimination particularly affects women and can be
a good predictor of their preference to out-migrate. However, no effect is found for men. As
concerns positive outcomes from migration the results show that ‘learning the Italian lan-
guage’ would be negatively linked with out-migration. These findings suggest that for
women satisfaction is not only a good predicator of migration preferences but also affects it
through other channels. Consequently, among women migration strongly correlates with
life satisfaction in migration whereas for men this is not confirmed.

Conclusions

The results of the study confirm that the migration intentions in the destination country such
as to stay permanently, out-migrate by moving to another country or to return to the coun-
try of origin are strongly linked to the life satisfaction in migration through diverse social,
economic and individual subjective factors.

Per se, life satisfaction in migration strongly depends on economic drivers: firstly, having a
job that is compatible with the level of skills and education and, secondly, earning a level of
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income that corresponds to expectations. Also, life satisfaction in migration seems to be
positively linked with the migration plans concerning the length of stay, suggesting that
migrants who plan to stay for a short period tend to report lower levels of life satisfaction
while migrants who have long-term plans of stay tend to report higher levels of life satisfac-
tion. Migrating with children or a partner seems not to affect life satisfaction in migration.
Interestingly, migrants who experienced a negative impact on family relationship because
of the decision to migrate also tend to report high levels of life satisfaction. One explanation
of this result could be linked, first, to the initial migration aims which may be mainly eco-
nomically driven (e.g. for reasons of employment and earnings) and, second, to the transi-
tory phase of migration. A negative impact on family relationships might be expected be-
cause of the distance or absence from the family, but such effects might be temporary and
settlement is expected to be due.

The results also suggest that intentions to return to the country of origin are endogenous to
life satisfaction in migration. On the other hand, intentions to out-migrate to another desti-
nation country are exogenous to life satisfaction. The latter result suggests that not only is
there a direct and negative link between life satisfaction in migration and intentions to re-
turn home but life satisfaction covers both observable and unobservable determinants
which relate to personal traits and subjective indicators of life in migration. Also, life satis-
faction in migration only directly affects the intentions to out-migrate and it can be a good
predictor. Nevertheless, life satisfaction does not constitute a good proxy of the unobserv-
ables that affect such a decision, i.e. personal traits or individual tastes that we do not ob-
serve, but which affect both outcomes, are not correlated.

This finding is very important and contributes to the discussion on labour mobility which
advocates an intensification in the movement of workers. It might be true that moving from
materially deprived to wealthier regions would provide individuals with better employment
and earning opportunities. The mobility would certainly make them better off and conse-
quently happier. However, there is a trade-off as concerns personal aspirations (e.g. nega-
tive outcomes such as deskilling) or family relationships (if negatively affected) which would
not significantly influence the overall assessment of life in migration as satisfactory. But
certainly more satisfied migrants would choose to stay permanently, whereas the less sat-
isfied would return home or migrate to another country.

Lastly, the study showed that better housing conditions and civic participation strongly and
positively affect life satisfaction in migration. Therefore in the EU context, a larger EU char-
acterized by intensified labour mobility should not only advocate the advantages of mobility
but also promote more equal rights and civic participation of migrant workers.
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Appendix A

Table A1

Descriptive statistics, whole sample

Variable

age16_24

age25_34

age35_44

aged5

Migrated with child

Migrated with partner

Primary education

Vocational education

Secondary education

University degree

Post graduate education

Full time employment

Part-time employment

Self-employed

Agency employed

Unemployed

taking care after children

Studying

Match job qualification-skill

Match income — expectations

Plan to stay less than 1 year

Plan to stay less than 1 to 5 year

Plan to stay more than 5 years

Plan to stay permanently

No plans

Network Turin

Network Rome

Network Milano

Duration of stay in the country less 3 months
Duration of stay in the country 3-12 months
Duration of stay in the country 1-3 years
Duration of stay in the country 3-6 years
Positive outcome: better job

Learned a new language

Higher income

Better standard of living

Paid off debts

Have more opportunities

Learned new skills

Other

Negative outcome: Family relationship
Under qualified job

Future insecurity

Faced discrimination

No negative outcome

Civic participation: vote to local elections
Housing: own accommodation

Life satisfaction in migration: strongly agree of being happy
agree of being happy

Neither agree not disagree of being happy
Strongly disagree of being happy
observations

all sample
Permanent
Mean Std.Dev
0.152 0.360
0.447 0.498
0.309 0.463
0.088 0.283
0.452 0.499
0.742 0.439
0.037 0.189
0.253 0.436
0.456 0.499
0.143 0.351
0.106 0.309
0.530 0.500
0.124 0.331
0.111 0.314
0.023 0.150
0.069 0.254
0.088 0.283
0.041 0.200
0.498 0.501
0.456 0.499
0.009 0.096
0.032 0.177
0.134 0.341
0.525 0.501
0.300 0.459
0.230 0.422
0.253 0.436
0.143 0.351
0.014 0.117
0.055 0.229
0.203 0.403
0.728 0.446
0.203 0.403
0.300 0.459
0.276 0.448
0.097 0.296
0.000 0.000
0.041 0.200
0.014 0.117
0.032 0.177
0.115 0.320
0.101 0.303
0.166 0.373
0.088 0.283
0.461 0.500
0.281 0.451
0.249 0.433
0.346 0.477
0.465 0.500
0.166 0.373
0.009 0.096
217

out-migrate
Mean Std.Dev
0.234 0.425
0.433 0.497
0.277 0.449
0.057 0.232
0.220 0.416
0.567 0.497
0.014 0.119
0.156 0.364
0.440 0.498
0.177 0.383
0.206 0.406
0.355 0.480
0.248 0.434
0.078 0.269
0.021 0.145
0.206 0.406
0.028 0.167
0.028 0.167
0.312 0.465
0.277 0.449
0.064 0.245
0.170 0.377
0.128 0.335
0.163 0.371
0.475 0.501
0.191 0.395
0.241 0.429
0.085 0.280
0.064 0.245
0.113 0.318
0.191 0.395
0.631 0.484
0.199 0.400
0.305 0.462
0.270 0.445
0.064 0.245
0.007 0.084
0.064 0.245
0.014 0.119
0.043 0.203
0.092 0.290
0.106 0.309
0.184 0.389
0.128 0.335
0.418 0.495
0.128 0.335
0.043 0.203
0.128 0.335
0.404 0.492
0.355 0.480
0.085 0.280
141

return
Mean
0.117
0.336
0.353
0.194
0.325
0.553
0.064
0.308
0.472
0.067
0.086
0.542
0.158
0.072
0.008
0.108
0.064
0.014
0.342
0.425
0.086
0.133
0.197
0.047
0.536
0.172
0.267
0.106
0.042
0.094
0.219
0.644
0.192
0.361
0.219
0.083
0.008
0.047
0.011
0.042
0.114
0.142
0.167
0.094
0.419
0.136
0.061
0.100
0.406
0.367
0.108
360

Std.Dev
0.321
0.473
0.478
0.396
0.469
0.498
0.245
0.462
0.500
0.250
0.281
0.499
0.366
0.259
0.091
0.311
0.245
0.117
0.475
0.495
0.281
0.340
0.398
0.212
0.499
0.378
0.443
0.308
0.200
0.293
0.414
0.479
0.394
0.481
0.414
0.277
0.091
0.212
0.105
0.200
0.318
0.349
0.373
0.293
0.494
0.343
0.240
0.300
0.492
0.483
0.311
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Table A2

Variable

age16_24

age25_34

age35_44

age45

Migrated with child

Migrated with partner

Primary education

Vocational education

Secondary education

University degree

Post graduate education

Full time employment

Part-time employment

Self-employed

Agency employed

Unemployed

taking care after children

Studying

Match job qualification-skill

Match income — expectations

Plan to stay less than 1 year

Plan to stay less than 1 to 5 year

Plan to stay more than 5 years

Plan to stay permanently

No plans

Network Turin

Network Rome

Network Milano

Duration of stay in the country less 3 months
Duration of stay in the country 3-12 months
Duration of stay in the country 1-3 years
Duration of stay in the country 3-6 years
Positive outcome: better job

Learned a new language

Higher income

Better standard of living

Paid off debts

Have more opportunities

Learned new skills

Other

Negative outcome: Family relationship
Under qualified job

Future insecurity

Faced discrimination

No negative outcome

Civic participation: vote to local elections
Housing: own accommodation

Life satisfaction in migration:

strongly agree of being happy

agree of being happy

Neither agree not disagree of being happy
Strongly disagree of being happy

Descriptive statistics, women

Women
Permanent out-migrate
Mean Std.Dev Mean
0.157 0.365 0.244
0.478 0.501 0.463
0.306 0.463 0.244
0.052 0.223 0.049
0.425 0.496 0.220
0.739 0.441 0.610
0.037 0.190 0.012
0.164 0.372 0.098
0.507 0.502 0.415
0.179 0.385 0.232
0.104 0.307 0.244
0.478 0.501 0.280
0.179 0.385 0.354
0.052 0.223 0.049
0.015 0.122 0.012
0.067 0.251 0.195
0.142 0.350 0.049
0.045 0.208 0.037
0.396 0.491 0.280
0.381 0.487 0.244
0.007 0.086 0.012
0.022 0.148 0.146
0.119 0.325 0.134
0.552 0.499 0.256
0.299 0.459 0.451
0.209 0.408 0.232
0.291 0.456 0.268
0.149 0.358 0.098
0.007 0.086 0.037
0.067 0.251 0.061
0.209 0.408 0.195
0.716 0.452 0.707
0.201 0.403 0.244
0.276 0.449 0.293
0.269 0.445 0.220
0.134 0.342 0.061
0.000 0.000 0.000
0.052 0.223 0.073
0.015 0.122 0.000
0.015 0.122 0.061
0.082 0.276 0.134
0.112 0.316 0.122
0.179 0.385 0.183
0.090 0.287 0.122
0.470 0.501 0.366
0.284 0.452 0.122
0.246 0.432 0.049
0.328 0.471 0.171
0.478 0.501 0.451
0.157 0.365 0.268
0.015 0.122 0.085
143 82

Std.Dev
0.432
0.502
0.432
0.217
0.416
0.491
0.110
0.299
0.496
0.425
0.432
0.452
0.481
0.217
0.110
0.399
0.217
0.189
0.452
0.432
0.110
0.356
0.343
0.439
0.501
0.425
0.446
0.299
0.189
0.241
0.399
0.458
0.432
0.458
0.416
0.241
0.000
0.262
0.000
0.241
0.343
0.329
0.389
0.329
0.485
0.329
0.217
0.379

0.501
0.446
0.281

return
Mean
0.100
0.311
0.333
0.256
0.333
0.571
0.046
0.260
0.479
0.096
0.114
0.493
0.219
0.050
0.005
0.087
0.096
0.005
0.228
0.388
0.087
0.123
0.187
0.055
0.548
0.174
0.279
0.100
0.032
0.096
0.228
0.644
0.210
0.370
0.205
0.059
0.000
0.059
0.018
0.032
0.114
0.132
0.169
0.096
0.420
0.151
0.064
0.087

0.347

0.406

0.132
219

Std.Dev
0.301
0.464
0.472
0.437
0.472
0.496
0.209
0.440
0.501
0.295
0.319
0.501
0.415
0.219
0.068
0.282
0.295
0.068
0.421
0.488
0.282
0.330
0.391
0.228
0.499
0.380
0.449
0.301
0.176
0.295
0.421
0.480
0.408
0.484
0.405
0.237
0.000
0.237
0.134
0.176
0.319
0.340
0.376
0.295
0.495
0.359
0.245
0.282

0.477
0.492
0.340

25



Table A3

Descriptive statistics, men

Men
Permanent
Variable Mean
age16_24 0.145
age25_34 0.398
age35_44 0.313
aged5 0.145
Migrated with child 0.494
Migrated with partner 0.747
Primary education 0.036
Vocational education 0.398
Secondary education 0.373
University degree 0.084
Post graduate education 0.108
Full ime employment 0.614
Part-time employment 0.036
Self-employed 0.205
Agency employed 0.036
Unemployed 0.072
taking care after children 0.000
Studying 0.036
Match job qualification-skill 0.663
Match income — expectations 0.578
Plan to stay less than 1 year 0.012
Plan to stay less than 1 to 5 year 0.048
Plan to stay more than 5 years 0.157
Plan to stay permanently 0.482
No plans 0.301
Network Turin 0.265
Network Rome 0.193
Network Milano 0.133
Duration of stay in the country less 3 months 0.024
Duration of stay in the country 3-12 months 0.036
Duration of stay in the country 1-3 years 0.193
Duration of stay in the country 3-6 years 0.747
Positive outcome: better job 0.205
Learned a new language 0.337
Higher income 0.289
Better standard of living 0.036
Paid off debts 0.000
Have more opportunities 0.024
Learned new skills 0.012
Other 0.060
Negative outcome:Family relationship 0.169
Under qualified job 0.084
Future insecurity 0.145
Faced discrimination 0.084
No negative outcome 0.446
Civic participation: vote to local elections 0.277
Housing: own accommodation 0.253
Life satisfaction in migration: strongly agree of being happy 0.373
agree of being happy 0.446
Neither agree not disagree of being happy 0.181
Strongly disagree of being happy 0.000
83

Std.Dev
0.354
0.492
0.467
0.354
0.503
0.437
0.188
0.492
0.487
0.280
0.313
0.490
0.188
0.406
0.188
0.261
0.000
0.188
0.476
0.497
0.110
0.215
0.366
0.503
0.462
0.444
0.397
0.341
0.154
0.188
0.397
0.437
0.406
0.476
0.456
0.188
0.000
0.154
0.110
0.239
0.377
0.280
0.354
0.280
0.500
0.450
0.437
0.487
0.500
0.387
0.000

out-migrate
Mean
0.220
0.390
0.322
0.068
0.220
0.508
0.017
0.237
0.475
0.102
0.153
0.458
0.102
0.119
0.034
0.220
0.000
0.017
0.356
0.322
0.136
0.203
0.119
0.034
0.508
0.136
0.203
0.068
0.102
0.186
0.186
0.525
0.136
0.322
0.339
0.068
0.017
0.051
0.034
0.017
0.034
0.085
0.186
0.136
0.492
0.136
0.034
0.068
0.339
0.475
0.085
59

Std.Dev
0.418
0.492
0.471
0.254
0.418
0.504
0.130
0.429
0.504
0.305
0.363
0.502
0.305
0.326
0.183
0.418
0.000
0.130
0.483
0.471
0.345
0.406
0.326
0.183
0.504
0.345
0.406
0.254
0.305
0.393
0.393
0.504
0.345
0.471
0.477
0.254
0.130
0.222
0.183
0.130
0.183
0.281
0.393
0.345
0.504
0.345
0.183
0.254
0.477
0.504
0.281

return
Mean
0.142
0.376
0.383
0.099
0.312
0.525
0.092
0.383
0.461
0.021
0.043
0.617
0.064
0.106
0.014
0.142
0.014
0.028
0.518
0.482
0.085
0.149
0.213
0.035
0.518
0.170
0.248
0.113
0.057
0.092
0.206
0.645
0.163
0.348
0.241
0.121
0.021
0.028
0.000
0.057
0.113
0.156
0.163
0.092
0.418
0.113
0.057
0.121
0.496
0.305
0.071
141

Std.Dev
0.350
0.486
0.488
0.300
0.465
0.501
0.290
0.488
0.500
0.145
0.203
0.488
0.245
0.309
0.119
0.350
0.119
0.167
0.501
0.501
0.280
0.357
0.411
0.186
0.501
0.377
0.434
0.318
0.232
0.290
0.406
0.480
0.371
0.478
0.429
0.327
0.145
0.167
0.000
0.232
0.318
0.364
0.371
0.290
0.495
0.318
0.232
0.327
0.502
0.462
0.258
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Table A4
Descriptive statistics, migration intentions by life satisfaction in migration 18

In % stongly agree agree Neither agree disagree strongly difficult to say
nor disagree disagree

Stay permanently 58 33 17 6 15

move to another country 14 19 19 22 24 32

return to Romania 28 48 64 72 76 53

Total 129 304 146 36 28 72

Figure Al

Severe material deprivation, in %, 2009

45.0
40.0
35.0
30.0
25.0
20.0
15.0

Source: own elaboration using Eurostat and Instat statistics, 2011

! The question on life satisfaction on migration was the following: ‘overall are you satisfied with your decision to live in

Italy? Please relate to the following sentence: | am generally happy about my life in Italy’. The response categories are:
‘strongly agree’, ‘agree’, ‘neither agree not disagree’, ‘disagree’, ‘strongly disagree’ and ‘difficult to say’.
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Table A5
Estimation results: ordered probit estimation results of life satisfaction

All semple Female Male
Dependent variable : life satisfaction oprobit oprobit oprobit
coef/t coef/t coef/t
female -0.037
(-0.474)
agel6_24 0.582*** 0.676*** 0.406*
(4.273) (3.742) (1.804)
age25_34 0.131 0.150 0.067
(1.144) (0.991) (0.355)
age35_44 0.017 0.010 -0.008
(0.146) (0.068) (-0.040)
Migrated with child -0.000 -0.075 0.213
(-0.000) (-0.671) (1.311)
Migrated with partner 0.047 0.089 -0.113
(0.536) (0.797) (-0.719)
Vocational education -0.046 -0.105 0.106
(-0.275) (-0.439) (0.432)
Secondary education 0.088 0.153 0.081
(0.541) (0.670) (0.333)
Tertiary education -0.097 -0.100 0.011
(-0.562) (-0.422) (0.038)
Employed full time 0.010 0.048 -0.049
(0.104) (0.364) (-0.303)
Employed part-time -0.028 0.003 -0.184
(-0.244) (0.021) (-0.695)
Self Employed 0.126 0.183 0.034
(0.822) (0.747) (0.161)
match_job_qualification 0.366*** 0.337*** 0.321**
(4.148) (2.825) (2.311)
match_income_expectation 0.495*** 0.328*** 0.832***
(5.826) (2.959) (5.977)
Plan to stay less than 1 year -0.337* -0.412 -0.184
(-1.841) (-1.542) (-0.704)
Plan to stay 1 to 5 years -0.227* -0.193 -0.183
(-1.867) (-1.178) (-0.957)
Plan to stay more than 5 years 0.009 -0.095 0.178
(0.092) (-0.687) (2.129)
Plan to stay permanently 0.659*** 0.604*** 0.779**
(6.395) (4.760) (4.161)
Network_Turin 0.139 0.111 0.231
(1.486) (0.892) (1.563)
Network_Rome 0.178** 0.166 0.142
(2.995) (2.472) (0.935)
Duration of stay in the country 3-12 months 0.105 0.578* -0.340
(0.464) (1.737) (-1.060)
Duration of stay in the country 1-3 years -0.095 0.293 -0.411
(-0.448) (0.929) (-1.371)
Duration of stay in the country 3-6 years -0.122 0.266 -0.367
Negative outcome: Family relationship (-0.589) (0.858) (-1.239)
0.282** 0.284* 0.316*
Under qualified job (2.364) (1.789) (1.657)
0.069 0.072 0.035
Future insecurity (0.610) (0.482) (0.188)
0.107 0.177 0.007
Faced discrimination (1.059) (1.334) (0.040)
0.126 0.081 0.245
(0.965) (0.459) (1.214)
Positive outcome: better job than at home -0.103 -0.117 -0.019
(-0.805) (-0.711) (-0.090)
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Table A5 (continued)

Dependent variable : life satisfaction

Learned a new language
Higher income

Better standard of living

Civic participation: vote
Housing: own accommodation
/cutl

lcut2

/cut3

Number of observations
Adjusted R2

note: t-values in parenthesis,

significance *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

All semple
oprobit
coef/t

-0.103
(-0.886)
-0.060
(-0.480)
0.070
(0.445)
0.335*+
(3.295)
0.302%+
(2.605)
-1.074%*
(-3.527)
0.305
(1.007)
1.775%*
(5.795)
983
0.101

Female
oprobit
coef/t

-0.137
(-0.926)
-0.090
(-0.554)
0.145
(0.701)
0.365*+
(2.747)
0.422%+
(2.774)
-0.604
(-1.541)
0.701*
(1.788)
2.125%*
(5.336)
578
0.101

Male
oprobit
coeflt

-0.066
(-0.330)
-0.105
(-0.514)
-0.132
(-0.518)
0.278*
(1.653)
0.041
(0.217)
-1.397%*
(-3.176)
0.186
(0.428)
1.794%*
(4.083)
405
0.132
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Table A6

age16_24

age25_34

age35_44

female

Migrated with partner

Migrated with child

Vocational education

Secondary education

Tertiary education

Employed full time

Employed part-time

Self Employed

match_isco
match_job_qualification
match_income_expectation
Log(annual amount of remittances)
Positive outcome: better job than at home
Learned a new language

Higher income

Better standard of living

Multinomial logit estimates of migration intentions, whole sample and by gender

All sample Female
out-migration versus stay Undecided versus  Return to Romania out-migration versus stay Undecided versus ~ Return to Romania out-migration versus stay
permanently stay permanently  versus stay perma- permanently stay permanently  versus stay perma- permanently
nently nently
coef/t coef/t coef/t coef/t coef/t coef/t coef/t
1.166** -0.094 -0.010 1.064 -0.292 -0.768 2.060**
(2.476) (-0.241) (-0.025) (1.628) (-0.554) (-1.461) (2.500)
0.808* -0.182 -0.031 0.466 -0.386 -0.899** 1.022
(1.936) (-0.555) (-0.095) (0.770) (-0.829) (-2.010) (2.497)
0.805* 0.025 0.331 0.354 -0.173 -0.500 1.367*
(1.862) (0.075) (0.988) (0.561) (-0.355) (-1.081) (1.899)
0.352 0.405* 0.196
(2.390) (1.890) (0.916)

-0.180 -0.507** -0.111 -0.118 -0.493 0.280 -0.036
(-0.617) (-1.970) (-0.433) (-0.319) (-1.530) (0.855) (-0.063)
-0.764** 0.121 -0.177 -0.784* 0.386 -0.050 -0.486
(-2.495) (0.485) (-0.710) (-2.021) (1.225) (-0.159) (-0.794)

0.048 0.421 1.001** -0.265 0.649 1.475%* 0.715
(0.092) (1.015) (2.407) (-0.360) (1.175) (2.680) (0.828)
0.557 0.288 0.935* 0.237 0.483 1.277* 1.408*
(1.211) (0.743) (2.399) (0.378) (0.956) (2.496) (1.714)
0.969** 0.376 0.371 1.008 0.779 0.951* 1.170
(2.049) (0.917) (0.890) (1.568) (1.474) (1.753) (1.323)

-0.359 0.028 0.172 -0.476 0.328 0.388 -0.247
(-1.060) (0.097) (0.585) (-1.054) (0.864) (1.009) (-0.397)

0.698* 0.618* 0.596* 0.766* 0.834** 0.663 0.422

(1.861) (1.796) (1.694) (1.791) (2.127) (1.629) (0.417)

-0.401 -0.262 -0.004 -0.255 0.471 1.153* -0.407

(-0.810) (-0.609) (-0.010) (-0.325) (0.660) (1.723) (-0.518)
0.063 0.160 0.138 0.255 0.158 0.200 -0.073
(0.237) (0.711) (0.612) (0.734) (0.523) (0.671) (-0.152)

-0.181 -0.261 -0.480* 0.051 -0.436 -0.539 -0.387
(-0.591) (-1.023) (-1.911) (0.126) (-1.264) (-1.603) (-0.730)

-0.299 0.074 0.320 -0.332 0.162 0.473 -0.199
(-0.987) (0.293) (1.284) (-0.827) (0.481) (1.444) (-0.361)

0.071* -0.037 0.070** 0.021 -0.058 0.024 0.205***

(1.941) (-1.151) (2.322) (0.436) (-1.360) (0.583) (3.054)

-0.128 -0.260 0.324 0.870 0.102 0.782 -2.172%

(-0.309) (-0.753) (0.968) (1.625) (0.210) (1.643) (-2.369)
0.131 0.036 0.590* 0.311 -0.106 0.315 0.031
(0.321) (0.107) (1.784) (0.606) (-0.244) (0.732) (0.040)
0.336 -0.222 0.347 0.547 -0.452 0.167 0.204
(0.987) (-0.744) (1.184) (1.236) (-1.168) (0.441) (0.316)
0.350 -0.260 0.243 0.466 -0.914 0.159 0.774
(0.843) (-0.669) (0.646) (0.875) (-1.612) (0.325) (1.004)
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Male
Undecided versus
stay permanently

coef/t

0.412
(0.606)
-0.100
(-0.192)
0.156
(0.286)

-0.211
(-0.423)
-0.325
(-0.690)
0.531
(0.782)
0.321
(0.488)
-0.014
(-0.020)
-0.119
(-0.235)
-0.274
(-0.302)
-0.691
(-1.105)
-0.061
(-0.160)
-0.061
(-0.141)
0.004
(0.009)
-0.016
(-0.279)
-0.749
(-1.438)
0.342
(0.562)
0.265
(0.484)
0.640
(0.957)

Return to
Romania versus
stay permanently
coef/t

1.327*
(1.887)
0.979*
(1.785)
1.384%*
(2.404)

-0.349
(-0.698)
-0.412
(-0.855)
0.602
(0.887)
0.668
(1.020)
-0.790
(-1.038)
0.143
(0.275)
0.233
(0.255)
-0.429
(-0.663)
-0.040
(-0.104)
-0.380
(-0.878)
0.070
(0.158)
0.127%
(2.323)
-0.505
(-0.972)
0.923
(1.542)
0.476
(0.855)
0.730
(1.062)



Table A6 (continued)

out-migration versus stay

permanently

coef/t

Negative outcome: Family relationship -0.606
(-1.545)

Under qualified job -0.425
(-1.183)

Future insecurity -0.392
(-1.057)

Faced discrimination -0.917*
(-1.766)

Plan to stay less than 1 year 0.937
(1.109)

Plan to stay 1to 5 years 1.122**
(2.299)

Plan to stay more than 5 years -0.418
(-1.129)

Plan to stay permanently -1.434%**
(-4.453)

Temporary migration 0.003
(0.012)

network_Turin -0.382
(-1.190)

network_Rome -0.041
(-0.138)

length_1-3 years 0.092
(0.224)

length_3-6 years -0.486
(-1.554)

satisf_ strongly agree -1.627***
(-3.167)

satisf_agree -1.084**
(-2.413)

satisf_neutral -0.417
(-0.913)

Nr. observations 1000

note: t-values in parenthesis, significance *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

All sample
Undecided versus
stay permanently

coef/t

0.285
(0.810)
0.691*
(2.120)

0.340
(0.988)
0.571
(1.325)
-0.106
(-0.120)
0.076
(0.162)
-0.353
(-1.205)

-1.918%*

(-7.126)

-0.386
(-1.510)
-0.083
(-0.320)
-0.315
(-1.176)
0.427
(1.160)
0.208
(0.827)
-0.716
(-1.504)
0.097
(0.225)
0.511
(1.158)

Return to Romania  out-migration versus stay

versus stay perma- permanently

nently
coef/t coef/t
0.002 -0.100
(0.005) (-0.199)
0.354 -0.298
(1.120) (-0.650)
0.206 -0.543
(0.618) (-1.115)
0.082 -1.359**
(0.191) (-2.076)
1.494* -0.368
(1.920) (-0.246)
0.629 1.640**
(1.405) (2.238)
-0.102 -0.069
(-0.362) (-0.136)
-2.602%* -0.951*
(-8.228) (-2.435)
0.128 0.061
(0.532) (0.159)
-0.253 0.153
(-0.943) (0.363)
0.285 0.009
(1.113) (0.023)
0.097 -0.606
(0.261) (-1.036)
-0.102 -0.411
(-0.399) (-1.007)
-1.538** -1.145*
(-3.368) (-1.872)
-0.964** -0.824
(-2.369) (-1.530)
-0.221 -0.424
(-0.532) (-0.743)
591
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Female
Undecided versus
stay permanently

coef/t

-0.114
(-0.247)
0.695*
(1.694)
0.220
(0.499)
-0.127
(-0.234)
0.436
(0.361)
0.576
(0.834)
-0.677
(-1.625)
-1.794%+
(-5.260)
-0.663*
(-1.897)
0.021
(0.058)
-0.148
(-0.447)
0.270
(0.570)
0.247
(0.741)
-0.142
(-0.248)
0.359
(0.707)
0.870
(1.631)

Return to Romania  out-migration versus stay

versus stay perma- permanently

nently
coef/t coef/t
0.030 -1.438*
(0.069) (-1.909)
0.490 -0.470
(1.215) (-0.715)
0.274 -0.185
(0.629) (-0.276)
-0.288 -0.088
(-0.528) (-0.080)
1.675 0.980
(1.536) (0.827)
0.714 0.407
(1.067) (0.559)
-0.204 -0.826
(-0.529) (-1.301)
-2.646%** -3.151%*
(-6.646) (-3.504)
0.225 -0.301
(0.712) (-0.586)
-0.098 -1.042*
(-0.267) (-1.777)
0.231 -0.125
(0.715) (-0.214)
-0.158 1.410%*
(-0.326) (1.974)
0.038 -0.273
(0.114) (-0.468)
-1.471%%* -2.860***
(-2.682) (-2.745)
-1.026** -1.526*
(-2.197) (-1.723)
0.111 -0.172
(0.226) (-0.203)
409

Male
Undecided versus
stay permanently

coef/t

0.928
(1.547)
0.967*
(1.694)
0.767
(1.300)
2.348%
(2.531)
-1.067
(-0.811)
-0.648
(-0.931)
-0.007
(-0.015)
-2.626%*
(-4.960)
-0.166
(-0.390)
-0.438
(-1.011)
-0.829
(-1.618)
0.790
(1.226)
0.365
(0.814)
-0.995
(-1.142)
0.557
(0.687)
0.990
(1.232)

Return to
Romania versus
stay permanently
coef/t

-0.412
(-0.702)
0.192
(0.358)
0.088
(0.159)
1.284
(1.421)
1.043
(0.920)
0.357
(0.551)
0.024
(0.050)
-2.985%+*
(-5.020)
0.015
(0.036)
-0.545
(-1.208)
0.357
(0.747)
0.270
(0.413)
-0.342
(-0.726)
-1.370
(-1.610)
-0.294
(-0.369)
0.021
(0.027)



Table A7

CMP (conditional mixed process) estimation of life satisfaction and intentions to stay permanently, return home or out-migrate

Permanent stay

(P=1)

coef/t

female 0.019
(0.176)

agel6_24 -0.178
(-0.797)

age25_34 0.123
(0.730)

age35_44 0.091
(0.542)

Migrated with partner 0.116
(0.981)

Migrated with child 0.111
(0.903)

Vocational education 0.061
(0.262)

Secondary education -0.006
(-0.026)

Tertiary education 0.135
(0.575)

Employed full time 0.084
(0.624)

Employed part-time -0.143
(-0.885)

Self Employed 0.050
(0.255)

match_job_qualification -0.064
(-0.434)

match_income_expectation -0.334**
(-2.371)

Plan to stay less than 1 year -0.154
(-0.442)

Plan to stay 1 to 5 years -0.059
(-0.292)

Plan to stay more than 5 years 0.088
(0.650)

Plan to stay permanently 0.733*
(2.444)

network_Turin 0.015
(0.112)

network_Rome -0.032
(-0.254)

length_1-3 years 0.208
(0.630)

Life satisfaction

( categorical and ranked
upward)

coef/t

-0.041
(-0.527)
0.588%+
(4.322)
0.135
(1.185)
0.021
(0.184)
-0.003
(-0.038)
0.046
(0.517)
-0.049
(-0.290)
0.082
(0.509)
-0.101
(-0.588)
0.012
(0.124)
-0.025
(-0.216)
0.136
(0.887)
0.362++
(4.112)
0.487++
(5.735)
-0.338*

Life satisfaction

(categorical and ranked
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upward)
coef/t

-0.037
(-0.466)
0.586%+
(4.303)
0.133
(1.168)
0.020
(0.177)
-0.007
(-0.081)
0.043
(0.485)
-0.055
(-0.327)
0.077
(0.473)
-0.104
(-0.601)
0.009
(0.087)
-0.027
(-0.230)
0.129
(0.842)
0.362%+
(4.103)
0.491%+
(5.784)
-0.339*

Return (P=1)

coef/t

-0.213**
(-2.251)
-0.056
(-0.254)
-0.181
(-1.283)
-0.083
(-0.622)
-0.096
(-0.879)
0.064
(0.616)
-0.073
(-0.386)
-0.076
(-0.408)
-0.564%*
(-2.685)
0.143
(1.202)
-0.008
(-0.061)
0.198
(1.088)
0.027
(0.191)
0.398%*
(3.183)
0.471*
(1.788)
0.009
(0.061)
0.112
(0.964)
-0.572%*
(-2.031)
-0.058
(-0.463)
0.236*
(2.262)
0.000
(0.001)

Life satisfaction
(categorical and ranked
upward)

coef/t

-0.040
(-0.509)
0.585%+
(4.293)
0.131
(1.148)
0.020
(0.170)
-0.005
(-0.052)
0.043
(0.485)
-0.050
(-0.299)
0.084
(0.521)
-0.104
(-0.600)
0.010
(0.103)
-0.025
(-0.212)
0.128
(0.835)
0.361%+
(4.091)
0.495%+
(5.825)
-0.344%

Qut-migrate ( P=1)

coef/t

0.152
(1.316)
1,067+
(4.989)
0.627+*
(3.014)
0.529%
(2.441)
-0.284**
(-2.007)
0.116
(0.965)
0.204
(0.691)
0.592%
(2.037)
0.837*
(2.554)
-0.133
(-0.955)
0.202
(1.282)
-0.065



Table A7 (continued)

length_3-6 years

Negative outcome: Family relationship

Under qualified job
Future insecurity

Faced discrimination

Positive outcome: better job than at home

Learned a new language
Higher income

Better standard of living
Life satisfaction

Civic participation: vote
Housing: own accommodation
_cons

/atanhrho_12

Jeut_2_1

Jeut_2_2

Jeut_2_3

Number of observations

Permanent stay
(P=1)

coef/t

0.132
(0.407)
-0.115
(-0.702)
-0.147
(-0.961)
-0.035
(-0.261)
-0.092
(-0.521)
0.237
(1.406)
0.073
(0.470)
0.149
(0.914)
0.068
(0.323)
1,057
(4.624)

-4.107%+
(-7.628)
-0.675**
(-2.011)

-1.087%+
(-3.569)

0.295

(0.972)

1.770%*

(5.779)
983

Life satisfaction

( categorical and ranked
upward)

coef/t

-0.127
(-0.610)
0.282+
(2.363)
0.070
(0.616)
0.110
(1.083)
0.125
(0.960)
-0.102
(-0.799)
-0.102
(-0.872)
-0.057
(-0.460)
0.074
(0.473)

0.344%+*
(3.578)
0.332%**
(3.109)

Life satisfaction
(categorical and ranked
upward)

coef/t

-0.114
(-0.549)
0.284*
(2.376)
0.074
(0.656)
0.111
(1.097)
0.130
(1.000)
-0.106
(-0.830)
-0.106
(-0.911)
-0.060
(-0.482)
0.074
(0.472)

0.294%+*
(2.803)
0.369%**
(3.393)

0.600*
(1.783)
-1.079%+
(-3.536)
0.295
(0.971)
1.770%
(5.762)

983
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Return (P=1)

coef/t

0.114
(0.466)
0.287+
(1.984)
0.266%
(2.023)

0.140
(1.168)
0.141
(0.920)
-0.220
(-1.484)
-0.169
(-1.255)
-0.124
(-0.863)
-0.122
(-0.657)

-0.846%*
(-3.069)

2.220%*
(3.269)

Life satisfaction
(categorical and ranked
upward)

coef/t

-0.123
(-0.590)
0.285*
(2.389)
0.076
(0.669)
0.108
(1.064)
0.125
(0.963)
-0.102
(-0.794)
-0.104
(-0.891)
-0.057
(-0.463)
0.073
(0.468)

0.319%**
(3.178)
0.356%**
(3.205)

0.638*
(1.707)
-1.086%+
(-3.568)
0.299
(0.986)
1.765
(5.766)

083

Out-migrate ( P=1)

coef/t

-0.203
(-0.779)
0.042
(0.226)
0.069

0.010
(0.009)



Appendix B

TableB1
Estimation results: ordered probit estimation results of life satisfaction,
by education and arrival time

Secondary Tertiary Post EU accession  Pre EU accession
education education migrants migrants
Dependent variable : life satisfaction oprobit oprobit oprobit oprobit
coef/t coefl/t coefl/t coefl/t
female -0.152 -0.023 0.015 -0.077
(-1.273) (-0.128) (0.110) (-0.760)
agel6_24 0.645*** 1.104%** 0.921*** 0.405**
(3.263) (3.092) (3.967) (2.224)
age25_34 0.135 0.470* 0.361 0.062
(0.791) (1.662) (1.637) (0.437)
age35_44 0.163 0.324 0.217 -0.072
(0.932) (1.131) (0.962) (-0.511)
Migrated with child 0.142 -0.194 0.191 -0.095
(1.033) (-0.965) (1.095) (-0.888)
Migrated with partner -0.081 0.241 0.050 0.035
(-0.600) (1.212) (0.332) (0.308)
Vocational education -0.311 0.243
(-1.212) (1.023)
Secondary education -0.038 0.278
(-0.156) (1.200)
Tertiary education 0.031 -0.030
(0.118) (-0.126)
Employed full time 0.052 -0.294 0.236 -0.144
(0.329) (-1.377) (1.399) (-1.101)
Employed part-time -0.074 0.058 0.222 -0.210
(-0.425) (0.236) (1.152) (-1.373)
Self Employed 0.034 0.220 0.119 0.077
(0.135) (0.815) (0.388) (0.416)
match_job_qualification 0.414* 0.349* 0.344* 0.377**
(3.142) (1.716) (2.062) (3.540)
match_income_expectation 0.350%** 0.513%** 0.557*** 0.492%**
(2.714) (2.584) (3.500) (4.696)
Plan to stay less than 1 year -0.601** 0.030 -0.169 -0.365
(-2.161) (0.060) (-0.679) (-1.311)
Plan to stay 1 to 5 years -0.421* 0.171 -0.141 -0.230
(-2.325) (0.537) (-0.762) (-1.355)
Plan to stay more than 5 years 0.064 0.177 0.117 -0.081
(0.417) (0.826) (0.683) (-0.617)
Plan to stay permanently 0.721*** 0.479** 0.637*** 0.674***
(4.705) (2.176) (2.887) (5.662)
Network_Turin 0.316** -0.162 0.149 0.182
(2.282) (-0.811) (0.914) (1.538)
Network_Rome 0.354*** 0.065 0.468*** 0.057
(2.672) (0.327) (2.885) (0.516)

Duration of stay in the country 3-12 months -0.023 -0.406

(-0.060) (-0.761)

Duration of stay in the country 1-3 years -0.439 -0.327

(-1.195) (-0.651)

Duration of stay in the country 3-6 years -0.379 -0.580

Negative outcome:Family relationship (-1.045) (-1.184)
0.231 0.522* 0.159 0.420%**
Under qualified job (1.260) (1.949) (0.794) (2.736)
0.159 0.227 0.063 0.076
Future insecurity (0.913) (0.913) (0.318) (0.541)
0.038 -0.106 -0.105 0.246*
Faced discrimination (0.245) (-0.463) (-0.586) (1.952)
0.091 0.247 -0.074 0.182
(0.488) (0.921) (-0.305) (1.146)
Positive outcome: better job than at home -0.128 -0.012 -0.361* 0.060
(-0.646) (-0.039) (-1.687) (0.363)
Learned a new language -0.149 0.146 -0.237 -0.042
(-0.828) (0.521) (-1.226) (-0.279)
Higher income -0.154 0.074 0.115 -0.076
(-0.805) (0.251) (0.552) (-0.479)
Better standard of living -0.171 0.685** -0.182 0.166
(-0.748) (1.997) (-0.636) (0.858)
Civic participation: vote 0.230 0.588*** 0.167 0.340%**
(1.433) (3.050) (0.588) (3.069)
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Table B1 (continued)

Dependent variable : life satisfaction

Housing: own accommodation
[cutl
[cut2
[cut3

Number of observations
Adjusted R2

Secondary
education
oprobit
coef/t

0.325*
(1.821)
-1.575%*
(-3.401)
-0.226
(-0.496)
1.239%+
(2.695)
442
0.109

Tertiary
education
oprobit
coef/t

0.716%+
(3.052)
-0.787
(-1.258)
0.621
(0.986)
2.043%+
(3.210)
223
0.130

Post EU accession
migrants

oprobit

coef/t

0.178
(0.657)
-0.803**
(-1.969)
0.682*
(1.679)
2,201+
(5.270)
349
0.106

Pre EU accession
migrants

oprobit

coef/t

0.389*+
(2.956)
-0.977%+
(-2.926)
0.381
(1.150)
1.878%
(5.576)
634
0.118

35



TableB2

agel6_24

age25_34

age35_44

female

Migrated with partner
Migrated with child
Vocational education
Secondary education
Tertiary education
Employed full time
Employed part-time
Self Employed
match_isco
match_job_qualification

match_income_expectati
on

Log(annual amount of
remittances)

Positive outcome: better
job than at home

Learned a new language

out-migration

versus stay

permanently
coef/t

1.166%*
(2.476)
0.808*
(1.936)
0.805*

(-0.591)
-0.299

(-0.987)
0.071*

(1.941)
-0.128

(-0.309)
0.131
(0.321)

mlogit estimation results of migration intentions, by education

All sample Secondary
education
out-migration versus Undecided versus

stay permanently  stay permanently

Undecided versus Return to Roma-
stay permanently  niaversus stay

permanently

coef/t coef/t coef/t coef/t
-0.094 -0.010 1.896** 0.242
(-0.241) (-0.025) (2.705) (0.435)
-0.182 -0.031 1.491** -0.453
(-0.555) (-0.095) (2.158) (-0.875)
0.025 0.331 1.920%* -0.138
(0.075) (0.988) (2.634) (-0.249)
0.405* 0.196

(1.890) (0.916)

-0.507** -0.111 -0.765 -0.613
(-1.970) (-0.433) (-1.636) (-1.501)
0.121 -0.177 -1.272% -0.482
(0.485) (-0.710) (-2.539) (-1.194)

0.421 1.001**

(1.015) (2.407)

0.288 0.935**

(0.743) (2.399)

0.376 0.371

(0.917) (0.890)

0.028 0.172 0.746 0.963**
(0.097) (0.585) (1.298) (2.010)
0.618* 0.596* 1.616%* 1.503***
(1.796) (1.694) (2.716) (2.919)
-0.262 -0.004 1.424* 0.469
(-0.609) (-0.010) (1.779) (0.614)

0.160 0.138 0.019 -0.103
(0.711) (0.612) (0.043) (-0.270)
-0.261 -0.480* -0.287 -0.486
(-1.023) (-1.911) (-0.625) (-1.220)

0.074 0.320 -0.776* -0.496
(0.293) (1.284) (-1.653) (-1.232)
-0.037 0.070** 0.012 -0.026
(-1.151) (2.322) (0.205) (-0.507)
-0.260 0.324 -2.210* -0.315
(-0.753) (0.968) (-1.936) (-0.596)

0.036 0.590* 1.408** 0.085
(0.107) (1.784) (2.159) (0.141)
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Return to Roma-
niaversus stay
permanently
coef/t

-0.115

1.569%+
(3.286)

1.331%
(2.488)

1.399%

(-1.493)
0.052

(1.053)
0.310

(0.597)
1.208*
(2.166)

out-migration versus

stay permanently

coef/t

2.533%*
(2.346)
1.440*
(1.821)
1.348*
(1.742)

1.053
(1.645)
-0.576

(-0.948)

(1.290)
1.709%

(2.087)
-0.059
(-0.075)

Tertiary education

Undecided versus
stay permanently

coef/t

0.621
(0.577)
0.322

(-0.463)
-0.067

(-0.868)
-0.235

(-0.248)
0.220
(0.294)

Return to Roma-
niaversus stay
permanently
coef/t

1.501
(1.460)
0.244

(0.534)
0.012

(0.153)
0.881

(0.961)
0.401
(0.502)



Table B2 (continued)

Higher income
Better standard of living

Negative outcome:
Family relationship

Under qualified job
Future insecurity
Faced discrimination

Plan to stay less than 1
year

Plan to stay 1 to 5 years

Plan to stay more than 5
years

Plan to stay permanently
Temporary migration
network_Turin
network_Rome
length_1-3 years
length_3-6 years
satisf_stronlgy agree
satisf_agree
satisf_neutral

Nr.obs

out-migration

versus stay

permanently
coef/t

0.336

(1.109)
1.122%*
(2.299)
-0.418

(-1.129)
-1.434%

(-1.554)
-1.627%%*
(-3.167)
-1.084%
(-2.413)
-0.417
(-0.913)

note: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

All sample

Undecided versus Return to Roma-
stay permanently

coef/t

-0.222

(-0.669)
0.285

(0.810)

0.691*

(2.120)
0.340

(-1.205)

niaversus stay
permanently

coef/t

0.347

Secondary
education

out-migration versus Undecided versus

stay permanently

coef/t

0.897*

(-0.833)
-1.745%

stay permanently

coef/t

-0.100

(-0.084)
-0.358
(-0.509)
0.346

(0.749)
-1.638%+
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Return to Roma-
niaversus stay
permanently
coef/t

0.233

(0.312)
-1,843%%

out-migration versus
stay permanently

coef/t

0.227

Tertiary education

Undecided versus
stay permanently

coef/t

-0.702

(0.521)
2.076%*
(2.603)
1.251

(0.017)
-1.036
(-0.660)
-1.296%

(-2.053)
-3.226%+

Return to Roma-
niaversus stay
permanently
coef/t

0.983

(-0.499)
-3.327%%



Table B3

CMP (conditional mixed process) estimation of life satisfaction and intentions to stay permanently, return home or out-migrate by gender

Female

Permanent Life satisfac-

stay ( P=1)

coef/t

age16_24 -0.026
(-0.085)

age25_34 0.395
(1.599)

age35_44 0.413*
(1.703)

Migrated with partner 0.075
(0.538)

Migrated with child 0.033
(0.223)

Vocational education 0.067
(0.215)

Secondary education -0.073
(-0.249)

Tertiary education -0.045
(-0.147)

Employed full time 0.040
(0.236)

Employed part-time -0.209
(-1.159)

Self Employed -0.311
(-1.053)

match_job_qualification -0.094
(-0.532)

match_income_expectation -0.304**
(-2.015)

Plan to stay less than 1 year -0.022
(-0.048)

Plan to stay 1 to 5 years -0.104
(-0.366)

Plan to stay more than 5 years 0.179
(1.014)

Plan to stay permanently 0.538*
(1.750)

network_Turin -0.112
(-0.697)

network_Rome -0.094
(-0.641)

length_1-3 years 0.010
(0.019)

length_3-6 years -0.013
(-0.024)

tion
coef/t

0.677++
(3.753)
0.151
(0.996)
0.016
(0.102)
-0.077
(-0.684)
0.093
(0.839)
-0.099
(-0.413)
0.151
(0.665)
-0.102
(-0.432)
0.050
(0.378)
0.005
(0.035)
0.207
(0.840)
0.331%+
(2.780)
0.316%*
(2.846)
-0.410
(-1.535)
-0.189
(-1.149)
-0.092
(-0.666)
0.606*+
(4.782)
0.104
(0.838)
0.161
(1.429)
0.284
(0.902)
0.258
(0.833)

Male Female
Permanent Life satisfac- Life satisfac-
stay ( P=1) tion tion

coef/t coef/t coef/t
-0.180 0.403* 0.676***
(-0.312) (1.788) (3.741)
-0.033 0.062 0.146
(-0.116) (0.327) (0.960)
-0.197 -0.008 0.014
(-0.685) (-0.040) (0.090)
0.321 0.221 -0.079
(1.246) (1.339) (-0.702)
0.156 -0.111 0.090
(0.520) (-0.705) (0.805)
0.087 0.107 -0.120
(0.219) (0.433) (-0.499)
0.078 0.083 0.137
(0.200) (0.341) (0.600)
0.528 0.012 -0.113
(1.242) (0.045) (-0.476)
0.094 -0.050 0.047
(0.346) (-0.304) (0.358)
0.055 -0.185 0.006
(0.115) (-0.700) (0.048)
0.348 0.034 0.193
(1.057) (0.159) (0.787)
0.249 0.322* 0.334***
(0.792) (2.319) (2.805)
0.226 0.833*** 0.324***
(0.271) (5.986) (2.922)
-0.314 -0.181 -0.414
(-0.570) (-0.693) (-1.550)
-0.010 -0.178 -0.191
(-0.030) (-0.930) (-1.162)
0.088 0.182 -0.094
(0.306) (1.145) (-0.680)
1.864*** 0.787** 0.601***
(6.564) (4.152) (4.741)
0.416* 0.235 0.111
(1.786) (1.582) (0.897)
0.238 0.142 0.165
(0.968) (0.933) (1.462)
-0.138 -0.410 0.290
(-0.219) (-1.367) (0.920)
-0.212 -0.363 0.268
(-0.377) (-1.223) (0.864)
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Male

Return Life satisfac-

(P=1)
coef/t

-0.354
(-1.070)
-0.539%*
(-2.517)
-0.391%*
(-2.032)
-0.101
(-0.738)
0.276%
(2.036)
0.002
(0.007)
0.011
(0.042)
-0.437
(-1.545)
0.125
(0.769)
0.008
(0.047)
0.561+
(1.966)
-0.041
(-0.210)
0.417++
(2.948)
0.919%
(1.974)
-0.124
(-0.623)
0.024

tion
coef/t

0.415*
(1.849)
0.082
(0.435)
-0.003
(-0.014)
0.190
(1.172)
-0.116
(-0.742)
0.102
(0.415)
0.069
(0.285)
-0.003
(-0.009)
-0.052
(-0.318)
-0.184
(-0.696)
0.035
(0.165)
0.318%
(2.289)
0.824%+
(5.927)
-0.193
(-0.737)
-0.191
(-1.003)
0.169
(1.068)
0.754%+
(4.035)
0.224
(1.519)
0.140
(0.929)
-0.416
(-1.389)
-0.374
(-1.265)

Return Life satisfac-

(P=1)
coef/t

0.272
(0.943)
0.221
(1.004)
0.273
(1.171)
-0.040
(-0.181)
-0.217
(-1.204)
-0.224
(-0.776)
-0.215

(0.148)
0.343%
(1.968)
-0.160
(-0.434)
0.165
(0.424)

Female Male
Out-Migrate Life satisfac- Out-Migrate
tion (P=1) tion (P=1)
coef/t coef/t coef/t coef/t
0.677** 1.285%** 0.406* 0.746
(3.758) (4.197) (1.804) (1.281)
0.151 0.705** 0.067 0.392
(0.998) (2.343) (0.354) (1.145)
0.020 0.530* -0.008 0.463
(0.130) (1.703) (-0.040) (1.381)
-0.081 -0.373* 0.213 -0.129
(-0.721) (-2.123) (1.296) (-0.345)
0.085 0.044 -0.113 0.162
(0.766) (0.283) (-0.718) (0.590)
-0.101 -0.135 0.106 0.655
(-0.422) (-0.313) (0.432) (1.345)
0.152 0.318 0.081 1.079**
(0.670) (0.784) (0.333) (2.244)
-0.107 0.523 0.010 1.349%*
(-0.453) (1.204) (0.038) (2.698)
0.047 -0.196 -0.049 -0.132
(0.353) (-1.030) (-0.302) (-0.499)
0.008 0.167 -0.184 0.219
(0.060) (0.918) (-0.695) (0.503)
0.181 -0.173 0.034 0.019
(0.739) (-0.504) (0.161) (0.055)
0.329*** 0.393** 0.321** 0.001
(2.760) (2.266) (2.310) (0.002)
0.326*** -0.060 0.832%** -0.141
(2.943) (-0.288) (5.977) (-0.148)
-0.416 -0.184 0.409
(-1.560) (-0.702) (1.046)
-0.192 0.316 -0.183 0.342
(-1.173) (1.208) (-0.954) (1.094)
-0.095 -0.011 0.178 -0.532
(-0.684) (-0.054) (1.127) (-1.507)
0.582%** 0.428** 0.779** -0.857
(4.590) (2.111) (4.132) (-0.913)
0.111 0.154 0.231 -0.276
(0.894) (0.905) (1.563) (-0.779)
0.161 0.042 0.142 -0.068
(1.426) (0.253) (0.929) (-0.250)
0.290 0.253 -0.411 -0.719
(0.916) (0.532) (-1.371) (-1.200)
0.262 0.471 -0.367 -0.683
(0.842) (1.011) (-1.239) (-1.294)



Table B3 (continued)

Female Male Female Male Female Male
Permanent Life satisfac- Permanent Life satisfac- Life satisfac- Return Life satisfac- Return Life satisfac- Out-Migrate Life satisfac- Out-Migrate
stay ( P=1) tion  stay (P=1) tion tion (P=1) tion (P=1) tion (P=1) tion (P=1)
coef/t coef/t coef/t coef/t coef/t coef/t coef/t coef/t coef/t coef/t coef/t coef/t
Negative outcome: Family relationship -0.415* 0.288* 0.586** 0.317* 0.286* 0.320 0.313* 0.137 0.290* 0.423* 0.316* -0.910
(-1.972) (1.813) (2.045) (1.661) (1.798) (1.599) (1.649) (0.558) (1.822) (1.942) (1.656) (-1.636)
Undequalified job -0.102 0.068 -0.178 0.030 0.071 0.172 0.051 0.319 0.076 0.228 0.035 -0.269
(-0.534) (0.463) (-0.593) (0.164) (0.480) (0.966) (0.274) (1.476) (0.510) (1.092) (0.187) (-0.831)
Future insequrity -0.024 0.181 -0.135 0.004 0.180 0.141 0.016 0.070 0.176 0.422** 0.007 0.051
(-0.139) (1.360) (-0.495) (0.026) (1.355) (0.852) (0.096) (0.358) (1.331) (2.279) (0.040) (0.201)
Faced discrimination -0.058 0.078 -0.089 0.247 0.083 0.188 0.255 0.083 0.073 0.391* 0.245 0.132
(-0.262) (0.444) (-0.204) (1.219) (0.476) (0.869) (1.259) (0.332) (0.414) (1.661) (1.213) (0.328)
Postive outcome: better job 0.276 -0.108 0.161 -0.017 -0.118 -0.162 -0.028 -0.330 -0.111 -0.026 -0.019 -0.509
(1.320) (-0.655) (0.505) (-0.080) (-0.719) (-0.832) (-0.129) (-1.279) (-0.675) (-0.117) (-0.090) (-1.460)
Learned a new language 0.082 -0.127 -0.082 -0.063 -0.138 -0.175 -0.074 -0.144 -0.131 -0.359* -0.066 -0.285
(0.426) (-0.854) (-0.285) (-0.314) (-0.935) (-0.979) (-0.373) (-0.645) (-0.891) (-1.790) (-0.330) (-0.913)
Higher income 0.205 -0.087 -0.005 -0.104 -0.090 -0.064 -0.107 -0.236 -0.086 -0.297 -0.105 -0.031
(0.991) (-0.535) (-0.016) (-0.510) (-0.553) (-0.322) (-0.521) (-1.023) (-0.525) (-1.333) (-0.514) (-0.096)
Better standard of living 0.291 0.152 -0.749 -0.134 0.147 -0.132 -0.127 -0.126 0.162 -0.442 -0.132 -0.470
(1.082) (0.735) (-1.481) (-0.525) (0.714) (-0.497) (-0.497) (-0.447) (0.780) (-1.399) (-0.518) (-1.081)
Life satisfaction 1.095%** -0.013 -0.894** -0.747 -0.798** -0.234
(5.169) (-0.007) (-2.707) (-1.294) (-2.432) (-0.131)
Civic participation: vote 0.389*** 0.269 0.323* 0.287* 0.369*** 0.278
(3.208) (1.510) (2.342) (1.807) (2.924) (1.558)
Housing: own accommodation 0.407*** -0.003 0.459*** 0.171 0.460*** 0.041
(2.838) (-0.012) (3.163) (0.895) (3.200) (0.163)
_cons -3.980*** -1.685 1.952** 1.508 -0.221 -0.766
(-6.279) (-0.348) (2.442) (0.997) (-0.177) (-0.180)
[atanhrho_12 -0.824* 0.383 0.553 0.653 0.752* -0.001
(-2.104) (0.282) (1.332) (1.025) (1.688) (-0.000)
Jeut_2_1 -0.599 -1.392%** -0.620 -1.407*** -0.605 -1.397%**
(-1.529) (-3.163) (-1.576) (-3.201) (-1.542) (-3.176)
Jeut_2_2 0.701* 0.189 0.681* 0.174 0.700* 0.186
(1.786) (0.436) (1.728) (0.401) (1.782) (0.428)
feut_2_3 2.132%** 1.795*** 2.106*** 1.784*** 2.125%** 1.794***
(5.353) (4.083) (5.259) (4.057) (5.330) (4.084)
Number of observations 578 405 578 405 578 405

Adjusted R2

note: t-values in parenthesis, significance *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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