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Abstract
This chapter explores the various channels in which happiness and migration are related. Happiness may be important in the decision to migrate, but migration may also affect happiness, and specifically the happiness of the migrants, the natives in the destination and non-migrants back home. Existing literature indicates that migration increases the happiness of the migrants but migrants are generally less happy than natives in the destination. There is considerable heterogeneity documented in the happiness of migrants across origin and destination countries and in migration duration. Despite a recent surge in work on the topic, several unexplored areas of research remain. 
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1. Introduction
In the migration decision, agents compare the utility they expect to gain from moving to an alternative location with the utility they get from staying at home. Certainly, many factors influence the migration decision, including income differentials, migration costs, amenities, immigration restrictions, political circumstances, macroeconomic conditions and demographic structure (as discussed in the MIGRATION, ETHNICITY AND ECONOMIC INTEGRATION and MIGRATION DECISION chapters). Imbedded in the utility function of possible migrants is the perceived level of happiness in a new destination relative to their origin, indicating that happiness may be an important factor in the decision to migrate. In addition, migrants may be inherently different in the amount of happiness they have, compared to non-migrants back home and natives in the destination. Migrants may also affect the happiness of natives in the destination. This chapter explores the various channels in which happiness and migration are related, in regards to both international and internal migration.  
To date, the relationship between migration and happiness is relatively unexplored in the literature, and in particular the economics literature. In fact, the majority of research on the issue is done by sociologists and psychologists.  However, the subject of happiness more generally has garnered the attention of economists within the last decade, with most of the attention going to the study of happiness and income. Many social scientists believe standard measures of income do not appropriately capture the happiness of individuals. Thus, increases in income are not necessarily accompanied by increases in happiness, which is known as the Easterlin paradox. As a result, the relationship between happiness and income is unclear. Since income is a driving force in economic migrants (i.e., those migrating for work purposes), isolating the relationship between happiness and migration is non-trivial.  In addition, the direction of causation is unclear: it is plausible that happiness drives migration, but it is also possible that migration changes the happiness of the migrant.   
The primary goal of this chapter is to encourage more research on the topic by providing the necessary background information on the topic and by pointing out several areas of research for future work. The chapter is organized as follows. First, a detailed discussion of data availability and measurement issues related to the topic of migration and happiness is provided in Section 2. Section 3 summarizes recent work on the Easterlin paradox and discusses how it complicates the study of migration and happiness. In Section 4, we provide a simple theoretical framework that highlights the main issues surrounding migration and happiness. Section 5 reviews the literature that studies various aspects of international migration and happiness, while Section 6 focuses on internal migration. Section 7 concludes by providing several unexplored areas of research on the topic of migration and happiness.

2. Data and Measurement

Using subjective measures of happiness as a proxy for utility is still approached with skepticism by some researchers. Subjective well-being (or happiness data) are individually self-reported and, unlike most data used by economists, are subjective.[endnoteRef:2] Any two people who seem outwardly similar, when ranking their own happiness, may differ in the way they determine a response. Thus, interpersonal comparisons of happiness indices are difficult to interpret (Di Tella and MacCulloch, 2006). This is compounded by comparing subjective well-being measures across countries, which is further complicated by language and cultural differences. Changes in well-being over time (within a country) may also be associated with changes in objective factors.   [2:  For the purpose of this chapter, the use of the terms happiness and subjective well-being are used interchangeably.] 

While there are notable shortcomings with using happiness data, several prominent studies have built credibility to the practice of using well-being measures across countries and time, including Easterlin (1974), Frey and Stutzer (2002),  Layard (2005), Kahneman and Krueger (2006), Helliwell (2007), and Stevenson and Wolfers (2008, 2009). As a result, economists have been more willing to accept happiness measures as reasonable estimates of well-being (or utility) in recent years. In fact, there has been an explosion of research on the topic of happiness by economists in the 2000s (Kahneman and Krueger, 2006; Clark et al., 2008). 
The most comprehensive dataset for subjective well-being or happiness data is the World Values Survey.[endnoteRef:3] The World Values Survey has interviewed between 1000 and 2000 people per country in a large cross-section of countries over five waves between 1981 and 2008. There are two commonly-used measures for subjective well-being: satisfaction with life and happiness. Typically, the survey questions related to life satisfaction are as follows: “How satisfied are you with your life, all things considered?” with the answer being on a zero to ten integer scale in the World Values Survey.  The question about happiness is: “Taking all things together, would you say you are: 1) very happy, 2) quite happy, 3) not very happy, or 4) not at all happy.”  There is no clear pattern in the literature about the use of the happiness indices instead of the life satisfaction measures. The two indices are highly correlated, and many authors report that their results are almost identical across the two different measures. Thus, there are no obvious advantages of using one measure over the other.  [3:  http://www.worldvaluessurvey.org/] 

Unfortunately, the World Values Survey does not contain detailed migration histories. There is a small subset of respondents that live in a country different from their birth country (5.5% of the 2006 sample); however, the World Values Survey reports only their region of birth (i.e., not their country of birth) and a broad range of entry years (instead of the specific year of entry). As a result, using the survey to analyze migration at the individual level is difficult, although some migration information can be gleaned from the data. The World Values Survey can be used to analyze macro-level issues related to migration by attaching aggregate migration data (such as immigration or emigration rates) to it.  
There are several other datasets that incorporate both happiness and migration information, with the majority of the surveys being country-specific. For example, the British Household Panel Survey and German Socio-Economic Panel Study are two commonly-used datasets in the happiness literature that contain detailed migration information for immigrants in those countries. In addition, the European Social Survey is a relatively new survey (available since 2003) that offers specific migration information for immigrants in approximately 30 European countries, including year of entry, country of birth and country of parents birth. Table 1 presents a list of the datasets used by studies referenced in this chapter.[endnoteRef:4],[endnoteRef:5] All of the datasets are micro-level datasets (i.e., at the individual level).  However, several surveys, and in particular the World Values Survey and the European Social Survey, can be aggregated using weights provided by the dataset. Of the datasets listed in Table 1, only the German Socio-Economic Panel Study and the Swedish Young Adult Panel Study are longitudinal. The former tracks the happiness of intra-German migrants over time (but does not track other international migrants in Germany), and the latter measures the happiness of internal Swedish migrants before and after migration.  [4:  This list is not meant to be exhaustive, but shows the variety of databases available as of January 2012.
]  [5:  For a complete list of databases that include various measures of happiness, we refer the reader to: 

http://worlddatabaseofhappiness.eur.nl/
] 

One of the most significant problems in studying the relationship between happiness and migration using the cross-sectional data typically available for those studying immigration is endogeneity. Economic theory does not provide insight into the direction of causation. Does happiness cause (or inhibit) migration, or does migration affect happiness? The small amount of empirical evidence on the topic does not provide a definitive answer so far. Endogeneity may originate from the individual characteristics of the migrant and/or from unobserved events in the origin or destination country or region. Advanced econometric techniques such as the Instrumental Variable (IV) methods[endnoteRef:6] or selection models, or simpler methods of lagging independent variables and including fixed effects, can mitigate these issues.  [6:  Finding an instrument for the decision to migrate is very complicated, and none have been identified to 

date, but more work remains to be done on this issue. 
] 

The selection issues related to the migration decision are well-documented, beginning with the work of Borjas (1987). Both internal and international migrants are different from non-migrants in important ways, and these differences can skew empirical findings if not appropriately accounted for. In the context of happiness and migration, a positive correlation between migration and happiness could be primarily due to a positive selection bias, that is, perhaps migrants are happier than non-migrants.  (The reverse could also be true – perhaps migrants are less happy than migrants, leading to negative selection bias). Or perhaps migrants are different in unobserved ways, such as the amount of optimism they have. Migrants may be more optimistic about life in general and the possibilities that exist outside of their country (Polgreen and Simpson, 2011; Switek, 2011). The unobserved level of optimism among migrants could drive the migration-happiness relationship. Again, econometric techniques such as the Heckman selection model can be applied in this setting to control for any selection bias in the micro-level data. The degree of selection bias in these datasets likely varies across different types of immigrants, and should be taken into account.     
When analyzing the causes and effects of migration, it is critical to carefully define the reference group that the migrant is being compared to. Failure to do so can distort or misguide the empirical findings. This is especially true when studying the happiness of migrants, as documented in Clark et al. (2008), Bartram (2010), and Akay et al. (2012). For example, the migrant could be more happy than those left behind but less happy than natives in the destination. The relative happiness of the migrant depends on who they are comparing themselves to, and the researcher needs to sort out these effects. 
Alternatively, the researcher may want to compare the happiness of different migrants in the same destination. The answer to how happy (or unhappy) migrants are will crucially depend on the reference group.  An equally important dimension in the migration decision is duration, which may also be endogenous. If we are comparing the happiness of migrants to that of natives, the conclusions could be quite different depending on how long the migrant has been in the destination. Other selection issues arise since the degree of heterogeneity among migrants in the destination may vary with the duration of the migration experience. The difference in the happiness of migrants and those left behind may also depend on the duration of the migration, as Bartram (2010) speculates. 
Some of these issues have been addressed in the existing literature on happiness and migration (summarized below), but more work needs to be done so that we can be confident that accurate depictions of the migration-happiness relationship are reported.


3. The Income-Happiness Relationship: The Easterlin Paradox
The relationship between income and happiness is central to the study of happiness and migration since income is often cited as an important determinant of migration. In fact, some measure of income in the origin and/or destination is included in almost every model of migration (Simpson and Sparber, 2010). In his seminal work on the topic, Easterlin (1974) finds that increases in real GDP are not accompanied by increases in happiness over time within a country.[endnoteRef:7] In fact, income only seems to have a large effect on happiness up until the point that basic needs are satisfied, suggesting a threshold effect. However, at a point in time within a country, people with higher incomes are happier, with larger effects in developing countries than developed countries (Clark et al., 2008). As it stands now, there is little debate about the positive income-happiness relationship within a country at a point in time. The debate focuses on the paradox of why happiness does not increase over time as a country grows (in per capita income terms) and why rich countries are not universally happier than poor countries.   [7:  In fact, Easterlin received the IZA Prize for Labor Economics 2009 for his contributions in happiness research. For a nice collection of his recent work, refer to Easterlin (2010). ] 

Support to the Easterlin paradox is based on the notion that standard measures of income do not accurately capture the well-being or quality of life for individuals living in a given country (Layard, 1980; Oswald, 1997; Eckersley, 2000; Frey and Stutzer, 2002; Di Tella et al., 2003; Blanchflower and Oswald, 2004; Graham, 2005). Since the 1970s, income in the U.S. has been rising, but happiness has not (Graham, 2005). Happiness for women in developed countries has actually been falling since the 1970s, even though their income has increased compared to men (Stevenson and Wolfers, 2009).   
 Recently, the Easterlin paradox has been put to the test. Stevenson and Wolfers (2008), using multiple rich datasets, find a robust positive relationship between per capita GDP and average happiness across a large cross-section of countries, both rich and poor. These results may be driven by the fact that an individual’s place within the income distribution is more important than gross income (Layard, 1980; Easterlin, 2003; Blanchflower and Oswald, 2004; Di Tella and MacCulloch, 2006; Lee, 2006).  Furthermore, higher degrees of income inequality within a nation have been shown to lower happiness levels (Alesina et al., 2004). 
However, Easterlin and Angelescu (2010) refute the results of Stevenson and Wolfers (2008), and find that over the long-run, there is no discernible relationship between income growth and happiness (but they find some evidence of a positive relationship in the short-run). There is a renewed discussion on the issue of absolute versus relative income. Recent work suggests that increases in relative income improve happiness, but increases in absolute income do not (Clark et al., 2008; Ball and Chernova, 2008). 
	The debates about the income-happiness relationship complicate the analysis of migration and happiness since the potential migrant is comparing the utility of living abroad compared to staying at home. If richer countries are not necessarily happier than poor countries and most migrants move from poor to rich countries, the migrant has to weigh the gain in income with a nil (or even negative) effect on happiness plus the multitude of migration costs.  Additionally, the lack of a clear, positive relationship between income and happiness over time may alter the length of the migration. If happiness indicators do not respond in a systematic way to changes in income over time, this complicates the migration decision. Overall, the literature on happiness and income deliver two important conclusions that are relevant for our study of migration and happiness: to consider the role of absolute and relative income, and to identify possible dynamic effects. Conversely, further study into migration and happiness may actually help to clarify the income-happiness relationship.

4. Happiness and Migration: A Simple Theory
Most casual observers would think that happiness and migration are positively related. For voluntary migrants (which we are restricting our attention to), people should want to move to countries that are happier, all else equal. In this context, happiness is a positive determinant of migration. In light of our previous discussion, however, richer countries are not necessarily happier countries, which may lead to no relationship between happiness and migration. Going farther, migration may actually make the migrant worse off, as argued in Bartram (2010). For example, when a migrant earns more income, perhaps they adapt their expectations so that satisfaction falls with the additional income. In addition, the reference group of the migrant may change so that they desire even higher levels of income in their new environment. Migrants also face significant hurdles in their new environment, leading to lower satisfaction. Aspirations may also play a role in migration: migration may be motivated by the desire to improve one’s relative position (Easterlin, 2010; Hinte and Zimmerman, 2010). An increase in income (due to migration) may not make one happier because aspirations rise. If these effects are large enough, it is possible that migration lowers happiness. Thus, we should not presume that the relationship between happiness and migration is positive. The migration-happiness relationship will likely depend on the time period being studied, the specific migrant flow and the reference group(s). 
It is informative to start with a simple theory of migration and happiness, as outlined in Clark et al. (2008). The critical assumption is that happiness indicators provide specific information about utility and hence are good proxies for latent utility, consistent with the work of Kahneman and Sugden (2005), van Praag et al. (2003), and Akay et al. (2012). In addition, the utility function is defined in terms of reference groups by specifying income in relative terms (Clark et al., 2008; Vendrik and Woltjer, 2007). The utility function  indicates how the subutilites  are combined into final utility :
				 			          (1)
where  represents current income,  refers to some reference income, i and t denotes time. In the case of migration,  represents the average income obtained in a new location. In a one-period model, income equals consumption, such that . The specification delivered from this model assuming logarithmic utility is thus:
				   			(2)
where  are the estimated coefficients and  is an error term. The key part of this specification is the relative income term, . It is possible that migration causes a change in . Related to our discussion about adaptations, if a migrant thinks he will not achieve the average income level in the new destination, he may not migrate (even if he can still earn higher income in absolute terms). Thus, only those migrants who expect to earn the average income level or more will migrate. In addition, for those who emigrate but keep as their reference group natives back home, they are better off since they are yielding higher relative income by migrating. Thus, migrant flows consist of two different types of migrants: those who will earn more income than natives in the destination (i.e., high skilled migrants with high assimilation rates) and those who earn less than the natives in the destination but compare themselves to natives back home (i.e., low-skill migrants with very little assimilation).[endnoteRef:8] Different types of migrants may come from various locations and from different parts of the happiness distribution in each location. [8:  For a nice discussion of these issues, refer to Piore (1979). 
] 

	The theory outlined above can be applied to both international and internal migration. An important caveat is that the model defined above is static. An interesting extension of the model would be to incorporate a dynamic model of migration in this setting.[endnoteRef:9] Relatedly, the model ignores other aspects of well-being that may influence the migration decision, such as altruism or investment motives, which contribute to the dynamics. Still, the Clark et al. (2008) model provides a foundation for the various empirical approaches in the literature. In nearly all existing empirical work on the topic of happiness and migration, equation (2) represents the primary empirical strategy, using indicators of happiness or subjective well-being as the dependent variable.  [9:  In a new paper, Popova and Otrachshenko (2011) develop a simple, two-period model of intended
 
migration and life satisfaction. 
] 

	
5. Empirical Findings: International Migration
We start broadly by reviewing the research that analyzes aggregate happiness indicators and migration rates.  We then turn to the micro-level studies that investigate the relationship between happiness indicators and international migration decisions at the individual-level.
Using data from the 2002 Eurobarometer surveys, Blanchflower et al (2007) document a strong negative correlation between the propensity to migrate and life satisfaction measures. They find that Eastern European migrants, who have low reported levels of life satisfaction, have higher migration rates to the United Kingdom. In fact, the life satisfaction measures are more highly correlated with migration rates than unemployment and employment rates.  
Polgreen and Simpson (2011) estimate the relationship between happiness and migration at the macro-level. Following the literature on income and happiness, they use data from the World Value Survey (1981-2004) to produce average happiness levels for countries over time and then attach migration data (from three different sources) to the macro-level happiness indicators.  They discover a U-shaped relationship between the happiness of the source country and emigration rates. Importantly, they control for income and income growth in order to isolate the relationship between migration and happiness. Their results suggest that there is a threshold effect: unhappy countries have high emigration rates but those rates fall as happiness rises.  Beyond a certain level of happiness, emigration rates rise in happiness. They are not able to address the direction of causality with the data nor can they account for the role of immigration policy. Still, their work represents a starting point for future projects on the macroeconomic relationship between migration and happiness.  
Turning to the micro-level studies, there are several studies in the sociology literature that investigate the happiness of international migrants.  The first set of studies compares the happiness of various migrant groups within one country. Amit (2010, 2011) and Amit and Litwin (2010) compare the well-being of different immigrant groups in Israel in 2007. They find that high-skilled immigrants from Europe are more satisfied with their lives in Israel than high-skilled immigrants from the Former Soviet Union and low-skilled immigrants from Ethiopia. Thus, immigrants from different source countries living in the same country can have significantly different levels of happiness, which could be attributed to social integration, how immigrants identify themselves and various motives for immigration, according to Amit (2011). 
Another line of research in the sociology literature indicates that migrants are less happy than natives. Using data from the European Social Survey, Bălţătescu (2005) discovers that in 12 of 13 Western European countries, immigrants report lower subjective well-being than natives (however, the differences are not always significant due to small sample sizes). Similarly, Bălţătescu (2007) finds that Eastern European immigrants, many of whom are recent immigrants, are significantly less happy than natives in some Western European countries. In this case, it seems as if the happiness of the immigrant’s country of origin (or in this case, unhappiness) is driving the results since Eastern Europeans rank among the lowest in international rankings of happiness. In fact, Bălţătescu (2005) discusses how the ethnic origin of immigrants is likely determining their level of subjective well-being. Perhaps the most interesting finding is that migrants are more satisfied with societal and political conditions in the host country than natives despite being less satisfied overall, suggesting that they are positively comparing their situation abroad with the situation back home. 
Safi (2010) uses the same data as Bălţătescu (2005, 2007) and confirms the finding that immigrants in Western European countries are less satisfied than natives, but also documents that both first- and second- generation are less happy than natives. This result is robust to controlling for a large set of demographic differences. Somewhat surprising is that second-generation immigrants are less happy than first-generation immigrants, suggesting that assimilation is not improving immigrant happiness over time. Even after 20 years in the host country, immigrants are still less satisfied than natives (Safi, 2010), illustrating the long-lasting effects of immigration on happiness and suggesting (perhaps surprisingly) that the difference between the happiness of migrants and natives does not disappear over time.  
Using the same data from the European Social Survey, Senik (2011) uncovers similar effects of first and second-generation immigrants in France. But she also finds that French migrants living in other European countries are less happy than average European migrants. Thus, there are country-specific conditions to France that drive existing differences in international comparisons of happiness indicators. Through the use of fixed effects, Senik (2011) finds that heterogeneity in international happiness indicators are due to cultural and psychological (or mental) attitudes, in addition to circumstances (i.e., living standards, institutions, etc). In fact, her “epidemiological” results highlight the extent to which the happiness of migrants depends on the typical happiness level of people living in their home country.  
Other studies support the idea that immigrants are less happy than natives for destination countries outside of Europe. Using data from the World Values Survey, Bartram (2011) finds that immigrants in the US are less happy than US natives, even after controlling for demographic, economic and personal factors. He finds a strong, positive relationship between income and happiness for immigrants in the US, and this effect is larger than the general US population. His findings support the work of Amit (2010, 2011) and Senik (2011) by documenting significant differences in the happiness of immigrants from different source countries. This line of research is quite promising and indicates there are many interesting comparisons to be made among immigrants and natives, and among different types of immigrants in the same destination. 
Those who intend to migrate may be different (in terms of subjective well-being) than those who have no intentions to migrate. Graham and Markowitz (2011), using data from the Latinobarometro, find that intended migrants in Latin America are less happy than those who do not intend to migrate to the US and Spain. Their results suggest that unhappiness may be an important driver of migration indicating that immigrants are perhaps “frustrated achievers.” Recent work by Popova and Otrachshenko (2011) confirm this finding using 2008 data from the Eurobarometer. They find that people dissatisfied with their lives have a higher intention to migrate both permanently and temporarily (in Europe). The unique feature of the intent data is that it mitigates the endogeneity issue since the migration has not actually occurred at the time of survey.
Not only does immigration affect the happiness of the intended or actual immigrant, but it can have effects on the family back home.  Borraz et al. (2008) analyze the families of Ecuadorian immigrants in 2006 using a unique dataset, the Discrimination and Economic Outcomes Survey produced by the Inter-American Development Bank. In a thorough econometric framework that accounts for endogeneity, Borraz et al. (2008) find that families in Ecuador with “close” migrants (parents, children and spouses) are less happy than families without close migrants. Thus, emigration causes the happiness of the family left behind to decline (which nicely adds to the discussion in FAMILY LEFT BEHIND chapter). Interestingly, remittances (money received from the migrant abroad) do not increase the happiness of the family left behind and hence do not compensate the family for the absence of loved ones due to emigration.
In any serious discussion of international migration, it would be remiss not to mention immigration policy.  In most countries, the debate about immigration focuses on the effects immigrants have on natives, but very little is currently documented in terms of the impact immigrants have on the happiness of natives.  Bartram (2010) emphasizes the importance of understanding the migration-happiness relationship when setting immigration policy. He argues that perhaps immigration policy could be set to attract certain type of migrants that benefit the most from migration (in terms of happiness).  Conversely, some immigrants are less happy as a result migration and perhaps policy could be set to dissuade them from migrating initially or for enticing them to go back home. Empirical support for these arguments does not currently exist, but they are worth pursuing in the future.
The literature on international migration to date provides convincing evidence that migrants tend to be less happy than natives in the destination country and that the happiness of the migrant depends on the country of origin. In fact, there is considerable heterogeneity in migrants with respect to their happiness levels, and that varies with their country of origin, the destination country and the length of their migration experience. In addition, at the macro-level, the relationship between migration and happiness seems to be non-linear, which is likely due to the complex income-happiness relationship.  More work remains in terms of more broadly understanding the relationship between international migration and happiness, especially as it pertains to immigration policy.   

6. Empirical Findings: Internal Migration
We next summarize the empirical literature on internal migration and happiness. We start with discussing a series of papers that focus on the East-to-West German migration after the fall of the Berlin Wall. It makes for an interesting case study since happiness data are available before and after the fall (via the German Socio-Economic Panel Study). Given that East and West Germany were two separate countries prior to reunification, this migrant flow has characteristics that are analogous to international migration. 
Frijters et al. (2004) are the first to study the relationship between income and happiness for East Germans following reunification. While the study does not directly address migration, the panel data allows them to follow East Germans over time. Frijters et al. (2004) find that reunification, by significantly increasing income in East Germany, leads to an increase in the levels of life satisfaction reported by East Germans. In fact, they document a convergence in happiness indicators between East and West Germany in the time following the collapse of the wall. Their paper suggests that increases in absolute income have significant effects on life satisfaction, contradicting the Easterlin paradox. Easterlin and Plagnol (2008) challenge this assertion: using the same data, they find evidence that increases in relative income matter more for the increase in the life satisfaction of East Germans than increases in absolute income, and especially in recent years. Most relevant for this discussion are their findings about foreigners in East and West Germany: foreigners, and most noticeably Turkish foreigners, experience significant declines in life satisfaction following reunification due to deteriorating employment conditions and income dissatisfaction. This finding is consistent with the work of Amit (2010, 2011), Amit and Litwin (2010), and Bălţătescu (2005, 2007), indicating that the happiness of migrants in a specific destination country varies with the country of origin.   
Recently, Melzer (2011) uses the same German dataset but instead focuses on East German migrants to West Germany following reunification. She takes advantage of the longitudinal nature of the German data to isolate the effects of migration on happiness after the migration and controls for the selection bias in the data through the use of fixed effects. Melzer (2011) finds that the happiness of East German migrants increases as a result of the migration, and this improvement in happiness is robust to controlling for individual and regional differences. Melzer (2011) documents that the beneficial effects from migration are felt for several years, however, once the improving labor market conditions in West Germany are controlled for, the positive effects from migration disappear (for men). 
However, the positive effect of migration on happiness (of the migrant) conflicts with early work done by De Jong et al. (2002). Using 1992 Thai data, De Jong et al. (2002) find a reduction in life satisfaction following migration for internal Thai migrants in the short run, after netting out the effects of demographics, networks and household characteristics. The majority of internal migrants in this episode were from rural to urban areas in Thailand, with the largest negative effects on temporary and one-time migrants, many of whom are seasonal.[endnoteRef:10] However, the findings of Lundholm and Malmberg (2006), Ek et al. (2008) and Switek (2011) find the reverse for internal migration in Nordic countries.  These studies document that the majority of Nordic migrants report an increase in life satisfaction as a result of internal migration. Obviously, the migration circumstances are entirely different in these episodes, but the conflicting evidence suggests that migration does not always lead to increases in happiness for the internal migrant.  [10:  De Jong et al (2002) find a positive effect of migration on happiness for longer-term migrants, however. 
] 

Perhaps the recent work of Nowok et al. (2011) reconciles some of the conflicting evidence. They use a rich longitudinal dataset that allows them to trace subjective well-being for several years before the migration to several years after the migration (for a total of ten years). Internal British migrants experience a significant reduction in happiness in the years preceding the migration. The happiness of the migrant peaks in the year of migration, and then happiness converges back to the initial level of happiness after the migration. Thus, the happiness of migrants is highest during the period of migration, which offsets the reduction in happiness experienced prior to the migration. The interesting dynamics between happiness and migration could explain the mixed empirical findings to date: perhaps researchers are measuring the level of happiness at slightly different points in time relative to the period of migration. The lags between surveys and the actual migration may be an important factor to control for when trying to pin down the migration-happiness relationship. 
A promising line of research studies rural-to-urban migration in China using national household surveys.  The sheer magnitude of these migrations, estimated at approximately 200 million people, makes this a fascinating case study. Knight and Gunatilaka (2010) attempt to reconcile the fact that rural migrants to urban areas are less happy than non-migrants in rural areas, despite earning higher incomes. Using a cross-section dataset from 2002, they argue that false information or expectations about opportunities in the city may cause happiness to be lower at the time of migration. They find evidence that the migrants’ reference group changes to that of urban residents (instead of their rural origins), causing relatively low levels of happiness. However, Knight and Gunatilaka (2010) discover that the happiness of migrants continues to rise several years after the migration. These results generally resonate with those reported above, but for different internal migrant flows.     
Recently, Akay et al. (2012) examine the relationship between relative income and subjective well-being for rural-to-urban Chinese migrants using data from the Longitudinal Survey on Rural Urban Migration in China (RUMiC).[endnoteRef:11] Consistent with previous work, Akay et al. (2012) document a critical role for reference groups when comparing subjective well-being. While the happiness of migrants is hurt by incomes of other migrants and non-migrants in rural areas, migrants benefit from higher incomes of other urban workers. Akay et al. (2012) dub this the “signal” effect: higher urban incomes indicate better income prospects. Akay et al. (2012) also document a significant amount of heterogeneity of internal Chinese migrants in terms of duration of stay, family characteristics, assimilation skills and job prospects, stressing the importance of addressing selection biases.  [11:  http://idsc.iza.org/?page=86&wid=778
] 

Obviously, the conditions for the various internal migrations around the world are entirely different. Thus, the effects on happiness from migrating internally are much more complicated than what initially appears, and many of the issues are specific to each situation. Still, the majority of evidence suggests that most internal migration corresponds to higher levels of happiness; however, sorting out the dynamic response of happiness to migration is critical in accurately measuring the happiness-migration relationship for the migrant. In doing so, perhaps the importance of of aspirations, expectations and anticipation can be better understood in the context of migration. 

7. Conclusion
Recent work on the topic of happiness and migration pinpoints a few main findings highlighted in this chapter. First, immigrants are generally less happy than natives in the destination country. Second, the happiness of immigrants within a destination country varies across countries of origin. Not surprisingly, immigrants from poorer countries have the most to gain in happiness as income rises. Third, emigration likely reduces the happiness of the family left behind. Finally, internal migration generally increases the happiness of the migrant, but the dynamic effects and the definition of reference groups are critical. 
There remains a plethora of unanswered questions on this issue. First, a comprehensive theory that links subjective well-being to the migration decision is needed, so the various channels can be sorted out. In particular, the empirical evidence described in this chapter suggests the dynamic aspects of the happiness-migration relationship need to be better understood. More theoretical foundations would help motivate empirical specifications. Second, there is currently very little done that analyzes aggregate flows of migrants and happiness, even though sufficient data exists.  At the micro-level, more analysis needs to address the inherent selection biases and endogeneity issues that are rampant in the data. Also, the degree of heterogeneity between migrants and non-migrants, and across different types of migrants, must be addressed to determine which types of migrants are the most and least happy. How migration affects the happiness of migrants varies by demographic characteristics and socioeconomic status. 
Conversely, no work to date has addressed how migrants affect the happiness of native populations in the destination. Clearly, this issue is at the heart of policy debates, and could be addressed with existing data. In fact, immigration policy, per se, must have significant effects on the happiness of migrants (before, during and after the migration), none of which has been quantified to date. It is our hope that these and many other important issues will be addressed in future work.
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Country Years Papers

International Migration:

World Values Survey Cross-section of 97 countries 1981-2005 Polgreen and Simpson (2011), Bartram (2011)

Discrimination and Economic Outcomes Survey  Ecuador 2006 Borraz et al (2008)

Latinobarometro attitudinal survey 18  Latin American countries 2004, 2006-2009 Graham &  Markowitz (2011)

2007 Ruppin survey data, Dachaf Institute

Israel 2007 Amit (2010, 2011); Amit and Litwin (2010)

European Social Survey 30 European countries 2003-2011 Bălţătescu (2005, 2007), Safi (2010), Senik (2011)

Israeli Social Survey Israel 2006 VanPraag et al (2010)

Eurobarometer 27 European countries 1974-2011 Blanchflower et al (2007), Popova and Otrachshenko (2011) 

Internal Migration:

German Socio-Economic Panel Study East & West Germany 1990-2007 Fritjers et al (2004), Easterlin and Plagnol (2008), Meltzer (2011)

Swedish Young Adult Panel Study  Sweden 1999-2009 Switek (2011)

Rural to Urban Migration in China and Indonesia (RUMICI) China 2008 Akay et al (2012)

Institute of Economics, Chinese Academy of Social Sciences China 2002 Knight and Gunatilaka (2010)

Northern Finland 1966 Birth Cohort Finland 1997-1998 Ek et al (2008)

British Household Panel Survey (BHPS) Great Britain  1996–2008 Nowak et al (2011)

National Migration Survey of Thailand Thailand 1992 DeJong et al (2002)


