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Probabilities*

Residential mobility rates in the U.S. have fallen considerably over the past three decades. 

The cause of the long-term decline remains largely unexplained. In this paper we 

investigate the relative importance of alternative drivers of residential mobility, including 

job opportunities, neighborhood and housing amenities, social networks and housing 

and moving costs, using data from two waves of the NY Fed’s Survey of Consumer 

Expectations. Our hypothetical choice methodology elicits choice probabilities from which 

we recover the distribution of preferences for location and mobility attributes without 

concerns about omitted variables and selection biases that hamper analyses based on 

observed mobility choices alone. We estimate substantial heterogeneity in the willingness-

to-pay (WTP) for location and housing amenities across different demographic groups, with 

income considerations, proximity to friends and family, neighbors’ shared norms and social 

values, and monetary and psychological costs of moving being key drivers of migration 

and residential location choices. The estimates point to potentially important amplifying 

roles played by family, friends, and shared norms and values in the decline of residential 

mobility rates.
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1 Introduction

Residential mobility rates in the U.S. have fallen steadily over the past three decades.

While 19.6% of U.S. residents changed residence within the United States in 1985, only 9.8%

did so in 2018, its lowest level since 1948 when the Census Bureau began tracking mobility.1

As shown in Figure 1, the decline in the annual mobility rates—which actually seems to

have started sometime before the most recent peak in 1985—has been persistent through

business cycles and has occurred at different levels of geographic detail. While 3.0% and

6.5%, respectively, moved to a different state or county in 1985, only 1.5% and 3.6% did so

in 2018. Mover rates within the same county also declined from 13.1% in 1985 to 6.2% in

2018.

There is growing concern about the implications of declining mobility for labor market

efficiency, economic dynamism, and economic growth. The dynamic reallocation of resources

is important for productivity growth, requiring labor and other resources to be able to move

from low productivity places to high productivity places. Moreover, given the importance

of migration for upward mobility, the especially large declines seen in residential mobility

among lower skilled workers, with many no longer willing or able to leave declining urban

and rural areas, is particularly worrisome and is likely contributing to reduced economic

mobility, increased inequality, political polarization and the growing urban-rural divide.

Rather than being reasons for moving, poverty and low incomes may become reasons for

not moving, contributing to increased geographic sorting with a concentration of high-skilled

workers in high-wage, high-cost states and low-skilled workers in low-wage, low-cost states

(Ganong and Shoag, 2017). Declining mobility may also be consequential for persistence

in poverty and intergenerational mobility and inequality, given the importance of neighbor-

hood effects on child development early in childhood (Chetty and Hendren, 2018a,b; Chetty,

Hendren, and Katz, 2016). Evidence suggests that increased opportunities for families to

move to wealthier areas may improve upward mobility while also being cost-effective (Chetty,

Hendren, and Katz, 2016).

The causes of the long-term decline in mobility remain largely unexplained. A sizable and

1While there exists variation in computed mobility rate levels based on different data sources, they all
show a declining long-term trend (Molloy, Smith, and Wozniak, 2011; Kaplan and Schulhofer-Wohl, 2012).
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growing number of studies, focused primarily on interstate migration, have investigated the

role of changes in demographics, housing and labor market characteristics, location-based

government policies and changes in cultural values and norms.

In this paper, we investigate determinants of migration and residential location choices

using a novel empirical approach in the migration literature. We use two waves of the

New York Fed’s Survey of Consumer Expectations (SCE) to accomplish two separate but

related purposes: (i) to measure general migration attitudes; and (ii) to elicit location

choice probabilities in several hypothetical scenarios.2 We use the migration attitudes to

measure people’s propensity to move, such as by asking them to classify themselves as

“mobile,” “stuck,” or “rooted” (Florida, 2009). We use the elicited probabilities to estimate

individual preferences for various attributes of location choice and allow preferences to take

on unrestricted forms of heterogeneity.3 We use our preference estimates to quantify the

importance of each attribute by computing individuals’ willingness-to-pay (WTP) for each.

Our main findings are that individuals face substantial non-pecuniary costs to moving

(over 100% of annual income on average), and that they also place high value on proximity

to family (30% of income) and on agreeableness of local social and cultural norms (11% of

income). Preferences are markedly heterogeneous across demographic groups in ways that

conform well with economic theory and previous empirical findings in the literature. For

example, psychological moving costs and preferences for family and local norms all increase

with age and residency tenure. Psychological moving costs are remarkably large for a non-

trivial fraction of the population.

Unlike existing studies which rely on revealed preference data, our approach is to inves-

tigate the importance of various determinants of migration and residential choice decisions

using a stated preference approach. This approach has important advantages over existing

methods in measuring individual preferences and the willingness to pay for various housing

and location attributes. Our approach addresses the simultaneous nature of household deci-

2This type of analysis has been successfully used in the industrial organization (Blass, Lach, and Manski,
2010) and labor and education literatures (Arcidiacono, Hotz, and Kang, 2012; Arcidiacono et al., 2014;
Wiswall and Zafar, 2015, 2018), but not to our knowledge in the migration literature.

3Our hypothetical scenarios cover many of the proposed determinants of location choice and mobility,
including income, housing costs and attributes, local amenities, and non-market factors such as proximity
to family, agreeableness of local cultural norms, and psychological costs of moving.
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sions regarding community choice and housing services, capturing the influence of personal

and site characteristics jointly. Furthermore, our choice model captures the likely depen-

dence between the decision to stay or move away from a specific home and community and

the decision to move to a particular community, by jointly modelling the decision of moving

and destination.

Assuming that preferences are stable over time, our findings that individuals place sub-

stantial value on family and local norms suggest that these factors may be acting as migration

multipliers. That is, a secular decline in migration (for any of a variety of reasons) would

reduce a household’s migration likelihood, but would also reduce the migration likelihood

of that household’s family and friends, as well as of those who share similar social values.

Thus, the secular decline operates through both direct and indirect channels.4

The remainder of this paper proceeds as follows. The next section details existing expla-

nations for the decline in migration and places our findings in the previous literature. Section

3 describes our data, reports descriptive statistics, and introduces our experimental setup.

Section 4 describes our model and estimation method. Section 5 presents our findings on

location and mobility preferences and explores the willingness-to-pay for different location

attributes. The final section offers concluding remarks.

2 Background & Related Literature

This section provides further background on previously proposed reasons for the decline

in migration, as well as where our study fits into the literature on internal migration in the

United States.

2.1 Reasons for the decline in migration

In recent years a large and growing number of studies have investigated potential reasons

for the long-term decline in mobility. The role of demographic changes in age, education,

and household structure were analyzed by Molloy, Smith, and Wozniak (2011) and Kaplan

and Schulhofer-Wohl (2012). As mobility rates decline at older ages, the general aging of

4See Karahan and Rhee (2017) who explore migration spillovers of aging.
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the population has contributed to the mobility decline, but the shift in the age distribution

can only explain a modest part of the observed decline.5 Mangum and Coate (2018) propose

an alternative demographic explanation: migration has decreased at different rates across

locations in the US. Cities with historically high population turnover traditionally had fewer

residents born in that location. As migration has declined, and as the in-migrants to high-

turnover areas have put down roots and had children, these historically high-turnover areas

have seen an increase in the fraction of their residents that are born there. This secular

increase in “rootedness” of these locations has caused them to have lower turnover. Multiplied

over many high-turnover areas, Mangum and Coate (2018) conclude that this channel of

rising “rootedness” explains nearly half the decline in migration.

Housing-related factors include the growing geographic divergence in the growth of hous-

ing costs, and the contributing roles of zoning laws and land use regulations in limiting the

supply of housing in some of the most innovative and productive cities, driving up home

prices and making moving there unaffordable (Ganong and Shoag, 2017; Hsieh and Moretti,

forthcoming). Additional proposed explanations involving the housing-market include the

role of home-lock in the wake of the housing bust that left many homeowners with nega-

tive home equity (Chan, 2001; Ferreira, Gyourko, and Tracy, 2010; Modestino and Dennett,

2013; Foote, 2016; Bricker and Bucks, 2016), and location-dependent government housing

subsidies through mortgage interest tax credits and low-income housing support (Schleicher,

2017). Other location-dependent benefit programs, such as Medicaid and welfare benefits

that vary across states, may also have played a role.

Among labor market-related factors, attention has been paid to the role of two-earner

households, job-lock associated with rising health care costs, the expansion of telecommuting

and flexible work schedules, and an increase in state-level occupational licensing and reduced

transferability of seniority across states (Molloy, Smith, and Wozniak, 2014; Johnson and

Kleiner, 2017; Kaplan and Schulhofer-Wohl, 2017). According to a White House (2015)

5A recent paper by Karahan and Rhee (2017) finds that while the direct effect of an aging population
accounts for 20 percent of the decline in interstate migration decline, there are additional migration spillover
effects. They argue that as older workers have higher moving costs the increase in their share in the local
labor market causes local firms to recruit and hire more heavily in that market, thereby raising the local
job finding rate and lowering the mobility of all workers in that local labor market. Their analysis suggests
that when these equilibrium effects are incorporated, population aging can explain a somewhat larger share
of the mobility decline.
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report, more than 25% of the U.S. workforce in a wide range of occupations—including

lawyers, doctors, teachers, barbers, cosmetologists, bartenders, florists—were covered by

state licensing laws by 2008, with the rate having grown roughly five-fold since 1950s.

Other proposed labor-market related explanations include a decline in American geo-

graphic specialization and diversity in production, and a convergence in job opportunities

that reduces the need to move to another state for a job (Kaplan and Schulhofer-Wohl,

2017). A general decline in job switching (Davis, Faberman, and Haltiwanger, 2012; Hyatt

and Spletzer, 2013), with job reallocation rates having fallen more than a quarter since 1990,

also represents a potential contributing factor to reduced mobility, although the reason for

the decline in job switching is itself unclear (Molloy, Smith, and Wozniak, 2014).

Finally, rising student debt and its positive impact on parental co-residence may also have

played a role in declining mobility (Bleemer et al., 2017), as well as several cultural changes

including increased geographic segregation of people by beliefs and political views, changing

attitudes about living in cities, suburbs, and rural areas, and an increased importance of or

reliance on extended network of friends, family, and church.

Except for potentially important roles for aging, rising “rootedness” and changes in the

labor market, strong support appears lacking for the relevance of most factors in explaining

the broad-based longer-term decline in mobility over the past decades. Migration rates

have fallen since the 80s for nearly every sub-population: within age, gender, race, income,

home-ownership status, marital status, own and spouse employment status. Moreover, the

composition of the population has not shifted in a way that would affect aggregate migration

appreciably (Molloy, Smith, and Wozniak, 2011, 2014).6 While the declines in job- and

employer switching and migration appear related, current evidence on this interrelationship,

as well as on the roles of most factors discussed above is based primarily on analyses of

interstate mobility. The similarly large declines in geographic mobility within state and

within counties suggest that there are other drivers besides aging and job changing at work.

The absence of clear predominant driver(s) is consistent with relative stability in the rea-

sons respondents provide in the CPS for moving since 1999. Figure 2 shows a slight increase

6For example, the share of households with two earners has been quite stable over the last 30 years, and
while increasing, only 2.9% of workforce in 2017 worked from home at least half of time.
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in the share moving for family- and employment related reasons and a slight decline in mov-

ing for housing-related reasons. Figure A1 in the appendix provides a further breakdown of

work-related factors, such as a job transfer or job loss, and wanting to be closer to work.

Housing factors include wanting to own a home rather than rent, seeking a better home

or better neighborhood, or wanting cheaper housing. Additional mobility factors include

changes in marital status or wanting to establish one’s own household. Again, we see no

clear shift in reasons for moving between 1999–2018 except a slight increase in the share

moving to establish their own household and declines in the shares wanting to move for a

new or better home or because of wanting to own instead of rent.

2.2 Internal migration literature

Our study relates to the extensive economics literature on the determinants of migra-

tion and residential location choice. To our knowledge, all previous studies make use of

observational data at either the aggregate, individual, or household level. Our study con-

tributes to this literature by providing preference estimates based on an individual-level

stated-preference choice experiment, which we detail in the next section.

Much of the econoimcs migration literature has focused primarily on the importance

of employment opportunities and job search in the decision to move or stay in a current

location. Bartel (1979) studied the relationship between migration and job mobility, while

Tunali (2000) investigated the earnings-enhancing benefits of migration by analyzing move-

stay decisions without distinguishing between different destinations. Dahl (2002) extended

this analysis by incorporating the choice of state to move to as a one-time lifetime migration

decision. Kennan and Walker (2011) extended the analysis further to a fully dynamic discrete

choice model of migration to different states, focusing on forward-looking households with

expected income as the main economic influence on migration. While their estimates show

the importance of income prospects in migration decisions, they also find that, despite large

potential income gains, most individuals do not migrate due to large estimated migration

(utility) costs. Moreover, while young, welfare-eligible women are found to be responsive

to income differences in their migration decisions, they find that even large differences in

welfare benefit levels provide surprisingly weak migration incentives (Kennan and Walker,
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2010).7 Gemici (2011) further extended this dynamic framework by modeling migration as

an optimal joint job search problem for married couples, with different locations defined as

census divisions.

While early research on residential location choice relied mainly on aggregate-level data,

most modern research has used individual- or household-level data to describe residential

location choices using the discrete choice framework of McFadden (1978). Residential al-

ternatives in these studies are characterized by the characteristics of residential units (unit

cost/value; unit size; housing type) and location attributes (including population density,

school quality, crime, housing costs, labor market opportunities, property and income tax

rates, transportation network). For example, Quigley (1976) studies the role of housing char-

acteristics in determining a household’s location choice, while Quigley (1985) and Rapaport

(1997) analyze the importance of public services. Nechyba and Strauss (1998) investigate

roles of community characteristics and local public services, including public school spend-

ing. Similarly, Bogart and Cromwell (2000) analyze the impact of schools on the residential

location decision of households. Cullen and Levitt (1999) investigate the responsiveness of

location choice to differences in crime rates. Several studies have analyzed the importance

for location choice of preferences for the average characteristics of residents in a location.

Bajari and Kahn (2005) estimate the willingness to pay for housing attributes and com-

munity attributes, including the share of black households and share of college educated

households in the location. Similarly, Bayer et al. (2016) adopt a dynamic framework that

provides estimates of the marginal willingness to pay for several non-market amenities in-

cluding neighborhood air pollution, violent crime and racial composition. Bayer, Ferreira,

and McMillan (2007) uses a similar framework to estimate household preferences for school

and neighborhood sociodemographics in the presence of sorting.

In addition to housing and neighborhood characteristics, a number of studies of location

choice have examined the importance of income and employment opportunities and of demo-

graphic factors. Chen and Rosenthal (2008) consider the role of job opportunities, and more

generally high-quality business environments on residential location choices of singles and

7A recent paper by McCauley (2018) attributes the lack of welfare-induced migration to a general lack
of awareness of differences in welfare benefits across locations.
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couples over the life cycle. Clark and Onaka (1983) and Nivalainen (2004) analyze changes

in residential location choice through the life cycle, with changes in household size, ages of

household members, and marriage status. Malamud and Wozniak (2012) show that earning

a college degree increases one’s likelihood of moving. Several studies include the household’s

previous location and distance from the current location as determinants, capturing a pref-

erence for proximity to the previous location, or through reference-dependent preferences

(de Palma, Picard, and Waddell, 2007; Habib and Miller, 2009; Kennan and Walker, 2011).

Similarly, a number of studies have tried to capture a desire to maintain social contacts,

by including distance to social contacts as a determinant (Gordan, 1992; van de Vyvere,

Oppewal, and Timmermans, 1998).

Finally, a recent and growing number of studies have looked at the role of regional

economic shocks on migration. Yagan (2014, Forthcoming) examines migratory responses to

the Great Recession shock, while Bartik (2018) analyzes the impact of two specific economic

shocks (trade exposure with China and the fracking boom), and Wilson (2018a,b) focuses

on migratory behavior and information frictions in response to the fracking boom. Oswald

(2018) and Ransom (2019) each incorporate regional economic shocks into the Kennan and

Walker (2011) dynamic framework.8

While adopting a different approach, our analysis incorporates many of the determinants

of migration and location choice decisions discussed in the studies above. Unlike most

previous studies we account for the simultaneous nature of location choice and mobility

decisions, and their dependence on community and housing characteristics and moving costs.

3 Data

To describe our approach and findings, in this section we begin with an outline of the

data set used in our analysis, present descriptive patterns, and explain our experimental

setup.

8Oswald (2018) focuses on the decision to buy versus rent a house (and estimates moving costs separately
for owners and renters), while Ransom (2019) focuses on job search frictions (and estimates moving costs
separately by employment status).
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3.1 Survey of Consumer Expectations

Our data come from the New York Fed’s Survey of Consumer Expectations (SCE), which

is a monthly online survey of a rotating panel of individuals.9 The survey is nationally rep-

resentative and collects data on demographic, household, education, health, and economic

variables for a sample of household heads. It also elicits individual expectations about

macroeconomic and household-level outcomes related to inflation, the labor market, house-

hold finance, and other variables. Each month, approximately 1,300 people are surveyed.

Respondents participate in the panel for up to 12 months, with a roughly equal number

rotating in and out of the panel each month. Our data set uses two waves of the SCE:

January and September 2018. In those waves we supplemented the core SCE questionnaire

with a special survey module designed to study migration and residential location decisions.

Our survey module first asks respondents about their most recent move and their prob-

ability of moving within the next two years. It then asks respondents to rate the relative

importance of several determinants of migration and location choice decisions, asking sepa-

rately about factors in favor of and against moving over the next two years.10

In contrast to these qualitative measures of relative importance, we then designed a set of

questions as part of a choice experiment to obtain a quantitative assessment of importance.11

Specifically, we collect data on individuals’ probabilities of choosing from a set of hypothetical

locations, including their current location. We experimentally vary the characteristics of the

locations in order to identify individuals’ preferences for various location attributes. The

attributes that we vary are those known to affect migration and residential location choice:

income prospects, housing costs, proximity to family and friends, taxes, community social

norms, crime, and “box and truck” moving costs. The answers to these questions can then be

used to measure the willingness to pay, or required compensation costs, for different location

attributes.

We elicit preferences for migration and residential location using two different choice

9The survey is conducted on behalf of the Federal Reserve Bank of New York by the Demand Institute,
a non-profit organization jointly operated by The Conference Board and Nielsen. Armantier et al. (2017)
provides a detailed overview of the sample design and content of the survey.

10These two questions were asked only in the January wave.
11A full list of our supplemental questions is available in Online Appendix B.
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experiments. In one experiment, individuals are asked to consider among three destination

neighborhoods in a hypothetical situation where they cannot stay in the current location

and have to move. In a second experiment, individuals are asked to consider their status

quo relative to two alternative options, each of which would necessitate a move.

Before discussing the experiments in greater detail, we first present some descriptive

evidence on the representativeness of our sample, and how migration considerations and

expectations vary across individuals.

3.2 Descriptive patterns

In Table 1, we list characteristics of our SCE sample compared with the 2017 American

Community Suvey. From a demographic standpoint, our sample matches up well with the

general US population of household heads.12 Some 35% of household heads are college grad-

uates while 70% own the home they live in. In addition to demographics and education,

we also collect information on individuals’ health status. About half of our sample classi-

fies themselves as being in very good or excellent health. Prior to moving to the current

residence, 64% lived in the same county, 20% lived in the same state but different county,

and 16% lived in a different state. Finally, following Florida (2009) we ask people to classify

themselves by their ability and willingness to move, as being “mobile,” “stuck,” or “rooted.”

“Mobile” individuals consider themselves to be open to, and able to move locations if an op-

portunity comes along, while “rooted” individuals consider themselves strongly embedded in

their community and able but unwilling to move. “Stuck” individuals have a desire to move

but face insurmountable constraints in doing so.13 Just under half of our sample reports

being rooted, while just over one third classifies themselves as mobile and about one in seven

classify themselves as being stuck.

In addition to matching well the demographic and economic distribution of the United

States population, our sample also matches well the migration distribution. Specifically, we

12For further details on the representativeness of the SCE, see Armantier et al. (2017).
13The precise wording of the question, which was asked at the very end of the interview, was “In terms

of your ability and willingness to move, which of the following best describes your situation? [Please select
only one]. Mobile - am open to, and able to move if an opportunity comes along; Stuck - would like to move
but am trapped in place and unable to move; Rooted - am strongly embedded in my community and don’t
want to move.
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document low observed and expected migration rates, and migration rates that decline with

distance. In Table 1, we find that 15% of household heads changed residence in the past

year, compared with 13% in the ACS. In Figure 3, we show the distribution of individuals’

self-reported likelihood of moving within the next two years. Nearly 25% of the sample

report a 0% chance of moving while 5% report a 100% probability of moving. The median

person reports a 10% chance of moving, with the average person reporting a 25% chance of

moving. The average and median subjective likelihood of moving is in the same range as the

observed actual frequency of moving.

In Table 2, we examine the self-reported probability of moving and other demographic

characteristics of those self-identified as mobile, stuck, and rooted. As expected, those who

identify themselves as rooted have the lowest average subjective migration likelihood (15%),

while those who report being mobile have the largest average subjective likelihood of moving

over the next two years (39%). The rooted tend to be disproportionately white, older,

married, and homeowners, and also are more likely to live in rural areas. The rooted and

stuck are also more likely than the mobile to live within 50 miles of family. Those who

report being stuck have lower education and worse health and are more likely to live in

cities. Interestingly, the mobile and the rooted have similar levels of education and income,

although those mobile are more likely to live in cities.

To get a sense qualitatively of different reasons for why people may not want to move,

we asked respondents to rate the importance of a set of possible reasons for not moving to a

different primary residence over the next 2 years, on a rating from 1 (not at all important) to

5 (extremely important). Table 3 shows the number of respondents who find each factor very

(4) or extremely important (5), ordered from highest to lowest average importance in our

overall sample. Among the factors rated most important for not moving are satisfaction with

the current home, neighborhood and job, proximity to family and friends, the unaffordability

and undesirability of alternative locations, and a high perceived cost of moving. Several

determinants discussed in the literature, such as state licensing requirements, a potential loss

of welfare benefits, mortgage rate lock-in, and difficulty in qualifying for a new mortgage

are rated low on average as factors for not moving. Those self-identified as rooted rate

satisfaction with their current home and neighborhood, living near family and friends, and
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involvement in local community or church as the most important reasons for not moving.

In contrast, those who describe themselves as stuck rate the unaffordability of homes in

alternative locations, the high cost of moving, and difficulty in qualifying for a new mortgage

as more important, compared to the other two groups. They also express less satisfaction

with their current job and are less optimistic about job prospects elsewhere.

In Table 4 we asked respondents to similarly rate the importance of various factors as

reasons in favor of moving to a different residence over the next two years. Improvements in

home quality and affordability, a desire to live closer to family and friends, a more desirable

and safer neighborhood, and better jobs are considered most important. Gaining Medicaid

coverage, higher welfare benefits and reductions in commuting time are considered relatively

less important. Those self-identified as mobile on average rated a more desirable neigh-

borhood, job opportunities and improved local amenities higher, while those stuck rated

reducing housing costs as a more important reason for moving. Finally, those identified as

rooted rated all factors as less important reasons for moving to another residence.

A comparison of the levels of importance in Tables 3 and 4 sheds light on migration

attitudes in the US. The average respondent has much stronger views about reasons not to

move than about reasons to move. Additionally, the large number of reasons that are rated

as important by at least 20% of respondents points to the multidimensional motivations

and high degree of preference heterogeneity in migration decisions. We now describe our

experiment which is able to appropriately measure such preference heterogeneity.

3.3 Experimental Setup

An important drawback of qualitative measures of relative importance of reasons to move

or not move is that different respondents may use different rating scales, impeding interper-

sonal comparisons. In order to assess the quantitative importance of different determinants of

migration and residential location choice decisions on a common interpersonally comparable

scale, we use a hypothetical stated choice methodology to estimate preferences for different

migration and location choice attributes (Blass, Lach, and Manski, 2010). More specifically,

we ask respondents to assign a probability of choosing among a fixed set of alternatives.

The elicitation of choice probabilities provides respondents an ability to express uncertainty

13



about future behavior while simultaneously allowing individuals to rank their choices, pro-

viding more information than if they had been asked only about their most preferred choice

alternative.

Importantly, as will be discussed in the next section, our approach permits identification

of the distribution of preferences under weak assumptions about the form of preference het-

erogeneity. Furthermore, no explicit assumptions need to be made about the equilibrium

migration outcome mechanisms. Perhaps most importantly, unlike revealed preference ap-

proaches to identifying preferences from observed migration and location choice behavior,

our approach avoids omitted-variables and endogeneity biases due to unobserved location

attributes or circumstances that are correlated with any included observed characteristics.

Before we describe our approach for estimating preferences using stated choice data, we

first discuss the experimental setup used. In the first experiment (fielded in the January

wave) respondents are asked to consider three destination neighborhoods in a hypothetical

situation where they cannot stay in the current location and have to move. We provided

a total set of 16 different choice scenarios, of which respondents are randomized to answer

eight.

More specifically, in the January survey we ask a respondent to imagine the situation

where she/he were forced to move today to a location some 200–500 miles away, and had

to decide which neighborhood to live in, in which they would intend to stay for at least 3

years.14 In each scenario, the respondent is given a choice among three neighborhoods and

asked to report the percent chance (or chances out of 100) of choosing each neighborhood.

Across the different choice scenarios, we exogenously vary different attributes associated with

the three choice locations, including the cost of housing, local crime rate, state and local

tax rates, the household’s income prospects, distance from current location, “box and truck”

moving costs to the new location, home quality as measured by the size of the home (square

footage), agreeableness of local cultural values and norms, and family and friends moving

with to the new location. While varying a limited set of attributes, respondents are told

that all locations are identical in all other aspects. Two such choice scenarios are shown in

14Those who currently own their home are asked to assume that they are able to sell their current primary
residence today and pay off their outstanding mortgage (if they have one).
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Figure 4.

Similarly, the second experiment (fielded in the September wave) contains 24 different

choice scenarios, of which respondents are randomized to answer 16. Unlike the scenarios

presented in the January 2018 survey, respondents were given the option to remain in their

current location as one of the three choice alternatives. More precisely, participants are told

that “In each of the scenarios below, you will be shown three locations to live in where each

is characterized by: [3 different migration or location attributes]. Suppose that the locations

are otherwise identical in all other aspects to your current location, including the cost of

housing. In each scenario, you are given a choice among three neighborhoods and you will

be asked for the percent chance (or chances out of 100) of choosing each. Neighborhood A

represents your current location.” Two such choice scenarios are shown in 5.

In total, our sample includes 1,988 different individuals and either 8, 16, or 24 choice

scenarios. 237 individuals participate in both waves of the survey and respond to 24 choice

scenarios.15 A summary of the distribution of person-scenarios is included in Table A1 in

the Online Appendix.

Figure 6 lists distributions of the subjective choice probabilities by SCE wave. Panels

(a) and (b) show that probabilities tend to be rounded to numbers ending in 0 or 5, as well

as mass points at 0 and 100. Panels (c) and (d) report the average tendency to choose each

alternative in each wave, averaged across individuals and scenarios. Panels (a) and (b) show

that our estimation will need to be robust to rounding errors. Panels (c) and (d) show that

our estimation should include fixed effects for the order of the alternative shown as a way

capture respondents’ tendency to assign more probability to certain alternatives based on the

order, regardless of the alternative’s characteristics. Finally, the large mass on alternative 1

in panel (d) signifies that moving is costly, since alternative 1 in the September wave always

corresponds to staying in the current location.

Overall, our descriptive results show that location preferences and likelihood of moving

contain a great deal of heterogeneity. In particular, preferences and behavior appear to

starkly differ across the “mobile,” “stuck,” and “rooted” groups, and there are many reasons

15Participation in the migration survey module was restricted to those who had participated in the SCE
at least once.
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to move and not to move that are rated as important by at least 20% of our sample. The

model that we introduce in the next section will account for heterogeneity across individ-

uals in preferences for location. Estimation of the model will also account for rounding of

probabilities and potential alternative-order effects across different choice scenarios.

4 Model & Estimation

This section introduces our theoretical and empirical framework for estimating location

preferences from hypothetical choice sets. We first introduce a canonical random utility

model, followed by our empirical model which makes use of the hypothetical choice data

that we have collected. We then discuss how the model’s parameters are identified and

describe our estimation procedure.

4.1 Random utility model of migration and neighborhood choice

We now consider a model of location choice, where individuals are indexed by i and

locations are indexed by j. Utility is a function of Xj, which is a vector of attributes

describing the location, and Mj, which is an indicator equal to unity if choosing j requires

moving and zero otherwise. Utility for a given location is also a function of an idiosyncratic

preference shock εij, which captures any additional location-specific preferences of individual

i for location j. The idiosyncratic part of the preferences is observed by the decision maker

at the time of the choice decision, but not by the econometrician. This idiosyncratic term

reflects all the remaining attributes that might affect the preferences. We assume that

preferences take the usual linear-in-parameters form with additive separability between the

observed attributes and idiosyncratic shocks:

uij =Xjβi + δiMj + εij, (4.1)
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where βi is a vector of individual-specific preference parameters and δi < 0 represents the

fixed cost incurred from mobility with Mj defined by:

Mj =





1 if distance > 0,

0 otherwise.
(4.2)

An individual i makes a location choice after observing attributes X1, . . . , XJ and εi =

εi1, . . . , εiJ for all available locations and chooses the location with the highest utility such

that individual i chooses location j if and only if uij > uij′ for all j′ 6= j. We can then

quantify the probability of this by assuming the εi’s are distributed i.i.d. Type I extreme

value conditional on Xj, yielding the following familiar formula for the probability of choosing

location j, given the location attributes (X1, X2, . . . , XJ ,M1, . . . ,MJ):

qij =Pr (uij > uik ∀ j 6= k) ,

=

∫
1{uij > uik ∀ j 6= k}dG(εi)

=
exp (Xjβi + δiMj)∑J

k=1
exp (Xkβi + δiMk)

. (4.3)

One can further assume that β̃ ≡
[
β′ δ

]
′

is independent of X and M and has popula-

tion density f
(
β̃|θ

)
, where θ is the vector of parameters describing distribution function f .

This yields the McFadden and Train (2000) mixed logit model and the population fraction

choosing location j can be expressed as:

qj =

∫
exp (Xjβ + δMj)∑J

k=1
exp (Xkβ + δMk)

f
(
β̃|θ

)
dβ̃. (4.4)

We follow a growing literature that uses data on hypothetical choices and expectations of

future choice decisions to estimate preferences (Blass, Lach, and Manski, 2010; Arcidiacono,

Hotz, and Kang, 2012; van der Klaauw, 2012; Arcidiacono et al., 2014; Wiswall and Zafar,

2015, 2018).16 To our knowledge, ours is the first study to apply this approach to residential

16Blass, Lach, and Manski (2010) estimate a model of residential electricity demand. van der Klaauw
(2012) estimates a model of occupational choice among teachers. Arcidiacono, Hotz, and Kang (2012);
Arcidiacono et al. (2014) and Wiswall and Zafar (2015) estimate preferences for choosing college majors and
post-college occupations. Wiswall and Zafar (2018) estimate preferences for job characteristics.
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migration decisions. We detail our procedure in the following subsection.

4.2 Empirical model of hypothetical migration and locational choice

We now introduce our empirical model for hypothetical choices. Individual i reports a

probability of hypothetically choosing option j which can be written as:

qij =

∫
1 {Xjβi + δiMj + εij > Xkβi + δiMk + εik for all k 6= j} dGi (εi) (4.5)

where Gi (εi) is individual i’s belief about the distribution of the J elements comprising

the vector εi. We follow Blass, Lach, and Manski (2010) and Wiswall and Zafar (2018)

in interpreting εi as resolvable uncertainty, i.e. uncertainty at the time of data collection

(about factors unspecified in the scenarios) that the individual knows will be resolved by

the time an actual choice would be made. This is consistent with our hypothetical scenarios

specifying and exogenously varying a limited set of attributes X but leaving εi unspecified.

We assume beliefs about the utility from different locations Gi (·) in equation 4.5 are i.i.d.

Type I extreme value for all individuals. The leads to the standard logit formula for the

choice probabilities:

qij =
exp (Xjβi + δiMj)∑J

k=1
exp (Xkβi + δiMk)

(4.6)

Note that we impose no parametric assumptions on the distribution of the preferences, βi,

in this setup. We can then take the log odds transformation of (4.6) which gives us

ln

(
qij

qik

)
=(Xj −Xk) βi + δi (Mj −Mk) , ∀ j 6= k, (4.7)

where βi (or δi) is then interpreted as the marginal change in log odds due to some change

in the location attributes, X (or M).
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4.2.1 Measurement error due to rounding

As noted in the literature and shown in Section 3.3, survey respondents tend to round

their subjective probabilities to multiples of 5% and 10%. To combat against potential bias

induced by this rounding, we follow the literature and introduce measurement error into the

model and estimate preferences using median regression, which can be estimated by the least

absolute deviations (LAD) estimator. This is particularly helpful in dealing with respondents

whose true subjective probabilities are close to the corner values of 0% or 100%, but who

round their values to 0% or 100% exactly.17

We formally introduce this rounding behavior by assuming that our observed probabilities

q̃ij are measured with error such that

ln

(
q̃ij

q̃ik

)
=(Xj −Xk) βi + δi (Mj −Mk) + ηijk, ∀ j 6= k (4.8)

where ηijk captures the (difference in) measurement errors. Assuming that the distribution

of η (conditional on X) has a median of 0, we reach the following expression:

M

[
ln

(
q̃ij

q̃ik

)]
=(Xj −Xk) βi + δi (Mj −Mk) , ∀ j 6= k (4.9)

where M [·] is the median operator. When estimated on a sample of individuals from a

given population, the parameter estimates from (4.9) will then represent the median of

the population distribution of β̃ ≡
[
β′ δ

]
′

. When we estimate the parameters on small

groups of individuals, it will represent the estimated median of the within-group preference

distribution.

4.3 Identification

The goal of our model is to recover preferences for location attributes and mobility. Here

we discuss how the preference parameters in the model are identified, and the advantages of

our hypothetical choice data over previous studies that use observed choices only.

17For a more complete analysis of rounding in self-reported subjective probabilities, see Giustinelli, Man-
ski, and Molinari (2018).
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As discussed in Section 3.3, our key insight is that we experimentally manipulate the

attributes of each location, while explicitly stating that all other conditions are identical

across locations. Sufficient variation in the attributes across choice scenarios allows us to

recover the preference parameters. We consistently estimate the preference parameters so

long as the preference shocks εi are independent of the attributes. This holds in our context

by virtue of our randomized experimental design.

There are a number of advantages to this approach over traditional approaches, as dis-

cussed in Section 3.3. First, whereas in revealed-preference data one typically does not

observe the choice set the individual considered, here we actually know the pre-specified

choice set of the individual. Second, we explicitly manipulate the location of family, whereas

the vast majority of observational studies only loosely control for proximity to family by con-

sidering if a person lives in their state of birth.18 Third, we observe full preference rankings

with hypothetical data, because we elicit probabilities of choosing each location, rather than

binary choices. That is, our elicited probabilities can be though of as capturing the latent

underlying location preferences, as opposed to a simple binary indicator for whether that

location has the highest utility. Finally, our hypothetical choice data is free from omitted

variable (selection) bias. That is, with observational data, a researcher only sees certain

people moving to locations with certain attributes. The observed moves may be a function

of other, unobservable location characteristics which in turn are likely to be correlated with

the observable attributes. Our approach resolves this bias by experimentally varying the

characteristics of each location, while keeping all other attributes identical across locations.

4.4 Estimation

We estimate (4.9) by LAD, at multiple levels of aggregation. We first estimate population-

level preferences, followed by preferences that vary by demographic subgroup. Finally, we

estimate preferences at a more refined level, where we group individuals into small groups.

These small groups are based on a combination of gender, education level, home ownership

status, marital status, age, Census region of residence, and mobile/stuck/rooted status.

18An exception to this is the PSID, which explicitly tracks the residence location of respondents and their
parents.
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Individuals in each group have identical combinations of observable characteristics. We end

up with 228 groups, each with 7 individuals on average.19 We assume preference homogeneity

within groups but allow for unrestricted preference heterogeneity across groups.

We use data on all 8, 16, or 24 scenarios that the individual responds to. There are three

choice alternatives in each scenario. Normalizing with respect to alternative 2, we have two

probability ratios and two sets of differenced covariates (the (Xj −Xk)+(Mj −Mk) in (4.9))

for each scenario. This gives us 16, 32, or 48 choice probabilities per individual. On average,

each individual has about 24 choice probabilities.

The vector of covariates is made up of attributes of each location that we experimentally

vary. These attributes are: income, housing costs, crime rate, distance, a dummy for if

family is living nearby, home size, state and local taxes, a dummy for if local cultural norms

are agreeable, and a dummy for having to move (i.e. if choosing location j would result in

having to move).20 In each equation we also include a constant, as well as a dummy for the

third choice alternative. These two indicators will capture any systematic rank-order effects

in the probability assigned to each alternative that is unrelated to the scenarios we show

the respondents (see Panel (d) of Figure 6). In our small-group analysis, we also allow for

an individual fixed effect that is interacted with both the constant and the dummy for the

third alternative, to capture individual heterogeneity in alternative-order effects.

We estimate standard errors on the preference parameters by bootstrap sampling of the

choice scenarios within group, following Wiswall and Zafar (2018). We use 100 bootstrap

replicates.

5 Results

We now discuss estimates of the model introduced in the previous section. We first discuss

estimates of the preference parameters overall, by demographic subgroup, and heterogeneity

by small group. We then discuss how to compute willingness-to-pay (WTP) for each location

19The smallest 12 groups each contain just two individuals, while the largest 12 groups each contain over
20 individuals.

20We allow preferences to be concave in household income, by including in X the logarithm of income,
thus allowing for diminishing marginal utility in income and implicitly consumption, following Wiswall and
Zafar (2015).
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attribute and WTP implied by our preference parameter estimates at the three levels of

aggregation of the estimates.

Our main findings are that individuals most strongly value proximity to family and

friends and agreeableness of local cultural norms, and that non-pecuniary moving costs are

substantial. There is also a great deal of heterogeneity in preferences. Individuals value

family proximity at about $10,000–$20,000, or roughly 20%–50% of income. Non-pecuniary

moving costs also vary substantially. Individuals require between 30%–200% of income as

compensation for a move. Moreover, about one-third to one-half of the population faces

non-pecuniary moving costs approaching infinity.

5.1 Location Preference Estimates

We now discuss the preference estimates, which are reported in Tables 5 and 6. Each row

of the table corresponds to the median preference estimate for each location characteristic

that we vary in our experiment: income, housing costs, crime, distance, family proximity,

house size, financial moving costs, taxes, cultural norms, and non-pecuniary moving costs.

Each column of each table represents a separate vector of median preference estimates for

a different subgroup of our sample. Across the two tables, we compare preference estimates

for subgroups defined by gender, age (over or under 50 years old), marital status, education

(college graduate or not), children in household, health status, home owner or renter, income

level (above or below national median of income), urbanicity (city/suburb/rural), tercile

of baseline subjective move probability, tercile of tenure in current home, size of current

home (above or below median), median housing costs in ZIP code (above or below national

median), and mobile/stuck/rooted status.

While we report a large number of parameter estimates, here we point out the most

meaningful ones. Overall, our parameter estimates are consistent with economic theory and

findings in the literature. First, there is a large, positive, and significant income elasticity

for all subgroups (with one exception), although different groups value income differently.

This means that migration decisions are based in part on income maximization. Those who

report a baseline probability of moving between 0% and 2% are the only group that is not

responsive to income. Second, preference heterogeneity manifests in intuitive ways. Those

22



living in rural areas, those currently living in smaller homes, and those identifying as “stuck”

have the strongest distaste for housing costs. Those currently living in expensive areas have

a much weaker distaste for housing costs. House size is not a significant driver of migration

for many groups, but is particularly appealing to those with children, renters, those living

in smaller houses, and those living in lower-cost locations.

Besides income and housing costs, the two most important factors determining migration

are proximity to family and friends and non-pecuniary moving costs. Somewhat surprisingly,

there is very little heterogeneity in preferences for family and friends. The notable exception

is that those identifying as “mobile” have the lowest marginal utility for living close to fam-

ily. Non-pecuniary moving costs, on the other hand, are quite different across groups. Most

notably, two subgroups—those who identify as “rooted” and those whose baseline subjective

move probability is between 0% and 2%—have moving cost parameter estimates that are an

order of magnitude larger than those for the other groups. Our estimates of distaste for mov-

ing also closely match with theory or with those documented in the literature: they increase

with age (Kennan and Walker, 2011; Bishop, 2012; Ransom, 2019), are larger for homeown-

ers than renters (Oswald, 2018), increase with time spent in current location, increase with

house size, and are lowest among those identifying as “mobile.”

As mentioned in the estimation section, we also conduct our analysis at the small-group

level. We impose preference homogeneity (up to an individual fixed effect to account for

individual-specific order effects) within each group.21 Across groups, we make no assumptions

about the shape of the preference distribution. Distributions of each preference parameter

are shown in Figure 7. We estimate our model separately for each of the 228 groups we

create. This gives us a vector of 228 median preference parameter estimates. We then plot

the resulting distributions for each location characteristic. We restrict our attention to the

181 groups for which income positively influences migration.22 Depending on the composition

of each group, some groups may not appear in all graphs.23

21Results without individual fixed effects are very similar.
22For three groups, the income coefficient was negative. For the remaining 46 groups, the income coefficient

was numerically zero. In results not reported, we estimate preferences at the individual level. However, when
doing this, estimates become less precise and somewhat more frequently include zero or negative income
effects.

23For example, if a group contains only individuals from the January wave, then that group has no
estimate for the non-pecuniary moving cost, because that characteristic was only varied in the September
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The results in Figure 7 point to substantial heterogeneity in preferences. For example,

while the modal group has a small positive income elasticity, the average group has an

income elasticity an order of magnitude larger, and two orders of magnitude larger for the

90th percentile. Similar patterns hold for other characteristics. In all cases, the distributions

are not symmetric, implying that preferences are not distributed normally across our small

groups.24

Overall, our parameter estimates conform with theory and prior empirical work. An

exact interpretation of the parameters themselves is complicated, however, due to the model

being non-linear, and due to different groups having different income elasticities. In the next

subsection, we discuss how we compute willingness to pay (WTP) for each characteristic.

WTP is comparable across groups and allows us to quantify how much money people would

trade in exchange for obtaining more of a given attribute.

5.2 Willingness-to-Pay (WTP) for Location Attributes

The parameter estimates from the previous subsection are difficult to interpret due to the

model being non-linear. In order to be able to compare the importance of different attributes

for location choices, we use measures of willingness-to-pay (WTP) that translate the utility

difference from changing a given attribute to a difference in household income so that the

individual is indifferent between accepting the income difference and choosing the location

with that attribute.

Specifically, we construct the WTP for a change of ∆ in a given location attribute Xj

wave of our survey. Similarly, within survey wave, individuals were randomized into different groups and no
one respondent answered all scenarios.

24In results not reported, we analyze correlates of each group’s median preferences by median-regressing
the βi for each group on the characteristics of that group. We find that women, at the median, have much
stronger preferences than men for income and family, and a much stronger distaste for housing costs, crime,
distance, and non-pecuniary moving costs. Groups that are “rooted” tend to have a weaker distaste for crime
and stronger distaste for non-pecuniary moving costs. Groups that are homeowners tend to have a weaker
taste for home size and a stronger distaste for non-pecuniary moving costs.
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(keeping all the other attributes except for income, Y , constant) as follows:

uij(Y,Xj, other attributes) = uij(Y −WTP,Xj +∆, other attributes)

βy ln(Y ) + βjXj = βy ln(Y −WTP ) + βj(Xj +∆)

−βj∆ = βy ln

(
Y −WTP

Y

)

WTP =

[
1− exp

(
−
βj

βy

∆

)]

︸ ︷︷ ︸
fraction of income

Y

(5.1)

Depending on the unit of the difference ∆, the WTPs give us a measure that is comparable

across different location attributes. Moreover, the WTP measure is flexible enough to ac-

commodate both “good” and “bad” location attributes. If Xj is a good attribute (βj > 0),

a respondent would be willing to forego some income to get more of it, leading to a WTP

greater than 0. On the contrary, if Xj is a bad attribute (βj < 0), the respondent would

need to be compensated to agree to have more of it and this will lead to a WTP less than

zero. Note that this interpretation assumes that income is a positive determinant of location

choices.25

We now present WTP estimates for each of the specifications discussed in the previous

subsection. These are reported in two forms: dollar amounts (evaluated at the average

income level within the subgroup), and percentage of income (the first term on the right

hand side of the last formula in equation (5.1)). We consider the following values of ∆ for

each attribute:

• 20% increase in housing costs

• Doubling of (i.e. 100% increase in) the crime rate

• 100-mile increase in distance

• 1000-square-foot increase in house size

• $1,000 increase in financial moving costs

25This assumption does not hold for some of our small groups. Thus, we focus our small-group WTP
analysis on the ones for which the assumption does hold.
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• 5-percentage-point increase in tax rate

• Movement from 0 to 1 for the dummy variables (family proximity, agreeableness of

cultural norms, and physically having to move)

We report our estimates of WTP in Tables 7 through 10. Tables 7 and 8 report WTP

in dollars (evaluated at the average income level of the subgroup), while Tables 9 and 10

report WTP as a fraction of income. We report WTP in both levels and percentages so as to

separate a group’s willingness to pay from a group’s ability to pay because of higher incomes.

For example, those above the median level of income have larger WTP than those below the

median, but this difference might be precisely driven by the fact that richer households have

higher income.

On the whole, our WTP estimates in large part agree with our discussion of the parameter

estimates themselves. Non-pecuniary moving costs command the largest WTP, followed by

proximity to family, followed by housing costs and cultural norms. Those living in rural

areas and those “stuck” have the strongest distaste for housing costs. Those “rooted” require

the largest compensation in order to move. A doubling of the crime rate requires anywhere

from 7%–14% of income as compensation, with those “stuck” requiring the most. Distance

(conditional on moving) and financial moving costs present the lowest frictions to moving.

Both have WTP in the range of 1%–2% of income for an additional 100 miles or $1,000

in financial moving costs. Those aged 50 or older have the strongest willingness to pay

for lower taxes and more agreeable cultural norms. They also have a distaste for a larger

home, perhaps indicating a preference for downsizing. As discussed previously, those living

in smaller homes or renting, or “stuck” have the strongest preference for larger house size.

A number of papers in the literature use residence in one’s state of birth as a proxy for

living near family (Gemici, 2011; Kennan and Walker, 2011; Diamond, 2016; Bartik, 2018;

Ransom, 2019, and others). Our approach is able to exactly measure preferences for living

near family and friends. We find that they are sizable. The median person in our sample

will forego 30% of his or her income in order to stay close to family. This WTP is larger for

those who are over age 50 (40% of income), and those who are “rooted” or whose baseline

move probability is less than 3% (50% of income for both). Those who are “mobile” have
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the lowest WTP for family at 17% of income.

Papers in the literature document substantial non-pecuniary moving costs (Kennan and

Walker, 2011; Bishop, 2012; Bartik, 2018; Oswald, 2018; Ransom, 2019). Our results echo

these papers even though our empirical setting is slightly different.26 For the median person

in our sample, we estimate the non-pecuniary cost of moving to be 106% of income. As with

the other papers in the literature, this cost of moving increases with age (273% of income

for those 50 and older, compared with 57% of income for those under 50), not graduating

college (137% for non-graduates versus 97% for graduates), home ownership status (137%

for owners versus 62% for renters), residential tenure (200% for those living 10+ years in

the residence, versus 65% for those living less than 5 years in the residence), and across

baseline subjective move probability and mobile/stuck/rooted status. Most notably, those

whose subjective move probability is in the lowest tercile (i.e. in the range [0%,2%]) have

infinite moving costs ($2 octillion). Those identifying as “rooted” also face exorbitant moving

costs at just under $14 million. Our findings are consistent with the analysis of Kennan and

Walker (2011), who note that the moving costs of movers are much lower than the moving

costs of the average person. This is borne out in our data by noting that those in the highest

tercile of subjective move probability, as well as those identifying as “mobile,” each have

WTP to avoid moving of 33% of income. This is much lower than the overall median of

106% and orders of magnitude lower than the people who are “rooted” or who will never

move.

We can use our estimates to compute the WTP of a move that would involve leaving

behind family, traveling 1,000 miles, moving to a location with less agreeable norms, a 5

percentage point higher local tax rate, and 20% higher housing costs. For the median person

in our sample, such a move would incur a cost of about 187% of annual income, while for

the median “mobile” person, it would be much smaller at 97% of income. In contrast, the

median over-50 person in our sample would be willing to pay 387% of annual income to avoid

such a move. In the most extreme cases, the median “rooted” or non-mover faces an infinite

26Each of the papers cited estimates a life-cycle dynamic discrete choice model. In our setting, individuals
decide whether or not to move with an understanding that they would be required to stay in the destination
location for at least 3 years. In this sense, our model is dynamic, but with a much shorter time horizon than
the dynamic discrete choice models used in the literature.
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cost of moving.

Finally, as with our discussion of the parameter estimates, we show in Figure 8 substantial

heterogeneity in WTP at the small-group level. In all cases, preferences are asymmetric. For

most characteristics, there is a large portion of the population that has weak tastes (or

distastes), while a smaller fraction of the population has strong tastes. On the whole, the

results in Figure 8 largely echo those in Figure 7.

5.3 Discussion

We now discuss how our findings relate to the literature on declining migration. In

order to do so, we assume that our estimated preferences are stable over time—that is, our

estimated distribution of preferences (conditional on the observable characteristics in our

model) is the same as 30 years ago.

Our estimates are compatible with a number of explanations given for the decline in

mobility rates. First, we estimate that non-pecuniary moving costs increase with age. Thus,

as the average age of the US population increases, our estimates indicate that migration

rates would decline. Similar logic applies to our finding that moving costs are largest among

the “rooted.” Unfortunately, there is no consistent measure of “rootedness” over time, at

least how we measure it. But if more people self-identify as being “rooted” today than in the

1980s, that would result in a decline (Mangum and Coate, 2018).

A second way in which our results conform to existing explanations of the decline in mi-

gration is through spillovers. We find that most groups of individuals have a high willingness

to pay for living close to family and for living in places that have agreeable social norms

and values. The importance of family and norms suggests that they may be an important

channel through which a secular decline in mobility can be reinforced. Such a decline in

migration reduces the likelihood that family members and/or neighbors with similar values

will move away, in addition to directly reducing one’s own migration probability. When a

sibling is less likely to move away, other siblings are less likely to move, which in turn lowers

the mobility rate of the first sibling. Thus, one’s own migration likelihood is influenced not

only through a direct effect (e.g. declining business dynamism), but also through an indirect

effect (Karahan and Rhee, 2017).
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Finally, there are other explanations for the secular decline in migration on which our es-

timates cannot comment. We do not estimate information frictions (Kaplan and Schulhofer-

Wohl, 2017) and we cannot say if there has been a secular increase in the non-pecuniary

costs of moving (Cowen, 2017) or a shift in preferences for location attributes over time.

6 Conclusion

In this paper we revisit the literatures on the long-run decline in internal migration in

the United States and on the determinants of migration and location choice decisions. While

many alternative explanations have been proposed for the long-run decline, none seem to be

able to fully explain the broad-based nature of the decline at different levels of geography

and across diverse demographic groups.

We contribute to this literature by collecting novel measures of migration attitudes in

a nationally representative sample of households. We also conduct a survey experiment on

mobility and residential location choice. Our stated-choice experiment elicits choice probabil-

ities from which we recover the distribution of preferences for a variety of location attributes

and which yields estimates that are free from selection bias that contaminates estimates

based on revealed-preference data.

We find that there is a sizable amount of preference heterogeneity for various attributes.

The distribution of heterogeneity tends to be asymmetric. Households in our sample most

value income, proximity to family, and agreeableness of local cultural norms, while facing

substantial non-pecuniary moving costs.

Our finding of strong preferences for family and local cultural norms suggest that these

factors may be acting as migration multipliers. This additional explanation for the long-run

decline in migration is in line with the findings of two recent papers (Karahan and Rhee,

2017; Mangum and Coate, 2018).

Finally, while illustrating the immense value of data on subjective probabilities, one po-

tential shortcoming of our approach and the stated-choice framework more generally, is that,

while we clearly identify preferences, our experiment does not measure constraints. Because

choices of households will reflect an interaction of preferences and constraints, further analy-
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sis of the policy implications of declining migration will require a more careful consideration

of constraints.
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Figures and Tables

Figure 1: Long-run trends in geographic migration in the United States
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Figure 2: Reasons for moving, 1999–2018
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Figure 3: Distribution of migration expectations, any distance
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Section 3.
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Table 1: Characteristics of SCE sample compared to 2017 ACS

SCE ACS
Variable Mean Mean

Female 0.50 0.50
White 0.77 0.67
Black 0.09 0.12
Hispanic 0.09 0.13
Asian 0.03 0.05
Age 50.93 52.17

(15.33) (17.17)
[18 , 96] [18 , 96]

Married 0.64 0.48
Lives with children 0.42 0.39
College graduate 0.35 0.35
Owns home 0.70 0.64
Healthy 0.53 —
Income ($1,000) 54.97 57.15

(24.91) (40.84)
[10 , 246] [10 , 250]

Lives near family 0.77 —
Pr(move) in next two years 0.27 —

(0.32) (—)
[0 , 1] [— , —]

Moved during previous year 0.15 0.13
Years lived in current residence 11.91 —

(11.75) (—)
[0 , 77] [— , —]

Prior to moving to current residence:
Lived in same county 0.64 —
Lived in same state, diff county 0.20 —
Lived in different state 0.15 —
Lived in different country 0.01 —

Lives in city 0.22 0.25
Lives in suburb 0.42 0.56
Lives in Northeast 0.19 0.18
Lives in Midwest 0.22 0.22
Lives in South 0.37 0.38
Mobile 0.38 —
Stuck 0.15 —
Rooted 0.47 —

N 1,988 1,243,544

Sources: Survey of Consumer Expectations collected in January
and September 2018, and 2017 American Community Survey
(Ruggles et al., 2019).
Notes: Statistics are weighted using the weights provided by each
survey. Standard deviation listed below continuous variables in
parentheses. Minimum and maximum listed below continuous
variables in brackets. For respondents who appear in both SCE
waves, we present the characteristics as of January 2018. SCE
income is the median income of the Census block group of the
household. ACS sample consists of household heads ages 18–96
to match the SCE age ranges. ACS income is individual earn-
ings of the household head and is computed only using house-
hold heads earning between $10,000–$250,000. ACS urbanicity
is computed only using households whose urbanicity is known.
For further details, see Section 3.
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Table 2: Average Characteristics of Mobile, Stuck, and Rooted

Variable Mobile Stuck Rooted Total

Female 0.49 0.64 0.47 0.50
White 0.71 0.73 0.83 0.77
Black 0.13 0.08 0.06 0.09
Hispanic 0.10 0.12 0.07 0.09
Asian 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.03
Age 47.50 46.55 55.12 50.93
Married 0.62 0.58 0.67 0.64
Lives with children 0.42 0.50 0.39 0.42
College graduate 0.38 0.22 0.37 0.35
Owns home 0.65 0.49 0.80 0.70
Healthy 0.60 0.33 0.53 0.53
Income ($1000) 54.34 51.66 56.54 54.97
Lives near family 0.70 0.82 0.80 0.77
Pr(move) in next two years 0.39 0.33 0.15 0.27
Moved during previous year 0.20 0.19 0.10 0.15
Years lived in current residence 9.64 10.75 14.13 11.91
Prior to moving to current residence:

Lived in same county 0.58 0.68 0.68 0.64
Lived in same state, diff county 0.21 0.20 0.18 0.20
Lived in different state 0.19 0.09 0.13 0.15
Lived in different country 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01

Lives in city 0.23 0.27 0.19 0.22
Lives in suburb 0.42 0.42 0.43 0.42
Lives in Northeast 0.18 0.22 0.19 0.19
Lives in Midwest 0.22 0.17 0.23 0.22
Lives in South 0.39 0.37 0.37 0.37

Sample size 790 243 955 1,988

Source: Survey of Consumer Expectations collected in January and September 2018.
For details, see Section 3 and notes to Table 1.
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Table 3: Most common reasons to not move (%)

Reason All Mobile Stuck Rooted

Like current home 73 64 53 87
Like neighborhood and climate 52 38 38 70
Can’t afford to buy home in places I want to move 50 51 75 39
Closeness to family and friends 47 39 39 57
Can’t afford high cost of moving 38 37 64 30
Like my current job 36 38 23 39
Worry about crime rates in other locations 31 31 37 30
Hard to find job elsewhere 24 25 33 19
Hard for spouse to find job elsewhere 22 24 35 17
Good quality of local schools 22 21 20 23
Very involved in community/church–share values 21 13 9 33
Locked in low mortgage rate 21 19 14 24
Difficult to qualify for new mortgage 19 18 36 14
May lose Medicaid coverage if I move to another state 13 13 19 11
Am not licensed to work in other states 8 8 11 7
May lose or receive fewer welfare benefits 7 8 14 4

Sample size 1,112 448 142 522

Source: Survey of Consumer Expectations collected in January 2018.
Note: Numbers are percentages of respondents who listed the reason as very important or extremely im-
portant. For details, see Section 3.
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Table 4: Most common reasons to move (%)

Reason All Mobile Stuck Rooted

To be in a more desirable neighborhood or climate 33 43 39 23
To reduce housing costs 31 35 41 23
To be closer to family and friends 29 34 28 25
To be in a safer neighborhood 28 34 39 20
To upgrade to a larger/better quality home 27 35 34 17
A new job or job transfer 18 27 19 10
Better access to amenities (restaurants, theaters, etc.) 18 24 19 13
To be in better school district/access to better schools 17 22 24 11
A new job or job transfer of spouse/partner 16 24 16 10
Don’t like my current home 16 20 20 12
Change in household composition 16 17 24 13
Cultural values 15 20 19 10
To reduce commuting time to work/school 14 19 13 10
To look for a job 11 16 15 5
May gain Medicaid coverage if I move to another state 7 10 10 4
May gain or receive more welfare benefits 5 6 5 3

Sample size 1,113 448 143 522

Source: Survey of Consumer Expectations collected in January 2018.
Note: Numbers are percentages of respondents who listed the reason as very important or extremely impor-
tant. For details, see Section 3.
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Figure 4: Sample scenarios from January 2018 wave

Qmv21. Suppose again that you were forced to move today to a location some distance away, and you had
to decide which neighborhood to live in. You intend to stay there for at least 3 years. [if own home: Assume
that you were able to sell your current primary residence today and pay off your outstanding mortgage (if
you have one)].

In each of the 4 scenarios below, you will be shown hypothetical neighborhood characteristics, with each
neighborhood characterized by:

• Your household’s income prospects

• Distance from your current location

• Family and friends who live in current location moving with you to new location

All neighborhoods are otherwise identical in all other aspects, including costs of housing.

In each scenario, you are given a choice among three neighborhoods and you will be asked for the percent
chance (or chances out of 100) of choosing each. The chance of each alternative should be a number between
0 and 100 and the chances given to the three alternatives should add up to 100.
Scenario 1

Neighborhood Household
income
compared to
current location

Distance (miles)
from current
location

Family and
friends move to
new location

A 10% higher 500 No
B same 100 No
C 10% lower 500 Yes

What is the percent chance that you choose to live in each neighborhood? [answers need to add
to 100]
A percent chance
B percent chance
C percent chance

Scenario 2

Neighborhood Household
income
compared to
current location

Distance (miles)
from current
location

Family and
friends move to
new location

A 5% lower 500 Yes
B same 500 No
C 5% lower 50 No

What is the percent chance that you choose to live in each neighborhood? [answers need to add
to 100]
A percent chance
B percent chance

C percent chance

42



Figure 5: Sample scenarios from September 2018 wave

Case 3. Suppose again that you [and your household] were offered a few different opportunities to move
over the next two years, and you had to decide whether to take any of the offers or to continue living at
your current location. The offers to move are contingent on you staying there for at least 3 years. Note
that in some scenarios the conditions in your current location (such as household income and whether your
family and friends live nearby) may change as well (for example because you or your family and friends
move to a different location). [if own; Assume that, if you were to move, you would be able to sell your
current primary residence today and pay off your outstanding mortgage (if you have one)]. Neighborhood
A represents your current location.

In each of the 4 scenarios below, you will be shown three locations to live in where each is characterized by:

• Distance from your current location

• Family and friends live nearby this location

• Your household’s income prospects

Suppose that the locations are otherwise identical in all aspects to your current location,
including the cost of housing.

In each scenario, you are given a choice among three neighborhoods and you will be asked for the percent
chance (or chances out of 100) of choosing each. The chance of each alternative should be a number between
0 and 100 and the chances given to the three alternatives should add up to 100.
Scenario 1

Neighborhood Distance (miles)
from current
location

Family and
friends live in
this location

Household income
compared to current
income

A (not move) 0 No 10% lower
B 1000 Yes same
C 1000 No 10% higher

What is the percent chance that you choose to live in each neighborhood? [answers need to add
to 100]
A percent chance
B percent chance
C percent chance

Scenario 2

Neighborhood Distance (miles)
from current
location

Family and
friends live in
this location

Household income
compared to current
income

A (not move) 0 Yes 10% lower
B 500 Yes 50% higher
C 100 No 20% higher

What is the percent chance that you choose to live in each neighborhood? [answers need to add
to 100]
A percent chance
B percent chance

C percent chance
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Figure 6: Distribution of subjective choice probabilities, by SCE wave

(a) January, pooled across alternatives
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(b) September, pooled across alternatives
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(c) January, average by alternative
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Source: Survey of Consumer Expectations collected in January and September 2018.

Note: Figures are pooled across all choice scenarios.
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Table 5: Choice model estimates

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18) (19) (20)
Characteristic all female male young old not married married not coll grad coll grad no kids kids healthy less healthy renter owner poor rich city suburb rural

Income 3.778*** 4.901*** 2.960*** 4.856*** 2.636*** 3.232*** 3.965*** 3.113*** 4.061*** 3.258*** 4.233*** 4.056*** 3.336*** 3.746*** 3.590*** 3.786*** 3.689*** 3.391*** 4.169*** 3.258***
(0.128) (0.350) (0.247) (0.219) (0.254) (0.258) (0.192) (0.280) (0.189) (0.185) (0.282) (0.202) (0.271) (0.253) (0.235) (0.286) (0.210) (0.317) (0.224) (0.319)

Housing costs -3.801*** -5.075*** -2.845*** -3.716*** -3.548*** -4.460*** -3.308*** -2.808*** -4.262*** -4.107*** -3.222*** -4.409*** -3.032*** -4.642*** -3.288*** -4.622*** -3.051*** -3.050*** -3.470*** -5.301***
(0.455) (0.931) (0.579) (0.483) (0.736) (0.845) (0.405) (0.800) (0.554) (0.669) (0.511) (0.745) (0.637) (0.953) (0.451) (0.601) (0.586) (0.724) (0.498) (0.953)

Crime -0.412*** -0.561*** -0.394*** -0.539*** -0.333*** -0.370*** -0.468*** -0.356*** -0.444*** -0.373*** -0.478*** -0.417*** -0.382*** -0.429*** -0.396*** -0.433*** -0.434*** -0.419*** -0.466*** -0.373***
(0.024) (0.044) (0.055) (0.035) (0.038) (0.033) (0.038) (0.031) (0.049) (0.030) (0.047) (0.035) (0.035) (0.035) (0.042) (0.033) (0.055) (0.063) (0.039) (0.050)

Distance -0.048*** -0.072*** -0.031*** -0.056*** -0.043*** -0.048*** -0.044*** -0.046*** -0.046*** -0.048*** -0.050*** -0.046*** -0.049*** -0.055*** -0.047*** -0.056*** -0.041*** -0.050*** -0.049*** -0.048***
(0.005) (0.006) (0.006) (0.005) (0.007) (0.005) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.005) (0.005) (0.004) (0.005) (0.006) (0.006) (0.005) (0.004) (0.007) (0.005) (0.006)

Family nearby 1.291*** 1.912*** 0.987*** 1.335*** 1.342*** 1.077*** 1.437*** 1.322*** 1.358*** 1.244*** 1.405*** 1.360*** 1.216*** 1.118*** 1.389*** 1.220*** 1.401*** 1.184*** 1.421*** 1.273***
(0.068) (0.182) (0.064) (0.065) (0.125) (0.083) (0.066) (0.123) (0.061) (0.096) (0.095) (0.086) (0.103) (0.071) (0.078) (0.099) (0.085) (0.116) (0.078) (0.114)

House square footage 0.113** 0.251*** 0.017 0.337*** -0.122*** 0.028 0.123** 0.156*** 0.035 -0.064 0.303*** 0.099 0.152*** 0.287*** 0.005 0.197*** 0.048 0.112 0.242*** -0.023
(0.044) (0.059) (0.063) (0.048) (0.028) (0.092) (0.050) (0.049) (0.063) (0.062) (0.047) (0.067) (0.054) (0.111) (0.064) (0.059) (0.077) (0.078) (0.063) (0.086)

Financial moving costs -0.044*** -0.058*** -0.032*** -0.055*** -0.034*** -0.039*** -0.044*** -0.037*** -0.046*** -0.039*** -0.048*** -0.045*** -0.040*** -0.045*** -0.042*** -0.045*** -0.041*** -0.040*** -0.048*** -0.039***
(0.002) (0.004) (0.004) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.002) (0.003) (0.002) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.004) (0.003) (0.004)

Taxes -0.050*** -0.051*** -0.040*** -0.047*** -0.050*** -0.043*** -0.052*** -0.047*** -0.047*** -0.045*** -0.046*** -0.045*** -0.066*** -0.044*** -0.055*** -0.047*** -0.054*** -0.039*** -0.044*** -0.073***
(0.007) (0.008) (0.008) (0.004) (0.012) (0.010) (0.008) (0.009) (0.009) (0.009) (0.006) (0.005) (0.009) (0.006) (0.009) (0.007) (0.008) (0.006) (0.006) (0.012)

Local cultural norms 0.458*** 0.482*** 0.502*** 0.456*** 0.545*** 0.431*** 0.464*** 0.389*** 0.512*** 0.516*** 0.433*** 0.446*** 0.492*** 0.402*** 0.526*** 0.418*** 0.510*** 0.435*** 0.449*** 0.611***
(0.027) (0.043) (0.043) (0.031) (0.050) (0.050) (0.039) (0.047) (0.046) (0.040) (0.034) (0.026) (0.048) (0.040) (0.037) (0.040) (0.049) (0.056) (0.030) (0.066)

Nonpecuniary moving costs -2.729*** -3.049*** -2.540*** -2.208*** -3.472*** -2.675*** -2.774*** -2.692*** -2.761*** -2.788*** -2.614*** -2.717*** -2.731*** -1.818*** -3.100*** -2.376*** -2.977*** -2.183*** -2.955*** -2.768***
(0.057) (0.133) (0.074) (0.069) (0.210) (0.109) (0.074) (0.107) (0.068) (0.088) (0.103) (0.093) (0.095) (0.088) (0.074) (0.102) (0.103) (0.095) (0.086) (0.127)

Alternative 3 dummy 0.202*** 0.235*** 0.199*** 0.224*** 0.248*** 0.224*** 0.210*** 0.158*** 0.255*** 0.271*** 0.194*** 0.225*** 0.169*** 0.190*** 0.247*** 0.192*** 0.226*** 0.193*** 0.193*** 0.251***
(0.020) (0.026) (0.037) (0.023) (0.028) (0.042) (0.023) (0.025) (0.030) (0.034) (0.021) (0.032) (0.028) (0.033) (0.033) (0.025) (0.033) (0.033) (0.030) (0.043)

Constant -0.206*** -0.225*** -0.187*** -0.226*** -0.263*** -0.218*** -0.203*** -0.152*** -0.256*** -0.265*** -0.202*** -0.222*** -0.163*** -0.183*** -0.248*** -0.185*** -0.221*** -0.187*** -0.200*** -0.245***
(0.019) (0.025) (0.032) (0.021) (0.026) (0.044) (0.020) (0.025) (0.028) (0.032) (0.018) (0.026) (0.026) (0.031) (0.031) (0.023) (0.033) (0.033) (0.025) (0.041)

Observations 48,896 23,568 25,328 22,600 26,296 17,936 30,960 20,760 28,136 29,400 19,496 28,360 20,520 13,976 34,920 22,096 26,800 10,800 22,496 15,600

Notes: Distance is measured in 100s of miles. Income, housing costs, and crime are measured in percentage terms. Financial moving costs are measured in 1000s of dollars. House size is in 1000s of square feet. Family and nonpecuniary moving costs are dummy variables. Cultural norms measure movement from “same”
to “more agreeable” or from “less agreeable” to “same.” Bootstrapped standard errors (100 replicates) in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.
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Table 6: Choice model estimates (continued)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13)
Characteristic Pr(move) ≥ 0.33 0.03 ≤ Pr(move) ≤ 0.32 Pr(move) ≤ 0.02 tenure ≤ 5 5 < tenure ≤ 10 tenure > 10 sqft≤ 1500 sqft> 1500 price

sqft
≤ 150 price

sqft
> 150 mobile stuck rooted

Income 4.280*** 3.671*** 0.264 4.756*** 3.371*** 2.833*** 3.621*** 3.875*** 3.928*** 3.481*** 4.312*** 3.617*** 2.392***
(0.284) (0.276) (0.253) (0.221) (0.443) (0.264) (0.270) (0.204) (0.270) (0.252) (0.176) (0.367) (0.232)

Housing costs -3.547*** -4.381*** -0.718 -4.894*** -2.936*** -2.299*** -5.168*** -2.930*** -4.291*** -2.907*** -4.785*** -5.634*** -3.543***
(0.479) (0.644) (1.068) (0.814) (1.049) (0.653) (0.710) (0.509) (0.652) (0.656) (0.566) (0.984) (1.100)

Crime -0.513*** -0.622*** -0.026 -0.509*** -0.364*** -0.324*** -0.414*** -0.380*** -0.435*** -0.377*** -0.736*** -0.668*** -0.234***
(0.051) (0.067) (0.025) (0.041) (0.060) (0.047) (0.038) (0.044) (0.040) (0.045) (0.065) (0.117) (0.023)

Distance -0.047*** -0.054*** -0.003 -0.056*** -0.046*** -0.042*** -0.053*** -0.044*** -0.051*** -0.044*** -0.036*** -0.041*** -0.029***
(0.006) (0.008) (0.003) (0.005) (0.009) (0.005) (0.005) (0.004) (0.006) (0.006) (0.005) (0.008) (0.004)

Family nearby 1.132*** 1.372*** 0.182 1.359*** 1.440*** 1.214*** 1.184*** 1.533*** 1.516*** 1.248*** 0.824*** 1.150*** 1.644***
(0.070) (0.085) (0.174) (0.093) (0.183) (0.119) (0.080) (0.092) (0.096) (0.101) (0.069) (0.145) (0.161)

House square footage 0.134* -0.045 0.004 0.340*** 0.068 -0.093 0.249*** -0.028 0.184*** 0.087 0.036 0.247* 0.132**
(0.079) (0.049) (0.007) (0.050) (0.092) (0.075) (0.047) (0.063) (0.057) (0.073) (0.062) (0.140) (0.065)

Financial moving costs -0.048*** -0.044*** -0.002 -0.054*** -0.039*** -0.034*** -0.043*** -0.042*** -0.046*** -0.040*** -0.047*** -0.040*** -0.026***
(0.003) (0.003) (0.002) (0.003) (0.005) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.004) (0.003)

Taxes -0.045*** -0.054*** -0.004 -0.058*** -0.031*** -0.044*** -0.047*** -0.050*** -0.052*** -0.042*** -0.054*** -0.043*** -0.034***
(0.005) (0.010) (0.003) (0.007) (0.006) (0.011) (0.007) (0.009) (0.009) (0.008) (0.009) (0.013) (0.009)

Local cultural norms 0.447*** 0.554*** 0.265*** 0.519*** 0.353*** 0.495*** 0.411*** 0.517*** 0.441*** 0.439*** 0.516*** 0.441*** 0.398***
(0.031) (0.048) (0.085) (0.038) (0.048) (0.052) (0.030) (0.050) (0.041) (0.039) (0.042) (0.085) (0.050)

Nonpecuniary moving costs -1.295*** -2.497*** -13.830*** -2.374*** -2.664*** -3.110*** -2.310*** -3.154*** -2.839*** -2.625*** -1.187*** -2.276*** -13.465***
(0.090) (0.078) (0.071) (0.080) (0.156) (0.092) (0.081) (0.085) (0.109) (0.103) (0.075) (0.141) (0.097)

Alternative 3 dummy 0.219*** 0.292*** 0.028 0.217*** 0.219*** 0.255*** 0.185*** 0.295*** 0.179*** 0.197*** 0.236*** 0.226*** 0.213***
(0.025) (0.032) (0.074) (0.027) (0.044) (0.037) (0.028) (0.035) (0.021) (0.041) (0.022) (0.080) (0.060)

Constant -0.220*** -0.285*** -0.024 -0.227*** -0.199*** -0.249*** -0.178*** -0.265*** -0.182*** -0.197*** -0.267*** -0.224*** -0.183***
(0.025) (0.026) (0.073) (0.021) (0.037) (0.039) (0.028) (0.035) (0.020) (0.038) (0.021) (0.075) (0.059)

Observations 16,320 16,736 15,840 19,824 8,712 20,360 24,872 23,520 22,688 18,216 18,760 6,000 24,104

Notes: Distance is measured in 100s of miles. Income, housing costs, and crime are measured in percentage terms. Financial moving costs are measured in 1000s of dollars. House size is in 1000s of square feet. Family and nonpecuniary moving costs are dummy variables.
Cultural norms measure movement from “same” to “more agreeable” or from “less agreeable” to “same.” Bootstrapped standard errors (100 replicates) in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.

46



Figure 7: Distribution of median βi by small group
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Table 7: Neighborhood choice WTP estimates (dollars)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18) (19) (20)
Characteristic all female male young old not married married not coll grad coll grad no kids kids healthy less healthy renter owner poor rich city suburb rural

Housing costs -9,777*** -9,550*** -9,852*** -7,221*** -13,629*** -12,406*** -8,555*** -8,093*** -12,482*** -12,039*** -7,631*** -11,578*** -8,023*** -10,800*** -9,436*** -9,310*** -10,823*** -7,457*** -9,789*** -14,923***
(1,281) (1,977) (2,181) (995) (3,459) (2,973) (1,065) (2,651) (1,694) (2,404) (1,317) (1,980) (1,834) (2,543) (1,383) (1,478) (2,090) (1,925) (1,477) (3,503)

Crime -3,818*** -3,793*** -4,975*** -3,859*** -4,486*** -3,578*** -4,435*** -3,737*** -4,666*** -3,845*** -4,175*** -3,903*** -3,673*** -3,516*** -4,123*** -3,081*** -5,655*** -3,737*** -4,816*** -3,565***
(189) (104) (697) (242) (312) (128) (324) (150) (506) (270) (357) (282) (247) (193) (483) (98) (704) (474) (374) (355)

Distance -619*** -681*** -545*** -557*** -814*** -642*** -576*** -671*** -681*** -690*** -612*** -598*** -659*** -631*** -684*** -553*** -745*** -620*** -710*** -640***
(62) (34) (86) (37) (103) (34) (41) (35) (43) (63) (43) (46) (44) (57) (72) (38) (63) (65) (52) (56)

Family nearby 14,055*** 14,848*** 14,584*** 11,592*** 19,548*** 12,284*** 15,832*** 15,669*** 16,829*** 14,792*** 14,483*** 15,044*** 13,594*** 10,994*** 16,661*** 10,289*** 21,010*** 12,329*** 17,259*** 13,971***
(598) (908) (1,011) (609) (1,433) (1,012) (733) (1,320) (916) (948) (974) (833) (1,011) (719) (921) (673) (1,053) (1,200) (1,018) (1,181)

House square footage 1,432*** 2,298*** 295 3,230*** -2,322*** 368 1,588** 2,216*** 512 -921 3,538*** 1,275 1,981*** 3,146*** 69 1,896*** 853 1,358 3,370*** -304
(538) (480) (1,075) (397) (625) (1,213) (630) (627) (900) (913) (483) (843) (683) (1,154) (929) (501) (1,362) (881) (802) (1,165)

Financial moving costs -565*** -552*** -558*** -545*** -629*** -520*** -577*** -544*** -668*** -559*** -589*** -591*** -534*** -511*** -608*** -448*** -741*** -502*** -685*** -519***
(13) (8) (73) (16) (27) (11) (15) (12) (15) (16) (12) (18) (11) (13) (21) (9) (21) (18) (19) (15)

Taxes -3,319*** -2,473*** -3,629*** -2,413*** -4,920*** -2,956*** -3,545*** -3,576*** -3,503*** -3,296*** -2,870*** -2,996*** -4,615*** -2,566*** -4,169*** -2,375*** -5,011*** -2,509*** -3,248*** -5,141***
(458) (428) (759) (194) (1,179) (717) (613) (770) (666) (745) (385) (332) (704) (327) (746) (344) (832) (360) (498) (907)

Local cultural norms 5,542*** 4,305*** 8,027*** 4,324*** 9,156*** 5,411*** 5,756*** 5,315*** 7,007*** 6,830*** 4,985*** 5,503*** 6,103*** 4,335*** 7,072*** 3,906*** 8,593*** 5,033*** 6,095*** 7,388***
(308) (405) (621) (318) (796) (600) (470) (607) (591) (469) (385) (361) (610) (393) (576) (349) (801) (665) (457) (778)

Nonpecuniary moving costs -51,448*** -39,654*** -69,885*** -27,763*** -133,897*** -55,844*** -52,759*** -62,221*** -57,636*** -63,067*** -43,788*** -50,395*** -56,413*** -26,612*** -71,207*** -32,606*** -82,521*** -37,795*** -61,625*** -57,845***
(2,381) (3,547) (8,926) (1,642) (19,583) (7,290) (3,521) (7,792) (4,093) (5,643) (3,899) (3,600) (6,893) (1,946) (6,354) (3,423) (6,987) (4,901) (4,664) (8,173)

Observations 48,896 23,568 25,328 22,600 26,296 17,936 30,960 20,760 28,136 29,400 19,496 28,360 20,520 13,976 34,920 22,096 26,800 10,800 22,496 15,600

Notes: Distance is measured in 100s of miles. Income, housing costs, and crime are measured in percentage terms. Financial moving costs are measured in 1000s of dollars. House size is in 1000s of square feet. Family and nonpecuniary moving costs are dummy variables. Cultural norms measure movement from “same” to “more agreeable” or
from “less agreeable” to “same.” Bootstrapped standard errors (100 replicates) in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.
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Table 8: Neighborhood choice WTP estimates (dollars; continued)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13)
Characteristic Pr(move) ≥ 0.33 0.03 ≤ Pr(move) ≤ 0.32 Pr(move) ≤ 0.02 tenure ≤ 5 5 < tenure ≤ 10 tenure > 10 sqft≤ 1500 sqft> 1500 price

sqft
≤ 150 price

sqft
> 150 mobile stuck rooted

Housing costs -7,601*** -12,094*** -31,416 -9,857*** -8,287*** -7,988*** -12,958*** -8,399*** -10,213*** -9,741*** -10,970*** -14,899*** -15,338
(1,108) (2,090) (55,485) (1,878) (3,054) (2,445) (2,290) (1,457) (1,733) (2,299) (1,415) (3,169) (—)

Crime -4,038*** -6,205*** -3,438*** -3,681*** -3,746*** -4,134*** -3,598*** -3,992*** -3,693*** -4,620*** -6,141*** -6,193*** -3,476
(456) (807) (19) (323) (507) (627) (206) (458) (296) (475) (597) (1,169) (—)

Distance -515*** -737*** -638*** -570*** -667*** -742*** -646*** -647*** -603*** -754*** -409*** -517*** -610
(59) (92) (133) (40) (108) (56) (49) (55) (56) (92) (50) (91) (—)

Family nearby 10,832*** 15,519*** 24,381*** 11,876*** 16,743*** 17,455*** 12,162*** 18,563*** 14,835*** 17,849*** 8,513*** 12,352*** 24,591
(646) (1,076) (231) (782) (1,972) (1,647) (890) (861) (964) (1,317) (545) (1,558) (—)

House square footage 1,438* -612 677 3,296*** 959 -1,671 2,896*** -406 2,124*** 1,457 403 2,999* 2,662
(833) (697) (903) (458) (1,242) (1,417) (493) (930) (610) (1,201) (691) (1,592) (—)

Financial moving costs -521*** -597*** -357*** -549*** -557*** -601*** -523*** -617*** -541*** -686*** -531*** -509*** -537
(13) (26) (84) (14) (32) (18) (13) (24) (14) (28) (22) (28) (—)

Taxes -2,541*** -3,780*** -3,586*** -3,022*** -2,264*** -4,064*** -2,895*** -3,819*** -3,162*** -3,720*** -3,181*** -2,798*** -3,641
(285) (711) (770) (376) (402) (1,034) (503) (707) (573) (782) (511) (809) (—)

Local cultural norms 4,620*** 6,970*** 31,020* 4,940*** 4,793*** 8,031*** 4,681*** 7,094*** 4,920*** 7,018*** 5,522*** 5,207*** 7,588
(344) (643) (17,210) (317) (660) (850) (370) (613) (485) (690) (407) (925) (—)

Nonpecuniary moving costs -16,464*** -48,476*** -2.71688e+27 -30,931*** -57,965*** -100,046*** -38,931*** -71,399*** -49,131*** -66,676*** -15,509*** -39,739*** -13,709,910
(1,282) (5,480) (1.36001e+29) (1,437) (10,779) (15,385) (3,911) (5,383) (4,816) (6,167) (1,092) (5,942) (—)

Observations 16,320 16,736 15,840 19,824 8,712 20,360 24,872 23,520 22,688 18,216 18,760 6,000 24,104

Notes: Distance is measured in 100s of miles. Income, housing costs, and crime are measured in percentage terms. Financial moving costs are measured in 1000s of dollars. House size is in 1000s of square feet. Family and nonpecuniary moving costs are dummy variables.
Cultural norms measure movement from “same” to “more agreeable” or from “less agreeable” to “same.” Bootstrapped standard errors (100 replicates) in parentheses. Standard errors for “Rooted” are numerically unstable and not reported. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.49



Table 9: Neighborhood choice WTP estimates (percentage of income)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18) (19) (20)
Characteristic all female male young old not married married not coll grad coll grad no kids kids healthy less healthy renter owner poor rich city suburb rural

Housing costs -20.13*** -20.78*** -19.15*** -14.97*** -27.81*** -28.61*** -16.43*** -17.87*** -21.08*** -25.84*** -14.89*** -21.92*** -18.02*** -25.35*** -18.18*** -24.93*** -16.28*** -17.82*** -16.39*** -34.54***
(2.64) (4.30) (4.24) (2.06) (7.06) (6.86) (2.05) (5.85) (2.86) (5.16) (2.57) (3.75) (4.12) (5.97) (2.66) (3.96) (3.14) (4.60) (2.47) (8.11)

Crime -7.86*** -8.25*** -9.67*** -8.00*** -9.15*** -8.25*** -8.52*** -8.25*** -7.88*** -8.25*** -8.14*** -7.39*** -8.25*** -8.25*** -7.94*** -8.25*** -8.50*** -8.93*** -8.06*** -8.25***
(0.39) (0.23) (1.35) (0.50) (0.64) (0.30) (0.62) (0.33) (0.86) (0.58) (0.70) (0.53) (0.55) (0.45) (0.93) (0.26) (1.06) (1.13) (0.63) (0.82)

Distance -1.28*** -1.48*** -1.06*** -1.15*** -1.66*** -1.48*** -1.11*** -1.48*** -1.15*** -1.48*** -1.19*** -1.13*** -1.48*** -1.48*** -1.32*** -1.48*** -1.12*** -1.48*** -1.19*** -1.48***
(0.13) (0.07) (0.17) (0.08) (0.21) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.07) (0.13) (0.08) (0.09) (0.10) (0.13) (0.14) (0.10) (0.10) (0.15) (0.09) (0.13)

Family nearby 28.94*** 32.30*** 28.35*** 24.03*** 39.88*** 28.33*** 30.40*** 34.60*** 28.43*** 31.75*** 28.25*** 28.48*** 30.54*** 25.80*** 32.09*** 27.55*** 31.60*** 29.47*** 28.89*** 32.34***
(1.23) (1.97) (1.96) (1.26) (2.92) (2.33) (1.41) (2.91) (1.55) (2.04) (1.90) (1.58) (2.27) (1.69) (1.77) (1.80) (1.58) (2.87) (1.70) (2.73)

House square footage 2.95*** 5.00*** 0.57 6.70*** -4.74*** 0.85 3.05** 4.89*** 0.86 -1.98 6.90*** 2.41 4.45*** 7.38*** 0.13 5.08*** 1.28 3.25 5.64*** -0.70
(1.11) (1.04) (2.09) (0.82) (1.28) (2.80) (1.21) (1.39) (1.52) (1.96) (0.94) (1.60) (1.53) (2.71) (1.79) (1.34) (2.05) (2.11) (1.34) (2.70)

Financial moving costs -1.16*** -1.20*** -1.09*** -1.13*** -1.28*** -1.20*** -1.11*** -1.20*** -1.13*** -1.20*** -1.15*** -1.12*** -1.20*** -1.20*** -1.17*** -1.20*** -1.11*** -1.20*** -1.15*** -1.20***
(0.03) (0.02) (0.14) (0.03) (0.06) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.02) (0.03) (0.02) (0.03) (0.04) (0.02) (0.03) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03)

Taxes -6.83*** -5.38*** -7.05*** -5.00*** -10.04*** -6.82*** -6.81*** -7.90*** -5.92*** -7.07*** -5.60*** -5.67*** -10.37*** -6.02*** -8.03*** -6.36*** -7.54*** -6.00*** -5.44*** -11.90***
(0.94) (0.93) (1.47) (0.40) (2.41) (1.65) (1.18) (1.70) (1.13) (1.60) (0.75) (0.63) (1.58) (0.77) (1.44) (0.92) (1.25) (0.86) (0.83) (2.10)

Local cultural norms 11.41*** 9.37*** 15.60*** 8.96*** 18.68*** 12.48*** 11.05*** 11.74*** 11.84*** 14.66*** 9.72*** 10.42*** 13.71*** 10.17*** 13.62*** 10.46*** 12.92*** 12.03*** 10.20*** 17.10***
(0.63) (0.88) (1.21) (0.66) (1.62) (1.38) (0.90) (1.34) (1.00) (1.01) (0.75) (0.68) (1.37) (0.92) (1.11) (0.94) (1.20) (1.59) (0.77) (1.80)

Nonpecuniary moving costs -105.92*** -86.28*** -135.85*** -57.56*** -273.19*** -128.78*** -101.32*** -137.39*** -97.36*** -135.36*** -85.41*** -95.40*** -126.72*** -62.46*** -137.16*** -87.32*** -124.11*** -90.33*** -103.17*** -133.89***
(4.90) (7.72) (17.35) (3.40) (39.96) (16.81) (6.76) (17.21) (6.91) (12.11) (7.60) (6.82) (15.48) (4.57) (12.24) (9.17) (10.51) (11.71) (7.81) (18.92)

Observations 48,896 23,568 25,328 22,600 26,296 17,936 30,960 20,760 28,136 29,400 19,496 28,360 20,520 13,976 34,920 22,096 26,800 10,800 22,496 15,600

Notes: Distance is measured in 100s of miles. Income, housing costs, and crime are measured in percentage terms. Financial moving costs are measured in 1000s of dollars. House size is in 1000s of square feet. Family and nonpecuniary moving costs are dummy variables. Cultural norms measure movement from “same” to “more
agreeable” or from “less agreeable” to “same.” Bootstrapped standard errors (100 replicates) in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.
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Table 10: Neighborhood choice WTP estimates (percentage of income; continued)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13)
Characteristic Pr(move) ≥ 0.33 0.03 ≤ Pr(move) ≤ 0.32 Pr(move) ≤ 0.02 tenure ≤ 5 5 < tenure ≤ 10 tenure > 10 sqft≤ 1500 sqft> 1500 price

sqft
≤ 150 price

sqft
> 150 mobile stuck rooted

Housing costs -16.31*** -24.30*** -64.21 -20.64*** -17.21*** -15.94*** -29.72*** -14.78*** -22.04*** -16.44*** -22.42*** -32.85*** -31.00
(2.38) (4.20) (113.40) (3.93) (6.34) (4.88) (5.25) (2.57) (3.74) (3.88) (2.89) (6.99) (—)

Crime -8.67*** -12.47*** -7.03*** -7.71*** -7.78*** -8.25*** -8.25*** -7.03*** -7.97*** -7.80*** -12.55*** -13.65*** -7.03
(0.98) (1.62) (0.04) (0.68) (1.05) (1.25) (0.47) (0.81) (0.64) (0.80) (1.22) (2.58) (—)

Distance -1.11*** -1.48*** -1.30*** -1.19*** -1.39*** -1.48*** -1.48*** -1.14*** -1.30*** -1.27*** -0.84*** -1.14*** -1.23
(0.13) (0.19) (0.27) (0.08) (0.22) (0.11) (0.11) (0.10) (0.12) (0.16) (0.10) (0.20) (—)

Family nearby 23.25*** 31.19*** 49.83*** 24.86*** 34.76*** 34.84*** 27.89*** 32.67*** 32.02*** 30.13*** 17.40*** 27.23*** 49.70
(1.39) (2.16) (0.47) (1.64) (4.09) (3.29) (2.04) (1.51) (2.08) (2.22) (1.11) (3.44) (—)

House square footage 3.09* -1.23 1.38 6.90*** 1.99 -3.33 6.64*** -0.72 4.58*** 2.46 0.82 6.61* 5.38
(1.79) (1.40) (1.84) (0.96) (2.58) (2.83) (1.13) (1.64) (1.32) (2.03) (1.41) (3.51) (—)

Financial moving costs -1.12*** -1.20*** -0.73*** -1.15*** -1.16*** -1.20*** -1.20*** -1.09*** -1.17*** -1.16*** -1.09*** -1.12*** -1.09
(0.03) (0.05) (0.17) (0.03) (0.07) (0.04) (0.03) (0.04) (0.03) (0.05) (0.04) (0.06) (—)

Taxes -5.45*** -7.60*** -7.33*** -6.33*** -4.70*** -8.11*** -6.64*** -6.72*** -6.82*** -6.28*** -6.50*** -6.17*** -7.36
(0.61) (1.43) (1.57) (0.79) (0.83) (2.06) (1.15) (1.24) (1.24) (1.32) (1.04) (1.78) (—)

Local cultural norms 9.91*** 14.01*** 63.40* 10.34*** 9.95*** 16.03*** 10.74*** 12.49*** 10.62*** 11.85*** 11.29*** 11.48*** 15.34
(0.74) (1.29) (35.17) (0.66) (1.37) (1.70) (0.85) (1.08) (1.05) (1.16) (0.83) (2.04) (—)

Nonpecuniary moving costs -35.34*** -97.42*** -5.55e+24 -64.76*** -120.35*** -199.71*** -89.29*** -125.66*** -106.04*** -112.56*** -31.70*** -87.61*** -27,711.34
(2.75) (11.01) (2.78e+26) (3.01) (22.38) (30.71) (8.97) (9.47) (10.39) (10.41) (2.23) (13.10) (—)

Observations 16,320 16,736 15,840 19,824 8,712 20,360 24,872 23,520 22,688 18,216 18,760 6,000 24,104

Notes: Distance is measured in 100s of miles. Income, housing costs, and crime are measured in percentage terms. Financial moving costs are measured in 1000s of dollars. House size is in 1000s of square feet. Family and nonpecuniary moving costs are dummy
variables. Cultural norms measure movement from “same” to “more agreeable” or from “less agreeable” to “same.” Bootstrapped standard errors (100 replicates) in parentheses. Standard errors for “Rooted” are numerically unstable and not reported. *** p<0.01, **
p<0.05, * p<0.1.
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Figure 8: Distribution of median WTPi by small group
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Online Appendix

A Data appendix

Table A1: Distribution of scenarios per person

Number of scenarios Number of individuals Percent of sample

8 878 44.16
16 873 43.91
24 237 11.92

Total 1,988 100.00

Note: This table lists the distribution of scenarios per person. Individuals in
the January wave answer up to 8 scenarios, while those in the September wave
answer up to 16 scenarios. About 12% of the sample is included in both waves
and can answer up to 24 scenarios.

Figure A1: Detailed reasons for moving, 1999–2018
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Source: US Census Bureau Current Population Survey (CPS).

https://www.census.gov/data/tables/time-series/demo/geographic-mobility/historic.html
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Figure A2: Distribution of subjective choice probabilities, by SCE wave and choice alterna-
tive
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(b) September, Alt1
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Table A2: Choice model estimates (January wave only)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21) (22) (23)
VARIABLES all female male young old not married married not coll grad coll grad no kids kids healthy less healthy renter owner poor rich city suburb rural mobile stuck rooted

income 6.482*** 7.392*** 5.746*** 6.280*** 6.827*** 6.064*** 7.167*** 5.518*** 7.494*** 6.525*** 5.847*** 6.217*** 6.694*** 6.630*** 6.986*** 5.726*** 7.255*** 5.306*** 6.630*** 6.734*** 5.746*** 7.242*** 7.218***
(0.353) (0.847) (0.785) (0.557) (0.899) (0.912) (0.664) (0.769) (0.575) (0.680) (0.705) (0.512) (0.611) (0.680) (0.556) (0.741) (0.843) (0.867) (0.656) (0.857) (0.489) (0.935) (1.158)

homecost -7.284*** -7.843*** -5.932*** -7.331*** -6.279*** -6.370*** -7.765*** -7.110*** -7.195*** -6.931*** -6.935*** -7.622*** -6.024*** -7.088*** -7.135*** -7.002*** -7.264*** -6.239*** -6.398*** -8.029*** -6.074*** -9.353*** -6.521***
(0.558) (0.947) (0.954) (0.483) (0.915) (0.732) (1.001) (0.977) (0.754) (0.786) (0.624) (0.718) (0.837) (0.674) (0.619) (0.570) (0.820) (1.132) (1.000) (0.920) (0.524) (1.002) (1.219)

crime -1.013*** -1.049*** -0.973*** -0.960*** -1.066*** -0.912*** -1.083*** -0.942*** -1.081*** -1.046*** -0.997*** -1.039*** -0.946*** -0.946*** -1.048*** -0.979*** -1.034*** -0.851*** -1.003*** -1.135*** -0.906*** -1.183*** -1.134***
(0.050) (0.110) (0.054) (0.055) (0.080) (0.078) (0.093) (0.080) (0.119) (0.074) (0.091) (0.090) (0.047) (0.067) (0.047) (0.049) (0.093) (0.144) (0.102) (0.125) (0.062) (0.109) (0.109)

dist -0.083*** -0.106*** -0.082*** -0.088*** -0.129*** -0.101*** -0.094*** -0.089*** -0.094*** -0.114*** -0.074*** -0.077*** -0.111*** -0.095*** -0.094*** -0.098*** -0.098*** -0.068*** -0.084*** -0.115*** -0.067*** -0.088*** -0.185***
(0.013) (0.012) (0.016) (0.011) (0.019) (0.017) (0.013) (0.010) (0.015) (0.010) (0.014) (0.008) (0.006) (0.011) (0.014) (0.014) (0.015) (0.015) (0.013) (0.013) (0.010) (0.015) (0.031)

family 0.955*** 1.128*** 0.852*** 0.814*** 1.177*** 0.769*** 1.060*** 0.700*** 1.128*** 0.961*** 0.855*** 0.888*** 1.096*** 0.841*** 1.059*** 0.726*** 1.080*** 0.738*** 0.954*** 1.079*** 0.827*** 0.997*** 1.425***
(0.071) (0.136) (0.120) (0.069) (0.128) (0.116) (0.095) (0.110) (0.100) (0.107) (0.101) (0.076) (0.070) (0.135) (0.114) (0.097) (0.111) (0.126) (0.105) (0.123) (0.104) (0.111) (0.190)

size 0.008 0.059 -0.001 0.230*** -0.033 -0.020 0.058 0.113** 0.006 -0.024 0.051 0.009 0.079 0.329*** 0.015 0.030 0.048 0.075 0.038 -0.023 -0.020 0.362*** -0.035
(0.052) (0.077) (0.086) (0.067) (0.031) (0.038) (0.081) (0.057) (0.054) (0.036) (0.105) (0.030) (0.090) (0.077) (0.036) (0.048) (0.052) (0.084) (0.086) (0.045) (0.036) (0.109) (0.060)

mvcost -0.048*** -0.051*** -0.056*** -0.060*** -0.061*** -0.046*** -0.056*** -0.051*** -0.057*** -0.053*** -0.048*** -0.048*** -0.058*** -0.069*** -0.054*** -0.049*** -0.054*** -0.045*** -0.052*** -0.053*** -0.045*** -0.073*** -0.066***
(0.003) (0.009) (0.007) (0.007) (0.009) (0.007) (0.009) (0.005) (0.007) (0.005) (0.011) (0.004) (0.006) (0.008) (0.006) (0.005) (0.007) (0.009) (0.008) (0.008) (0.005) (0.012) (0.010)

taxes -0.130*** -0.145*** -0.123*** -0.123*** -0.154*** -0.116*** -0.138*** -0.139*** -0.134*** -0.129*** -0.139*** -0.118*** -0.153*** -0.116*** -0.147*** -0.132*** -0.140*** -0.110*** -0.124*** -0.201*** -0.107*** -0.132*** -0.153***
(0.007) (0.015) (0.014) (0.010) (0.015) (0.012) (0.013) (0.009) (0.011) (0.014) (0.011) (0.013) (0.015) (0.010) (0.010) (0.016) (0.012) (0.015) (0.009) (0.020) (0.013) (0.021) (0.018)

norms 0.646*** 0.599*** 0.737*** 0.541*** 0.813*** 0.643*** 0.681*** 0.526*** 0.772*** 0.741*** 0.560*** 0.650*** 0.670*** 0.607*** 0.726*** 0.534*** 0.782*** 0.576*** 0.670*** 0.849*** 0.613*** 0.627*** 0.758***
(0.032) (0.069) (0.063) (0.051) (0.048) (0.062) (0.054) (0.053) (0.047) (0.048) (0.075) (0.050) (0.051) (0.064) (0.062) (0.063) (0.062) (0.077) (0.049) (0.126) (0.055) (0.096) (0.079)

o.moved - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

3.altnum 0.316*** 0.337*** 0.415*** 0.328*** 0.438*** 0.290*** 0.378*** 0.305*** 0.376*** 0.355*** 0.318*** 0.327*** 0.364*** 0.335*** 0.373*** 0.317*** 0.376*** 0.268*** 0.377*** 0.345*** 0.296*** 0.401*** 0.488***
(0.025) (0.056) (0.058) (0.049) (0.085) (0.055) (0.089) (0.050) (0.069) (0.058) (0.075) (0.038) (0.052) (0.060) (0.062) (0.051) (0.081) (0.049) (0.047) (0.085) (0.040) (0.060) (0.096)

Constant -0.286*** -0.279*** -0.336*** -0.246*** -0.380*** -0.285*** -0.307*** -0.247*** -0.338*** -0.329*** -0.263*** -0.285*** -0.311*** -0.250*** -0.319*** -0.278*** -0.301*** -0.233*** -0.295*** -0.328*** -0.281*** -0.285*** -0.413***
(0.021) (0.032) (0.034) (0.021) (0.061) (0.043) (0.040) (0.031) (0.036) (0.036) (0.027) (0.028) (0.030) (0.030) (0.038) (0.037) (0.035) (0.027) (0.027) (0.051) (0.031) (0.031) (0.046)

Observations 17,808 8,672 9,136 8,272 9,536 6,480 11,328 7,920 9,888 10,672 7,136 10,416 7,376 5,056 12,752 7,824 9,984 3,952 8,320 5,536 7,168 2,288 8,352
Standard errors in parentheses

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

Notes: Distance is measured in 100s of miles. Income, home costs, and crime are measured in percentage terms. Moving costs are measured in 1000s of dollars. Bootstrapped standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.55



B Survey instrument

Our data were collected in January 2018 and September 2018 using supplemental ques-
tions to the Survey of Consumer Expectations. The SCE core questionnaire can be found
here. Some supplemental questions were asked in both January and September, while others
were specific to each.

B.1 Supplemental questions asked in both waves

Qmv1. How many years have you lived at your current primary residence (that is, the
place where you usually live)?

year(s)

Qmv1a. What is the approximate size of your current primary residence?
square feet

Qmv2. Which of the following best describes where you live? Please select only one.

1. City center/urban area

2. Suburb less than 20 miles from a city center

3. Suburb 20 miles or more from a city center

4. In a small town

5. In a rural area

6. Other

[If Age>4+Qmv1 ] Qmv3. Where did you live before moving to your current residence?
Please select only one.

I lived in:

1. The same state and county where I currently reside

2. The same state but a different county than were I currently reside

3. A different state than where I currently reside

4. Another country

[If Qmv3=3 ] Qmv4. In which state was your previous primary residence?
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Qmv7. We would now like you to think about your future moving plans. What is the
percent chance that over the next 2 years (January 2018 to January 2020) you will move to
a different primary residence?

Please enter your answer by clicking on the scale below or entering your response in the
box to the right of the scale.

Percent

[If (Qmv7 >= 1)] Qmv14. If you were to move to a different primary residence over
the next 2 years, what is the percent chance that this home would be in: [answers need to
add to 100]

Within 10 miles of where you currently reside , percent
Between 10 and 100 miles of where you currently reside , percent
Between 100 and 500 miles of where you currently reside , percent
More than 500 miles of where you currently reside , percent

[If (Qmv7 >= 1)] Qmv15. And if you were to move to a different primary residence
over the next 2 years, what is the percent chance that you or your spouse/partner would
buy (as opposed to rent) your new home?

Please enter your answer by clicking on the scale below or entering your response in the
box to the right of the scale.

Percent

Asked at the very end of the survey: Qmv11. To what extent do you agree or dis-
agree with the following statements?

In order to avoid unemployment I would be willing to move within America.
1.

Strongly
disagree

2.
Somewhat
disagree

3. Neither
agree nor
disagree

4.
Somewhat

agree

5.
Strongly

agree

[on same screen] Even more so than a few decades ago, moving is the best way for many
people to improve their lives

1.
Strongly
disagree

2.
Somewhat
disagree

3. Neither
agree nor
disagree

4.
Somewhat

agree

5.
Strongly

agree

[on same screen] Even more so than a few decades ago, to pursue better job opportunities
one needs to move

1.
Strongly
disagree

2.
Somewhat
disagree

3. Neither
agree nor
disagree

4.
Somewhat

agree

5.
Strongly

agree

Qmv12. In terms of your ability and willingness to move, which of the following best
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describes your situation? Please select only one.

• Mobile - am open to, and able to move if an opportunity comes along

• Stuck - would like to move but am trapped in place and unable to move

• Rooted - am strongly embedded in my community and don’t want to move

B.2 January-only questions

Qmv10. Here are some reasons for why people may not want to move. Please indicate
the importance to you of each of these reasons for not moving to a different primary
residence over the next 2 years?

If a factor does not apply to you, rate the factor as not important at all.
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Not at all
important

A little
important

Somewhat
important

Very
important

Extremely
important

I like my current home / no reason to
move
Can’t afford the high costs of moving
Can’t afford to buy a home in the places I
would like to move to
Difficult to find a new place to move into
I cannot get the price I want for my
current home or sell for enough to pay off
my whole mortgage balance
Have locked in a very low mortgage
interest rate and don’t want to lose it
Difficult to qualify for a new mortgage
I like my current job
Hard to find a job elsewhere
[if married/have partner] Hard for spouse
to find a job elsewhere
Am not licensed to work in other states
My work experience would be less
valuable / count for less elsewhere
May lose Medicaid coverage if I move to
another state
May lose unemployment or other welfare
benefits or receive less when moving out
of state
Depend financially on local network or
local friends, family and church groups
Have too much student debt
Have too much other debts or have not
saved enough
Health reasons
Have children in school
Good quality of local school
Closeness to family and children
I like the neighborhood and climate where
I currently live
Am very involved in local
community/church or share local cultural
values
Worry about higher crime rates in other
locations

Qmv11. And here are some reasons for why people may want to move. Please indicate
the importance to you of each of these reasons for moving to a different primary residence
over the next 2 years?

If a factor does not apply to you, rate the factor as not important at all.
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Not at all
important

A little
important

Somewhat
important

Very
important

Extremely
important

Expect to be forced out current home by
landlord, bank other financial institution, or
government
I do not like my current home
To upgrade to a larger or a better quality home
To reduce housing costs
To change from owning to renting OR renting
to owning
A new job or job transfer
[if married/have partner] A new job or job
transfer of spouse/partner
To attend an educational institution
To reduce commuting time to work/school
To look for a job
My work experience would be more valuable /
count for more elsewhere
May gain Medicaid coverage if I move to
another state
May gain unemployment or other welfare
benefits or receive more when moving out of
state
Change in household or family size, including
marriage, divorce, separation, death, or child
birth or adoption
Crowding, conflict, or violence in the household
Health reasons
Have too much student debt
Have too much other debts
To be closer to family and friends (including
for health reasons, economic reasons, or for any
other reasons)
To be in a more desirable neighborhood or
climate
To be in a safer neighborhood
To be in a better school district/have access to
better schools
To have better access to public transportation,
such as bus, subway, or commuter train service.
Access to public services like libraries,
playgrounds, and community centers
Better access to amenities like restaurants,
theaters, shopping, and doctors’ offices
Cultural values in other places are too different

We will next describe a set of different events or circumstances and would like you to
think of how these may change your moving plans over the next two years.

[Randomize into 4 groups with group 1 answering block A1 and B1, group 2 answering
block A2 and B1, group 3 answering block A1 and B2 and group 4 answering block A2 and B2]
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For blocks A1 and A2 show at the top of each screen the following: Earlier you
reported that there is a [ENTER ANSWER TO QMV7] percent chance that over the next
2 years (January 2018 to January 2020) you will move to a different primary residence.

Block A1

[show 14a-14b sequentially on same screen]
Qmv14a. Suppose that you won a lottery payout of $50,000. What is the percent

chance you would move to a new location over the next two years?
Please enter your answer by clicking on the scale below or entering your response in the

box to the right of the scale.
Percent

Qmv14b. Suppose instead that you won a lottery payout of $500,000. What is the
percent chance you would move to a new location over the next two years?

Please enter your answer by clicking on the scale below or entering your response in the
box to the right of the scale.

Percent

[show 15a-15d sequentially on same screen]
[If currently employed]
Qmv15a. Assume that during the next two years your employer relocates and offers you

the option to keep your current job at a new location some 100-500 miles away, which
would require you to move. Assume that the new location is very comparable to your current
one, and that your cost-of-living adjusted wage is the same at this new location. What is
the percent chance you would move to this new location over the next two years?

Please enter your answer by clicking on the scale below or entering your response in the
box to the right of the scale.

Percent

[If currently employed]
Qmv15b. If the new location was instead more than 500 miles away, what is the percent

chance you would move to this new location over the next two years?
Please enter your answer by clicking on the scale below or entering your response in the

box to the right of the scale.
Percent

[If currently employed]
Qmv15c. If the new location was 100-500 miles away from where you currently live but

your employer offered a 20% salary increase, what is the percent chance you would move
to this new location over the next two years?

Please enter your answer by clicking on the scale below or entering your response in the
box to the right of the scale.

Percent
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[If currently employed]
Qmv15d. What if the new location was 100-500 miles away from where you currently

live but your employer offered a 50% salary increase, what is the percent chance you
would move to this new location over the next two years?

Please enter your answer by clicking on the scale below or entering your response in the
box to the right of the scale.

Percent

[show 16a-16c sequentially on same screen]
[If married/have partner and spouse employed]
Qmv16a. [if self currently employed] Now suppose instead that during the next two

years [if self NOT currently employed] Suppose that during the next two years your spouse’s
employer relocates and offers your spouse the option to keep his/her current job at a
new location some 100-500 miles away, which would require you to move. Assume that the
new location is very comparable to your current one, and that your spouse’s cost-of-living
adjusted wage is the same at this new location. What is the percent chance you would move
to this new location over the next two years?

Please enter your answer by clicking on the scale below or entering your response in the
box to the right of the scale.

Percent

[If married/have partner and spouse employed]
Qmv16b. What if your spouse’s employer offered a 20% salary increase, what is the

percent chance you would move to this new location over the next two years?
Please enter your answer by clicking on the scale below or entering your response in the

box to the right of the scale.
Percent

[If married/have partner and spouse employed]
Qmv16c. And what if your spouse’s employer offered a 50% salary increase, what is

the percent chance you would move to this new location over the next two years?
Please enter your answer by clicking on the scale below or entering your response in the

box to the right of the scale.
Percent

[show 17 on separate screen]
Qmv17. Now suppose instead that, if you moved at least 100 miles away from your

current location, your extended family and friends who live in the current location
would be able to move with you to the new location. What is the percent chance
you would move to this new location over the next two years?

Please enter your answer by clicking on the scale below or entering your response in the
box to the right of the scale.

Percent
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Block A2

[show 18a-18c sequentially on same screen]
Qmv18a. Suppose that you were given $5,000 to put towards a move to a location

that is 100-500 miles away from where you currently live. You could use this money for
“box and truck” moving costs, termination of rental/mortgage agreements, or any other
miscellaneous expenses incurred during relocation. What is the percent chance you would
move to this new location over the next two years?

Please enter your answer by clicking on the scale below or entering your response in the
box to the right of the scale.

Percent

Qmv18b. Now suppose instead that you were given $10,000 to put towards a move
to a location that is 100-500 miles away from where you currently live. You could use this
money for “box and truck” moving costs, termination of rental/mortgage agreements, or any
other miscellaneous expenses incurred during relocation. What is the percent chance you
would move to this new location over the next two years?

Please enter your answer by clicking on the scale below or entering your response in the
box to the right of the scale.

Percent

Qmv18c. Suppose again that you were given $10,000 to put towards a move to a
location that is instead more than 500 miles away from where you currently live. What
is the percent chance you would move to this new location over the next two years?

Please enter your answer by clicking on the scale below or entering your response in the
box to the right of the scale.

Percent

[show 19a on separate screen]
[If own home]
Qmv19a. Now suppose instead that, if you moved at least 100 miles away from your

current location, you would be able to sell your current home for at least as much
as you purchased it for. What is the percent chance you would move to this new location
over the next two years?

Please enter your answer by clicking on the scale below or entering your response in the
box to the right of the scale.

Percent

[show 19b on separate screen]
[If own home]
Qmv19b. Now suppose instead that, if you moved at least 100 miles away from your

current location, you would be able to keep your exact dwelling and lot. (i.e. if it were
possible to literally pick up and move your dwelling and lot to the new location). What is
the percent chance you would move to this new location over the next two years?

Please enter your answer by clicking on the scale below or entering your response in the
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box to the right of the scale.
Percent

[show 19c on separate screen]
[If own home]
Qmv19c. Now suppose instead that, if you moved at least 100 miles away from your

current location, you would have the option to keep your same mortgage interest
rate if you bought a new home in the new location. What is the percent chance you would
move to this new location over the next two years?

Please enter your answer by clicking on the scale below or entering your response in the
box to the right of the scale.

Percent

[show 19d on separate screen]
Qmv19d. Now suppose instead that, if you moved at least 100 miles away from your

current location, your healthcare practitioner network would move with you to the
new location. What is the percent chance you would move to this new location over the
next two years?

Please enter your answer by clicking on the scale below or entering your response in the
box to the right of the scale.

Percent

[show 19e on separate screen]
Qmv19e. Now suppose instead that, if you moved at least 100 miles away from your

current location, your local schools would also move with you to the new location.
What is the percent chance you would move to this new location over the next two years?

Please enter your answer by clicking on the scale below or entering your response in the
box to the right of the scale.

Percent

Block B1

Qmv20. Suppose that you were forced to move today to a location some 200-500 miles
away, and you had to decide which neighborhood to live in. You intend to stay there for
at least 3 years. [if own home: Assume that you were able to sell your current primary
residence today and pay off your outstanding mortgage (if you have one)].

In each of the 4 scenarios below, you will be shown hypothetical neighborhood character-
istics, with each neighborhood characterized by:

Cost of housing
Local crime rate
Your household’s income prospects
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All neighborhoods are otherwise identical in all other aspects.

In each scenario, you are given a choice among three neighborhoods and you will be asked
for the percent chance (or chances out of 100) of choosing each. The chance of each alter-
native should be a number between 0 and 100 and the chances given to the three alternatives
should add up to 100.

[show each scenario on new screen]

Scenario 1

Neighborhood Housing costs
compared to
current
location

Crime rate
compared to
current
location

Household
income
compared to
current
location

A 10% higher same same
B same double 3% higher
C 10% lower half 6% higher

What is the percent chance that you choose to live in each neighborhood?
[answers need to add to 100]

A percent chance
B percent chance
C percent chance

Scenario 2

Neighborhood Housing costs
compared to
current
location

Crime rate
compared to
current
location

Household
income
compared to
current
location

A 8% higher half 5% higher
B 2% higher same 5% higher
C 10% lower same same

What is the percent chance that you choose to live in each neighborhood?
[answers need to add to 100]

A percent chance
B percent chance
C percent chance

Scenario 3
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Neighborhood Housing costs
compared to
current
location

Crime rate
compared to
current
location

Household
income
compared to
current
location

A same double 5% lower
B 5% lower same same
C 5% higher half same

What is the percent chance that you choose to live in each neighborhood?
[answers need to add to 100]

A percent chance
B percent chance
C percent chance

Scenario 4

Neighborhood Housing costs
compared to
current
location

Crime rate
compared to
current
location

Household
income
compared to
current
location

A same half 3% lower
B same same same
C 5% higher half 5% higher

What is the percent chance that you choose to live in each neighborhood?
[answers need to add to 100]

A percent chance
B percent chance
C percent chance

Qmv21. Suppose again that you were forced to move today to a location some distance
away, and you had to decide which neighborhood to live in. You intend to stay there for
at least 3 years. [if own home: Assume that you were able to sell your current primary
residence today and pay off your outstanding mortgage (if you have one)].

In each of the 4 scenarios below, you will be shown hypothetical neighborhood character-
istics, with each neighborhood characterized by:

Your household’s income prospects
Distance from your current location
Family and friends who live in current location moving with you to new location

All neighborhoods are otherwise identical in all other aspects, including costs
of housing.
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In each scenario, you are given a choice among three neighborhoods and you will be
asked for the percent chance (or chances out of 100) of choosing each. The chance of each
alternative should be a number between 0 and 100 and the chances given to the three
alternatives should add up to 100.

[show each scenario on new screen]
Scenario 1

Neighborhood Household
income
compared to
current
location

Distance
(miles) from
current
location

Family and
friends move
to new
location

A 10% higher 500 No
B same 100 No
C 10% lower 500 Yes

What is the percent chance that you choose to live in each neighborhood?
[answers need to add to 100]

A percent chance
B percent chance
C percent chance

Scenario 2

Neighborhood Household
income
compared to
current
location

Distance
(miles) from
current
location

Family and
friends move
to new
location

A 5% lower 500 Yes
B same 500 No
C 5% lower 50 No

What is the percent chance that you choose to live in each neighborhood?
[answers need to add to 100]

A percent chance
B percent chance
C percent chance

Scenario 3

Neighborhood Household
income
compared to
current
location

Distance
(miles) from
current
location

Family and
friends move
to new
location

A 5% lower 100 Yes
B 10% higher 500 No
C 15% higher 1000 No
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What is the percent chance that you choose to live in each neighborhood?
[answers need to add to 100]

A percent chance
B percent chance
C percent chance

Scenario 4

Neighborhood Household
income
compared to
current
location

Distance
(miles) from
current
location

Family and
friends move
to new
location

A same 100 Yes
B 2% higher 500 Yes
C 5% higher 100 No

What is the percent chance that you choose to live in each neighborhood?
[answers need to add to 100]

A percent chance
B percent chance
C percent chance

Block B2

Qmv23. Suppose that you were forced to move today to a location some 200-500 miles
away, and you had to decide which neighborhood to live in. You intend to stay there for
at least 3 years. [if own home: Assume that you were able to sell your current primary
residence today and pay off your outstanding mortgage (if you have one)].

In each of the 4 scenarios below, you will be shown hypothetical neighborhood character-
istics, with each neighborhood characterized by:

Your household’s income prospects
Home quality as measured by size of home (square foot)
Your costs of moving to new location

All neighborhoods are otherwise identical in all other aspects, including costs
of housing.

[show each scenario on new screen]
Scenario 1
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Neighborhood Household
income
compared to
current
location

Home size (sq
ft) compared
to current
dwelling

“Box and
Truck”
moving costs

A 8% higher 500 smaller $10,000
B same same $2,000
C 8% lower 1000 larger $10,000

What is the percent chance that you choose to live in each neighborhood?
[answers need to add to 100]

A percent chance
B percent chance
C percent chance

Scenario 2

Neighborhood Household
income
compared to
current
location

Home size (sq
ft) compared
to current
dwelling

“Box and
Truck”
moving costs

A 4% higher 500 smaller $1,500
B same same $4,000
C 4% lower 1000 larger $6,500

What is the percent chance that you choose to live in each neighborhood?
[answers need to add to 100]

A percent chance
B percent chance
C percent chance

Scenario 3

Neighborhood Household
income
compared to
current
location

Home size (sq
ft) compared
to current
dwelling

“Box and
Truck”
moving costs

A 5% lower 1000 larger $4,000
B 10% higher same $8,000
C 15% higher same $14,000

What is the percent chance that you choose to live in each neighborhood?
[answers need to add to 100]

A percent chance
B percent chance
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C percent chance

Scenario 4

Neighborhood Household
income
compared to
current
location

Home size (sq
ft) compared
to current
dwelling

“Box and
Truck”
moving costs

A same 500 larger $2,000
B same 1000 larger $8,000
C 5% higher same $15,000

What is the percent chance that you choose to live in each neighborhood?
[answers need to add to 100]

A percent chance
B percent chance
C percent chance

Qmv24. Suppose again that you were forced to move today to a location some 200-500
miles away, and you had to decide which neighborhood to live in. You intend to stay there
for at least 3 years. [if homeowner: Assume that you were able to sell your current primary
residence today and pay off your outstanding mortgage].

In each of the 4 scenarios below, you will be shown hypothetical neighborhood charac-
teristics, with each neighborhood characterized by:

Your household’s income prospects
State and local taxes
Cultural values and norms

All neighborhoods are otherwise identical in all other aspects, including costs
of housing.

Scenario 1

Neighborhood Household
income
compared to
current
location

State & local
taxes
compared to
current
location

Cultural values &
norms compared to
current location

A 10% higher 5% higher less agreeable to my
values

B same 5% lower same
C 10% lower same more agreeable to my

values
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What is the percent chance that you choose to live in each neighborhood?
[answers need to add to 100]

A percent chance
B percent chance
C percent chance

Scenario 2

Neighborhood Household
income
compared to
current
location

State & local
taxes
compared to
current
location

Cultural values &
norms compared to
current location

A 5% higher same less agreeable to my
values

B same 5% higher more agreeable to my
values

C 5% lower same same

What is the percent chance that you choose to live in each neighborhood?
[answers need to add to 100]

A percent chance
B percent chance
C percent chance

Scenario 3

Neighborhood Household
income
compared to
current
location

State & local
taxes
compared to
current
location

Cultural values &
norms compared to
current location

A 5% lower 5% higher less agreeable to my
values

B 10% higher 5% lower same
C 15% higher same more agreeable to my

values

What is the percent chance that you choose to live in each neighborhood?
[answers need to add to 100]

A percent chance
B percent chance
C percent chance

Scenario 4
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Neighborhood Household
income
compared to
current
location

State & local
taxes
compared to
current
location

Cultural values &
norms compared to
current location

A same same more agreeable to my
values

B same 5% lower same
C 5% higher 5% higher less agreeable to my

values

What is the percent chance that you choose to live in each neighborhood?
[answers need to add to 100]

A percent chance
B percent chance
C percent chance

[End of Block B2]

B.3 September-only questions

Qmv0. Do you or your spouse/partner own your primary residence? By primary resi-
dence, we mean the place where you usually live. Please select only one.

1. Yes

2. No

Qmv5. Do you currently live within 50 miles of an immediate or extended family member?
Please select only one.

1. Yes

2. No

Qmv6. How would you rate the cultural values and norms of people in your neighbor-
hood/town (relative to your own values and norms)

1. Highly
disagree-

able

2.
Somewhat
disagree-

able

3. Neither
agreeable
nor dis-

agreeable

4.
Somewhat
agreeable

5. Highly
agreeable

Qmv6a. Approximately what percentage of their income do households on average spend
on combined state and local income, sales and property taxes where you currently reside?

%
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We will next describe a set of different events or circumstances and would like you to
think of how these may change your moving plans over the next two years. [Randomize into
2 groups with group 1 answering Cases 1,3,4,6, group 2 answering Cases 1,2,3,5]

Case 1. Suppose that you [and your household] were offered a few different opportunities
to move over the next two years, and you had to decide whether to take any of the offers or
to continue living at your current location. The offers to move are contingent on you staying
there for at least 3 years. Note that in some scenarios the conditions in your current location
(such as household income and the crime rate) may change as well. [if own; Assume that, if
you were to move, you would be able to sell your current primary residence today and pay
off your outstanding mortgage (if you have one)]. Neighborhood A represents your current
location.

In each of the 4 scenarios below, you will be shown three locations to live in where each
is characterized by:

Distance between this location and your current location
The crime rate in the area compared to the current crime rate in the area you live today
Your household’s income prospects compared to your current income

Suppose that the locations are otherwise identical in all other aspects to your
current location, including the cost of housing.

In each scenario, you are given a choice among three neighborhoods and you will be asked
for the percent chance (or chances out of 100) of choosing each.

What is the percent chance that you choose to live in each neighborhood?
The chance of each alternative should be a number between 0 and 100 and the chances

given to the three alternatives should add up to 100.

Scenario 1

Neighborhood Distance
(miles) from
current
location

Crime rate
compared to
current crime
rate

Household income
compared to current
income

A (not move) 0 same same
B 500 double 20% higher
C 1000 half 10% higher

What is the percent chance that you choose to live in each neighborhood?
[answers need to add to 100]

A percent chance
B percent chance
C percent chance

Scenario 2
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Neighborhood Distance
(miles) from
current
location

Crime rate
compared to
current crime
rate

Household income
compared to current
income

A (not move) 0 same same
B 500 same 5% higher
C 500 half same

What is the percent chance that you choose to live in each neighborhood?
[answers need to add to 100]

A percent chance
B percent chance
C percent chance

Scenario 3

Neighborhood Distance
(miles) from
current
location

Crime rate
compared to
current crime
rate

Household income
compared to current
income

A (not move) 0 same 15% lower
B 500 half 10% lower
C 1000 double 5% higher

What is the percent chance that you choose to live in each neighborhood?
[answers need to add to 100]

A percent chance
B percent chance
C percent chance

Scenario 4

Neighborhood Distance
(miles) from
current
location

Crime rate
compared to
current crime
rate

Household income
compared to current
income

A (not move) 0 same 20% lower
B 500 half same
C 1000 half 5% higher

What is the percent chance that you choose to live in each neighborhood?
[answers need to add to 100]

A percent chance
B percent chance
C percent chance
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Case 2. Suppose again that you [and your household] were offered a few different
opportunities to move over the next two years, and you had to decide whether to take any
of the offers or to continue living at your current location. The offers to move are contingent
on you staying there for at least 3 years. Note that in some scenarios the conditions in your
current location (such as household income) may change as well. [if own; Assume that, if
you were to move, you would be able to sell your current primary residence today and pay
off your outstanding mortgage (if you have one)]. Neighborhood A represents your current
location.
In each of the 4 scenarios below, you will be shown three locations to live in where each is
characterized by:

Distance from your current location
A subsidy to cover your costs of moving to new location
Your household’s income prospects

Suppose that the locations are otherwise identical in all other aspects to your
current location, including the cost of housing.

In each scenario, you are given a choice among three neighborhoods and you will be asked
for the percent chance (or chances out of 100) of choosing each.

What is the percent chance that you choose to live in each neighborhood?
The chance of each alternative should be a number between 0 and 100 and the chances

given to the three alternatives should add up to 100.

Scenario 1

Neighborhood Distance
(miles) from
current
location

“Box and
Truck”
moving costs

Household income
compared to current
income

A (not move) 0 $0 same
B 500 $10,000 20% higher
C 1000 $15,000 20% higher

What is the percent chance that you choose to live in each neighborhood?
[answers need to add to 100]

A percent chance
B percent chance
C percent chance

Scenario 2
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Neighborhood Distance
(miles) from
current
location

“Box and
Truck”
moving costs

Household income
compared to current
income

A (not move) 0 $0 same
B 500 $15,000 same
C 1000 $15,000 10% higher

What is the percent chance that you choose to live in each neighborhood?
[answers need to add to 100]

A percent chance
B percent chance
C percent chance

Scenario 3

Neighborhood Distance
(miles) from
current
location

“Box and
Truck”
moving costs

Household income
compared to current
income

A (not move) 0 $0 same
B 500 $15,000 15% higher
C 300 $10,000 5% higher

What is the percent chance that you choose to live in each neighborhood?
[answers need to add to 100]

A percent chance
B percent chance
C percent chance

Scenario 4

Neighborhood Distance
(miles) from
current
location

“Box and
Truck”
moving costs

Household income
compared to current
income

A (not move) 0 $0 same
B 500 $30,000 30% higher
C 1000 $10,000 10% higher

What is the percent chance that you choose to live in each neighborhood?
[answers need to add to 100]

A percent chance
B percent chance
C percent chance
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Case 3. Suppose again that you [and your household] were offered a few different
opportunities to move over the next two years, and you had to decide whether to take any
of the offers or to continue living at your current location. The offers to move are contingent
on you staying there for at least 3 years. Note that in some scenarios the conditions in
your current location (such as household income and whether your family and friends live
nearby) may change as well (for example because you or your family and friends move to a
different location). [if own; Assume that, if you were to move, you would be able to sell your
current primary residence today and pay off your outstanding mortgage (if you have one)].
Neighborhood A represents your current location.
In each of the 4 scenarios below, you will be shown three locations to live in where each is
characterized by:

Distance from your current location
Family and friends live nearby this location
Your household’s income prospects

Suppose that the locations are otherwise identical in all other aspects to your
current location, including the cost of housing.

In each scenario, you are given a choice among three neighborhoods and you will be asked
for the percent chance (or chances out of 100) of choosing each.

What is the percent chance that you choose to live in each neighborhood?
The chance of each alternative should be a number between 0 and 100 and the chances

given to the three alternatives should add up to 100.

Scenario 1

Neighborhood Distance
(miles) from
current
location

Family and
friends live in
this location

Household income
compared to current
income

A (not move) 0 No 10% lower
B 1000 Yes same
C 1000 No 10% higher

What is the percent chance that you choose to live in each neighborhood?
[answers need to add to 100]

A percent chance
B percent chance
C percent chance

Scenario 2
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Neighborhood Distance
(miles) from
current
location

Family and
friends live in
this location

Household income
compared to current
income

A (not move) 0 Yes 10% lower
B 500 Yes 50% higher
C 100 No 20% higher

What is the percent chance that you choose to live in each neighborhood?
[answers need to add to 100]

A percent chance
B percent chance
C percent chance

Scenario 3

Neighborhood Distance
(miles) from
current
location

Family and
friends live in
this location

Household income
compared to current
income

A (not move) 0 No 5% lower
B 250 Yes 10% higher
C 10 Yes 20% lower

What is the percent chance that you choose to live in each neighborhood?
[answers need to add to 100]

A percent chance
B percent chance
C percent chance

Scenario 4

Neighborhood Distance
(miles) from
current
location

Family and
friends live in
this location

Household income
compared to current
income

A (not move) 0 Yes 15% lower
B 350 Yes same
C 500 No 100% higher (i.e.

double)

What is the percent chance that you choose to live in each neighborhood?
[answers need to add to 100]

A percent chance
B percent chance
C percent chance
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Case 4. Suppose again that you [and your household] were offered a few different op-
portunities to move over the next two years, and you had to decide whether to take any of
the offers or to continue living at your current location. The offers to move are contingent
on you staying there for at least 3 years. Note that in some scenarios the conditions in your
current location (such as household income or cultural values and norms in your neighbor-
hood/town) may change as well. [if own; Assume that, if you were to move, you would be
able to sell your current primary residence today and pay off your outstanding mortgage (if
you have one)]. Neighborhood A represents your current location.

In each of the 4 scenarios below, you will be shown three locations to live in where each
is characterized by:

Distance from your current location
Cultural values and norms
Cost of housing

Suppose that the locations are otherwise identical in all other aspects to your
current location, except that in addition to the differences shown below both
neighborhood B and C your household income will be 10% higher than your
current income.

In each scenario, you are given a choice among three neighborhoods and you will be asked
for the percent chance (or chances out of 100) of choosing each.

What is the percent chance that you choose to live in each neighborhood?
The chance of each alternative should be a number between 0 and 100 and the chances

given to the three alternatives should add up to 100.

Scenario 1

Neighborhood Distance
(miles) from
current
location

Cultural
values and
norms
compared to
current neigh-
borhood/town

Housing costs
compared to current
location

A (not move) 0 same same
B 500 more agreeable

to my values
10% lower

C 500 same 20% lower

What is the percent chance that you choose to live in each neighborhood?
[answers need to add to 100]

A percent chance
B percent chance
C percent chance

Scenario 2
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Neighborhood Distance
(miles) from
current
location

Cultural
values and
norms
compared to
current neigh-
borhood/town

Housing costs
compared to current
location

A (not move) 0 same same
B 500 more agreeable

to my values
10% lower

C 1000 same 30% higher

What is the percent chance that you choose to live in each neighborhood?
[answers need to add to 100]

A percent chance
B percent chance
C percent chance

Scenario 3

Neighborhood Distance
(miles) from
current
location

Cultural
values and
norms
compared to
current neigh-
borhood/town

Housing costs
compared to current
location

A (not move) 0 same same
B 600 more agreeable

to my values
50% lower

C 500 less agreeable to
my values

same

What is the percent chance that you choose to live in each neighborhood?
[answers need to add to 100]

A percent chance
B percent chance
C percent chance

Scenario 4
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Neighborhood Distance
(miles) from
current
location

Cultural
values and
norms
compared to
current neigh-
borhood/town

Housing costs
compared to current
location

A (not move) 0 same same
B 500 less agreeable to

my values
20% lower

C 300 more agreeable
to my values

10% higher

What is the percent chance that you choose to live in each neighborhood?
[answers need to add to 100]

A percent chance
B percent chance
C percent chance

Case 5. Suppose again that you [and your household] were offered a few different op-
portunities to move over the next two years, and you had to decide whether to take any of
the offers or to continue living at your current location. The offers to move are contingent
on you staying there for at least 3 years. Note that in some scenarios the conditions in your
current location (such as household income) may change as well. [if own; Assume that, if
you were to move, you would be able to sell your current primary residence today and pay
off your outstanding mortgage (if you have one)]. Neighborhood A represents your current
location.

In each of the 4 scenarios below, you will be shown three locations to live in where each
is characterized by:

Your household’s income prospects
Home size
Your costs of moving to new location

Suppose that the locations are otherwise identical in all other aspects to your
current location, and assume that neighborhoods B and C are both about 250
miles away your current location.

In each scenario, you are given a choice among three neighborhoods and you will be asked
for the percent chance (or chances out of 100) of choosing each.

What is the percent chance that you choose to live in each neighborhood?
The chance of each alternative should be a number between 0 and 100 and the chances

given to the three alternatives should add up to 100.
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Scenario 1

Neighborhood Houshold
income
compared to
current
income

Home size (sq
ft) compared
to current
dwelling

“Box and truck”
moving costs

A (not move) same same $0
B 8% higher 500 smaller $2,000
C 8% lower 1000 larger $10,000

What is the percent chance that you choose to live in each neighborhood?
[answers need to add to 100]

A percent chance
B percent chance
C percent chance

Scenario 2

Neighborhood Houshold
income
compared to
current
income

Home size (sq
ft) compared
to current
dwelling

“Box and truck”
moving costs

A (not move) same same $0
B 2% higher 500 smaller $2,000
C 12% higher 500 smaller $10,000

What is the percent chance that you choose to live in each neighborhood?
[answers need to add to 100]

A percent chance
B percent chance
C percent chance

Scenario 3

Neighborhood Houshold
income
compared to
current
income

Home size (sq
ft) compared
to current
dwelling

“Box and truck”
moving costs

A (not move) same same $0
B 10% higher 1000 larger $15,000
C 10% higher 500 larger $4,000

What is the percent chance that you choose to live in each neighborhood?
[answers need to add to 100]

A percent chance
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B percent chance
C percent chance

Scenario 4

Neighborhood Houshold
income
compared to
current
income

Home size (sq
ft) compared
to current
dwelling

“Box and truck”
moving costs

A (not move) same same $0
B 8% higher 200 smaller $6,000
C 8% lower 100 larger $6,000

What is the percent chance that you choose to live in each neighborhood?
[answers need to add to 100]

A percent chance
B percent chance
C percent chance

Case 6. Suppose again that you [and your household] were offered a few different op-
portunities to move over the next two years, and you had to decide whether to take any of
the offers or to continue living at your current location. The offers to move are contingent
on you staying there for at least 3 years. Note that in some scenarios the conditions in your
current location (such as household income and state and local tax rates) may change as well.
[if own; Assume that, if you were to move, you would be able to sell your current primary
residence today and pay off your outstanding mortgage (if you have one)]. Neighborhood A
represents your current location.

In each of the 4 scenarios below, you will be shown three locations to live in where each
is characterized by:

Distance from current location
State & local income, sales, and property taxes (as a percentage of income) compared to

current location
Your household’s income prospects

Suppose that the locations are otherwise identical in all other aspects to your
current location.

In each scenario, you are given a choice among three neighborhoods and you will be asked
for the percent chance (or chances out of 100) of choosing each.

What is the percent chance that you choose to live in each neighborhood?
The chance of each alternative should be a number between 0 and 100 and the chances

given to the three alternatives should add up to 100.

83



Scenario 1

Neighborhood Distance
(miles) from
current
location

State & local
tax rate
compared to
current rate

Before-tax household
income compared to
current income

A (not move) 0 5 percent higher same
B 150 same 10% higher
C 250 same 10% lower

What is the percent chance that you choose to live in each neighborhood?
[answers need to add to 100]

A percent chance
B percent chance
C percent chance

Scenario 2

Neighborhood Distance
(miles) from
current
location

State & local
tax rate
compared to
current rate

Before-tax household
income compared to
current income

A (not move) 0 same same
B 150 5 percent lower same
C 550 5 percent lower 10% higher

What is the percent chance that you choose to live in each neighborhood?
[answers need to add to 100]

A percent chance
B percent chance
C percent chance

Scenario 3

Neighborhood Distance
(miles) from
current
location

State & local
tax rate
compared to
current rate

Before-tax household
income compared to
current income

A (not move) 0 same same
B 250 10 percent

higher
15% higher

C 300 same 5% higher

What is the percent chance that you choose to live in each neighborhood?
[answers need to add to 100]

A percent chance
B percent chance
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C percent chance

Scenario 4

Neighborhood Distance
(miles) from
current
location

State & local
tax rate
compared to
current rate

Before-tax household
income compared to
current income

A (not move) 0 same same
B 550 5 percent lower 10% higher
C 100 5 percent higher 10% higher

What is the percent chance that you choose to live in each neighborhood?
[answers need to add to 100]

A percent chance
B percent chance
C percent chance
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