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Abstract

Internal migration is an essential aspect to study labor mobility. I exploit the German
statutory minimum wage introduction in 2015 to estimate its push and pull effects on
internal migration using a 2% sample of administrative data. In a conditional fixed ef-
fects Poisson difference-in-differences framework with a continuous treatment, I find
that the minimum wage introduction leads to an increase in the out-migration of low-
skilled workers with migrant background by 25% with an increasing tendency over time
from districts where a high share of workers are subject to the minimum wage (high-bite
districts). In contrast the migration decision of native-born low-skilled workers is not
affected by the policy. However, both native-born low-skilled workers and those with
a migrant background do relocate across establishments, leaving high-bite districts as
their workplace. In addition, I find an increase for unemployed individuals with a mi-
grant background in out-migrating from high-bite districts. These results emphasize the
importance of considering the effects on geographical labor mobility when implementing
and analyzing policies that affect the determinants of internal migration. [172 words]
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1. Introduction

Internal migration is an essential part in the study of geographic labor mobility and the
resulting spatial socio-demographic distribution of the labor force. In Germany two in-
ternal migration patterns dominated shifts in the socio-demographic distribution, namely
the east-west migration after the reunification in 1990 (see, e.g., Rosenbaum-Feldbriigge,
Stawarz, and Sander (2022)) and migration across the urban-rural sphere (see, e.g., Stawarz
and Sander (2019)). Both internal migration patterns altered the socio-demographic struc-
ture, particularly in former East German rural regions, with older individuals remaining
and younger individuals leaving (Rosenbaum-Feldbriigge et al., 2022). Stawarz and Sander
(2019) also note that urbanization and subsequent sub-urbanization into economically more
prosperous regions accelerated the aforementioned socio-demographic shift in rural East
German regions, as well as in rural West German regions. Both phases of internal migration
are a result of changes in socio-economic spatial differences. Thereby, internal migration is
described as dominantly driven by economic factors such as relatively higher (expected and
short-term) regional unemployment, leading individuals to migrate out of a region — push
factor — and relatively higher (expected) regional income, leading individuals either to move
into a region or to stay in a region — pull or restraining factor (see, e.g., Bauer, Rulff, and Tam-
minga (2019); Fuchs-Schiindeln and Schiindeln (2009); Mitze and Reinkowski (2011)). Given
regional unemployment and wages to be the driving forces of internal migration poses the
question to which extent internal migration patterns shift if a policy is introduced which
possibly affects both regional unemployment and wages, namely the German statutory min-
imum wage introduction in 2015.

Minimum wages are a popular policy tool aimed at reducing poverty and economic in-
equality by increasing wages at the lower end of the wage distribution. In addition, ac-
cording to neo-classical labor market theory, minimum wages could have a negative effect

on employment, leading to rising unemployment in regions where minimum wages are in-



troduced or increased.! Monras (2019) developed a spatial model to analyze the impact of
minimum wage increases on the internal migration of low-wage workers. The study iden-
tifies two main theoretical mechanisms for migration, namely increasing regional wages as
a pull factor and increasing unemployment as a push factor for low-wage workers. In the
United States, he finds an increase in the out-migration of low-skilled workers? in states
where minimum wages are introduced or increased, which is mainly driven by increases in
regional unemployment due to minimum wage increases, i.e. the push factor dominates the
pull factor. However, the United States are a patchwork of different minimum wage laws at
the federal, state, and county level, making it difficult to compare to Germany, where a uni-
form minimum wage of 8.50 Euro was introduced in 2015. While a uniform minimum wage
equalizes regional wages of all workers who were earning below the minimum wage before
its introduction, the share of workers subject to the minimum wage can vary across regions.
In Germany, approximately 10% to 15% of workers were subject to the minimum wage in-
troduction. In rural districts® of former East Germany, up to 30% of workers were affected
by the minimum wage, compared to those working in former West Germany who were
only slightly affected.*> Given the strong regional variation at the district level in workers
subject to the minimum wage, I adapt Monras (2019) theory to a uniform minimum wage in-
troduction. I show that under a uniform minimum wage, the migration decision of workers
subject to the minimum wage is determined by regional differences in changes in unemploy-
ment rates, where relatively higher increases in regional unemployment rates induce affected
workers to move to regions with relatively lower increases in unemployment rates. Thus, in
regions where relatively more workers are subject to the minimum wage by also experienc-

ing a relatively high increase in regional unemployment rate, out-migration should increase

Tn monopsonistic and oligopsonistic labor markets, imposing minimum wages theoretically can lead to posi-
tive employment effects (see, e.g., Bhaskar, Manning, and To (2002)).

ZMonras (2019) employs low-skilled workers as a proxy group to represent workers who are subject to the
minimum wage.

3Districts refers to the NUTS-3 regional classification. Germany is organized in 400 districts.

4For reference see panel (A.1) in figure 1 in section 2.1.

5For the remainder of this paper, I will refer to regions with a high share of workers subject to the minimum
wage as high-bite regions and, correspondingly, to regions with a low share of workers subject to the mini-
mum wage as low-bite regions. The term "bite" refers to how deeply the introduction of the minimum wage
has bitten into the regional wage distribution.



more than in regions where fewer workers are subject to the minimum wage. In addition to
theory, Dustmann, Lindner, Schonberg, Umkehrer, and vom Berge (2021) found an increase
in the closure of small establishments in German high-bite municipalities® and a subsequent
increase in labor mobility from small establishments to large and more "stable" establish-
ments, which are characterized by having more than 250 employees and a low turnover rate.
Therefore, the theoretical effect on out-migration could be driven by (short-term) unemploy-
ment due to the closure of small establishments, which is not visible in aggregated annual
data, and the subsequent reallocation to corresponding large establishments located in low-
bite regions. Moreover, I show that unemployed individuals may begin to migrate from
high-bite regions when the reservation wage is lower than the minimum wage. Also, I moti-
vate by evidence from Cadena (2013) for the United States that the effect may be stronger for
individuals with migrant background than for native-born, since he found that individuals
with migrant background are more responsive to changes in labor market conditions.

To estimate the effect, I aggregate the weakly anonymized version of the Employment
Panel of Integrated Employment Histories (SIAB) (Graf et al., 2023) at the district-year level.
This allows me to measure the number of in- and out-migrants by district per year. Given
the nature of the respective variables as count variables, I employ a difference-in-differences
specification with continuous treatment, which is commonly used in the minimum wage lit-
erature (see, e.g., Card (1992)), within a conditional fixed effects Poisson model. I separately
estimate the effect of the uniform minimum wage introduction in Germany on the number
of inflows to and outflows from districts.

This paper contributes to the existing literature in several dimensions. Firstly, it provides
further evidence for the theoretical framework proposed by Monras (2019), including its
application in the context of a uniform minimum wage introduction. To provide empirical
evidence, I apply Wooldridge (2021, 2022) recent theoretical work on non-linear difference-
in-differences, which supports the application of a difference-in-differences framework in a

conditional fixed effects Poisson model. By separately estimating the treatment effects of

®As of 31.12.2021 Germany is organized in 10,994 municipalities. Municipalities are a subset of the regional
classification NUTS-3, i.e. districts.



the minimum wage introduction on the number of inflows and outflows for workers subject
to the minimum wage, it is possible to distinguish between the push and pull effects of
the policy intervention. Thus, this approach provides an appropriate way to causally study
internal migration responses to policy interventions when count data is available.

Secondly, I provide novel and detailed evidence on the effect of the introduction of the Ger-
man minimum wage in 2015 on internal migration. I find no effect on inflows, but I show
an increase in average out-migration of low-skilled workers with a migrant background and
a corresponding reallocation between establishments across districts. In contrast, I find no
internal migration effect for natives, but an increase in reallocation between establishments
across districts. Thus, this study confirms the findings of Dustmann et al. (2021) regard-
ing the increase in labor mobility across establishments and commuting out of high-bite
regions, but only for native-born workers. Therefore, I provide evidence for Germany which
supports Cadena (2013) findings for the United States, that suggest that individuals with a
migrant background respond more strongly to changes in local labor market conditions by
moving longer distances than natives. Furthermore, I discuss that the differences in migra-
tion decisions between natives and immigrants may be due to different reasons. Native-born
individuals may have stronger personal ties to their home district compared to those with a
migrant background, which could explain why the latter group may react more strongly to
changing economic conditions. Additionally, network effects among individuals with simi-
lar migrant backgrounds could contribute to the increasing tendency for outflows over time
following the introduction of a minimum wage.

Thirdly, I provide theoretical considerations and novel empirical results on the internal
migration decision of unemployed individuals in case of a uniform minimum wage intro-
duction. I find an increase in out-migration of unemployed individuals with a migrant back-
ground due to the minimum wage introduction, but with a two-years lag. However, the
reasons why unemployed individuals choose to migrate are not entirely clear. According to
theoretical considerations, unemployed individuals whose reservation wage falls below the

minimum wage after its introduction may follow the same migration patterns as workers



subject to the minimum wage. Also, unemployed individuals may also follow the migration
decision of their partners who are subject to the minimum wage and out-migrate.

The remainder is structured as follows. Section 2 theoretically motivates the effect of a uni-
form minimum wage introduction on internal migration and formulates the main research
hypotheses. Section 5 presents the main dataset, describes the main identification strategy

and analyzes and discusses respective results. Section 6 concludes.

2. Internal migration and a uniform minimum wage introduction

I start this section, by motivating possible economic channels of the minimum wage intro-
duction on internal migration by theory and former evidence in section 2.1 to section 2.3. I
conclude this chapter by providing a summary of key objectives and hypotheses relevant for

the analysis in section 2.4.

2.1. Regional labor demand and spatial reallocation of workers

To illustrate theoretical effects of the uniform minimum wage introduction in Germany in
2015 on internal migration, I adapt the theory by Monras (2019) of a corresponding effect
of non-uniform minimum wage introductions and increases on the geographical mobility of
low-wage workers. An individual’s decision to move to another region is rationally driven
by the expected utility they perceive. If the expected utility in another region exceeds the cur-
rent expected utility the individual would rationally decide to move. Monras (2019) models
a worker’s indirect utility function for each region s as a function between receiving unem-

ployment benefits or going to work as follows’.
Ve = usB? + (1 —us) (1 — 7)Pwh 1)

where u; is the regional probability of being unemployed, B are uniform unemployment

benefits, T the tax rate, p a measure of risk aversion and w; is the regional wage. Given

7 Assuming constant price levels across regions and a reservation wage of 0.



B < (1 — 7)ws, the decision to move is fully captured by spatial differences in u; and w8
Thus, the lower the unemployment rate in a region or the higher the regional wage, the
higher the indirect utility of living in this region. In contrast to Monras (2019), I analyze a
uniform minimum wage introduction, which simplifies the model to the extent that after the
introduction, spatial wages of workers affected by the minimum wage (w™" > ws) increase
and equalize across regions, such that w; = w™"_ This allows me to analyze the indifference
condition directly. For simplicity, I illustrate potential effects on internal migration in a two-
regions world where the indifference condition is Vi = V,.? An individual considers moving
from region 1 to region 2 either if regional wages in region 2 increase stronger than in region
1 or if the unemployment rate in region 1 increases stronger than in region 2 such that region
2 becomes relatively more attractive than region 1. To illustrate the effect of the minimum
wage introduction, I assume region 1 to be a high-bite region and region 2 to be a low-bite
region such that w; < wp < wy;,,. When holding unemployment rates constant, high-bite
regions become relatively more attractive, since Aw; > Aw, due to the minimum wage in-
troduction. Therefore, inflows into high-bite regions increase. However, a minimum wage
introduction can also increase the unemployment rate due to negative employment effects.
Hence, an individual living in region 1 would move to region 2 if Au; is sufficiently higher
than Au, such that the gain in utility due to increasing wages is reversed due to the increase
in the unemployment rate. Therefore, the effect on internal migration could be driven by
negative employment effects in high-bite regions induced by the introduction of the mini-
mum wage. Thus, the more workers subject to the minimum wage in a region, the greater
the potential increase in a region’s unemployment rate due to firms reducing or substituting
labor. If a region’s unemployment rate increases, regions with relatively lower increases in
unemployment rates become more attractive. As a result, workers will move out of regions

that are highly affected by the minimum wage. In addition, if a region’s labor demand is

8Unernploymen’c benefits are assumed to be lower than net wages. This makes sense since workers would not
work if unemployment benefits exceeded their respective net wages.
9This can easily be extended to 1 regions.



relatively more elastic, the effect may be stronger. '

However, significant negative aggregate employment effects of the minimum wage intro-
duction have not been reported in the literature, but a recent strand of the German minimum
wage literature shows reallocation effects of workers across establishments (Dustmann et al.,
2021; Haelbig, Mertens, & Miiller, 2023).!! For example, while not reporting average employ-
ment effects, Dustmann et al. (2021) find reallocation effects of low-wage workers between
small and "better" establishments due to the introduction of the minimum wage. Here, "bet-
ter" establishments are characterized as large and stable, i.e. with more than 250 employees
and a low turnover rate. The reported effect is mainly due to the closure of small establish-
ments located in high-bite municipalities. However, the closure of small establishments in
high-bite regions may have led to very short-term unemployment — within one year — which
is not observable in annual data, but may be perceived by workers as an increase in (short-
term) unemployment. On an annual basis, this effect may only have been observable as a
reallocation effect between establishments. This leads to a similar reasoning with respect
to the out-migration from high-bite regions, since smaller establishments close and (very)
short-term or perceived unemployment increases relatively more in high-bite regions than
in low-bite regions. Moreover, the decision to move is now also based on the location of "bet-
ter" establishments. Thus, "better" establishments may be located in more distant regions,
making commuting unfeasible and thus inducing the worker to move.'? Subsequently, mi-
gration out of high-bite regions may increase due to the closure of small establishments and
the location of "better" establishments in regions where commuting from the origin is not
feasible.

Figure 1 presents the share of workers subject to the minimum wage (A.1) and the regional

19Labor demand elasticities may differ across regions depending on the composition of firms in a region. Labor
demand may be more elastic in regions with relatively more multinational or larger firms, as these firms are
more likely to substitute labor by capital or outsource labor (see e.g. Popp (2023)) In contrast, smaller firms
are less likely to substitute or reduce labor when wages rise and vice versa. Therefore, labor demand is less
elastic in regions with a high share of smaller firms.

HBossler, Liang, and Schank (2024) found a negative employment effect for the subgroup of individuals working
in marginal employment due to the minimum wage introduction. However, I exclude marginal employed
workers from my main analysis.

12Conversely, Dustmann et al. (2021) found an increase in commuting to other municipalities. However, the
authors did not estimate a potential regional reallocation effect of affected workers.



Figure 1: Minimum wage bite and concentration of big establishments in 2014

(A.1) Workers earning below 8.50 EUR (in %) (A.2) Big establishments (per 1,000 inhab.)
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Note: Workers earning below 8.50 EUR for establishments with more than 10 employees: mean=10.84%,
sd=6.01%; Big establishments (per 1,000 inhabitants): mean=0.159, sd=0.071. Big establishments are defined
as establishments with more than 250 employees. Source: Structure of earnings survey (SES) and Regionaldatenbank
(2024a), own calculations

concentration of establishments with more than 250 employees per capita (A.2), both for the
year 2014. Comparing (A.1) and (A.2) indicates a negative spatial correlation between the
concentration of large establishments and high-bite regions. This is consistent with reallo-
cation effects as described by Dustmann et al. (2021) from high-bite districts into low-bite
districts since big establishments seem to be located mainly in low-bite districts. However,
big establishments are located more densely in former West German districts whereas high-
bite districts are mainly located in former East Germany. Therefore, this indicates that the
reallocation effect might not only increase commuting flows from high-bite districts to low-
bite districts, but also increases internal migration out of high-bite districts into low-bite
districts, since distances seem not feasible for commuting. This further supports the main
argumentation for an increase in out-migration from high-bite districts by likewise increas-

ing in-migration into low-bite districts due to the introduction of the minimum wage in



Germany in 2015.

2.2. Spatial reallocation of unemployed

By relaxing the assumption B < (1 — T)w, and allowing a reservation wage greater than
zero, one can use the indirect utility function of equation (1) to describe possible migration
patterns of unemployed individuals due to the introduction of a uniform minimum wage. In
this simple framework, unemployed individuals whose reservation wage (w"*“"”) becomes
less than ws would relocate to regions where wages exceed the current wage and the reserva-
tion wage in order to start working. In the case of a uniform minimum wage, two types of un-
employed can be distinguished. First, there is a group of unemployed where w'®? > ™"
still holds after the minimum wage is introduced, who will not start working anyway. Sec-
ond, there is a group of unemployed where w®*® > w, changes to w™™? < w™" after the
minimum wage is introduced. Since no lower bound spatial wage differentials remain af-
ter the minimum wage is introduced, these unemployed would follow a similar migration
pattern as low-wage workers, determined by regional unemployment rates and respective
labor demand elasticities, as described in section 2.1. This group is newly entering the la-
bor market and did not move prior to the introduction of the minimum wage due to wage
differentials. Thus, out-migration from high-bite regions of individuals who were unem-
ployed before the minimum wage was introduced may increase after the minimum wage

introduction similar as for low-wage workers.

2.3. Spatial reallocation of individuals with migrant background

The literature on migration shows that in the United States immigrants choose their des-
tination based on differences in regional labor market conditions, particularly in terms of
expected earnings. Cadena (2013) reports empirical evidence that individuals with short-
term migration backgrounds move longer distances and are more responsive to changes in
labor market conditions. He shows that short-term migrants working in low-wage employ-

ment tend to be more sensitive to earnings and more flexible in their location choices when



the minimum wage increases in a region. Thus, the effect on out-migration described in sec-
tion 2.1 and section 2.2 may be stronger for individuals with a migrant background than for
natives, as they are more sensitive to changes in regional labor market conditions affected by

the introduction of the minimum wage.

2.4. Key objectives

In summary, I will examine whether the introduction of a uniform minimum wage in Ger-
many in 2015 increases outflows of workers subject to the minimum wage introduction from
high-bite regions. For this purpose, I hypothesize that the outflows from high-bite regions
of respective workers increase due to a uniform minimum wage introduction, while the in-
flow to high-bite regions stays constant or even decreases. Moreover, I will exploit whether
parts of the unemployed population do also out-migrate from high-bite regions similar to
the response of low-wage workers. Finally, I will examine whether the effects are stronger

for individuals with migrant background.

3. Data and descriptive statistics

In this section, I first introduce the main data source and important steps in data prepara-
tion to reflect internal migration flows. Second, I show relevant descriptive statistics for the

internal migration flow dataset.

3.1. Data source, sample selection and data preparation

To analyze the effect of the introduction of the minimum wage on migration flows, I use
microdata on individual employment histories from the Employment Panel of Integrated
Employment Histories (SIAB) of the Institute for Employment Research (IAB) (Graf et al.,
2023).13 Tt covers the years from 1975 to 2021 and is a 2% representative sample of adminis-
trative data covering employees subject to social security contributions and the unemployed

population in Germany. It excludes civil servants and self-employed. However, it covers the

13For more information on the dataset refer to the dataset manual (Schmucker, Seth, & vom Berge, 2023).
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majority of the German labor force.!* The dataset merges spells of social security records
with spells of unemployment records from the Federal Employment Agency. Most impor-
tantly, the SIAB contains information on the district of residence of an individual and, if
employed, the district in which the individual works — geographical information is availahle
on NUTS-3 level. In order to construct a yearly panel, I use December 31 as the cut-off date
for each year, and in case of parallel spells on the cut-off date, I consider the spell with the
highest wage as the main spell for the respective observations'. I also exclude workers in
marginal employment from my main specification because it seems unlikely that such work-
ers would change their district of residence if they are marginally employed in their main
job, given the unfeasible costs of moving. However, since marginally employed workers
are likely to be strongly affected by the introduction of the minimum wage, I will use them
for sensitivity analysis. In addition, I exclude interns, working students, apprentices, family
workers, sailors, irregular workers, and (part-time) retirees, as their decision to move is un-
likely to be strongly influenced by the valuation of expected wage differentials, as they are
likely to value mainly non-pecuniary motives in their occupational choice.

Based on the micro panel, I construct an aggregate panel with the dimensions district s
and year t which includes inflows into (Inf;;) and outflows from (Out,;) a district for a

given year. Both of these variables are measured as follows.

N N
Infst = ZI [sit # Sit-1];5, or Outsy = [ZI [sif 7# Si,t+1]i,5,t] (2)
i i

t—1

To capture inflows, I first construct an indicator variable I that is 1 if an individual changes
district s between t — 1 and ¢ and 0 otherwise. Then I sum the indicator variable over all
individuals living in district s and year f. Thus, the sum reflects the number of inflows to
a district for a year. Outflows are constructed similarly, except that the indicator variable is
1 if an individual changes their district of residence between t and t + 1, and 0 otherwise.

Because of the cut-off date, the sum measures the number of outflows for the year t + 1 in

141t covers about 80% of the German labor force. For comparison see, e.g. Microcensus 2022.
151 general, I follow the data preparation procedure in the manner of Stiiber, Dauth, and Eppelsheimer (2023)
to construct a yearly panel.
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the period t. Therefore, the value calculated for year t — 1 of the outflow variable must be
considered in year . Measurement error could occur if employees report their new residence
to their employers with some delay. However, the annual structure should limit this bias.
In addition, it is not clear whether individuals report their first or second residence to the
employer, which could lead to incorrectly assign individuals to a district. However, this
would only pose a problem if individuals switched from their first to their second residence
without actually moving, which I expect to be a very rare event. To also analyze whether
workers change the district in which they work as a result of the minimum wage, I follow
the same procedure for changes in the district of the workplace. This reflects geographic
reallocation effects across establishments.

In order to examine heterogeneity according to theory, I measure inflows and outflows
based on whether individuals have a migrant background or are native-born. The SIAB
contains information on an individuals citizenship where I classify individuals with a Ger-
man citizenship as native-born and individuals with other citizenships having a migrant
background. I further distinguish between being unemployed and being employed in a
low-skilled or medium/high-skilled occupation.!® In addition, I distinguish between flows
where the distance between district centroids is greater or less than 150 km, flows within or
outside a labor market region, and flows across or within the borders of former East and West
Germany in order to analyze potential regional shifts in the regional labor force at different

geographic levels.

3.2. Descriptive statistics

Table 1 presents the sample composition in terms of age, unemployment, low-skilled em-
ployment and real daily wages of the underlying micro data separately for native-born in-
dividuals and those with a migrant background. The table also shows the averages for both
groups separately for five years before and five years after the introduction of the minimum

wage. Age is rather stable in both samples over time. Unemployment, however, decreases

16 An individual’s unemployment status or occupational skill level refers to the period before the move, i.e., the
status may change after the move. Therefore, the flows are based on the respective state in period t — 1.
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Table 1: Sample composition before and after the minimum wage introduction

Native-born Migrant Background
2010-2014 2015-2019 2010-2014 2015-2019
Mean age (in years) 41.482 42.508 38.993 38.397
Unemployment 0.115 0.090 0.274 0.260
Low-skill employment 0.289 0.300 0.480 0.542
Imputed daily wage, deflated (2015)  104.559 112.200 86.742 87.947
N 2,760,000 2,850,000 274,000 424,000

Notes: This table refers to the full micro data population after excluding marginally employed, interns, working
students, apprentices, family workers, sailors, irregular workers and (part-time) retirees. Censored (top-coded)
wages are imputed according to Stiiber et al. (2023) who follow a similar procedure as in Dustmann, Ludsteck,
and Schoénberg (2009) and Card, Heining, and Kline (2013). Source: SIAB, own calculations.
for both samples after the introduction of the minimum wage, following the general decreas-
ing trend of unemployment in Germany for the respective years. Interestingly, for native-
born, the share of low-skilled employment increases only slightly, while real daily wages
increase on average by 7.3% in the five years after the introduction of the minimum wage
compared to the five years before. In comparison, the average share of low-skilled employees
with a migrant background increased by about 6.2 percentage points after the introduction
of the minimum wage, while the real daily wage increased only marginally by about 1.4%.
The increase in the number of low-skilled employees with a migrant background could be
due to the immigration waves in 2015 and 2016, which can also be observed in the increase
in sample size of about 150,000 in the population of individuals with a migrant background.
However, this would only be a problem for identification of the treatment effects if migrants
were systematically distributed more often to high-bite regions after their arrival. The dis-
tribution mechanism of newly arrived immigrants is based on the "Konigsteiner Schliissel",
which is also used to calculate a state’s contribution to common financing in relation to the
state’s tax revenue and population size. Normally, within states, immigrants are distributed
among municipalities relative to their population size. Thus, the distribution of immigrants
should not pose a threat to the identification strategy I describe in section 4.

Table 2 presents the average number of annual inflows and outflows for relevant sub-

samples over the five years before the minimum wage was introduced, compared with the
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Table 2: Average inflows and outflows by sub-group before and after the minimum wage

introduction
Mean
2010-2014 2015-2019 A
Inflows (native-born) 41.176 38.245 -2.931
Inflows (native-born, low-skill employment) 8.693 8.527 -0.166
Inflows (native-born, unemployed) 4.646 3.918 -0.728
Inflows (migrant background) 3.955 7.590 3.635
Inflows (migrant background, low-skill employment) 1.204 2.982 1.778
Inflows (migrant background, unemployed) 0.815 1.868 1.053
Outflows (native-born) 41.178 38.170 -3.008
Outflows (native-born, low-skill employment) 8.711 8.532 -0.179
Outflows (native-born, unemployed) 4.607 3.845 -0.762
Outflows (migrant background) 3.954 7.665 3.711
Outflows (migrant background, low-skill employment) 1.185 2.978 1.793
Outflows (migrant background, unemployed) 0.853 1.942 1.089

Notes: Inflows Inf;; and outflows Outs; measure the number of individuals (given restrictions) who move into
our out of districts per year according to equation (2). Source: SIAB, own calculations

corresponding average over the five years after the minimum wage was introduced. Net
migration — inflows minus outflows — is close to zero for all sub-samples, ensuring that the
data generation process is robust to error and not biased by panel attrition in the micro sam-
ple.l” Average annual outflows decreased for native-born individuals after the minimum
wage introduction, while the decrease is close to zero for low-skilled workers. However,
the out-migration of individuals with a migrant background increased by about 93.8% after
the introduction of the minimum wage, with the out-migration of low-skilled workers and
the unemployed more than doubling. Both increases in outflows could be partly due to the
increase in sample size due to the migration waves in 2015 and 2016, and partly due to the
introduction of the minimum wage in 2015. Therefore, I will empirically test whether part of

the increase in the outflows of individuals with a migrant background is due to the introduc-

7Since inflows is a backward-looking measure while outflows is a forward-looking measure (as described in
section 3.1), slight differences occur due to individuals changing their primary citizenship between 2014
and 2015 from German to any other nationality and vice versa. For example an individual changes their
citizenship from French to German between 2014 and 2015 and moves between district 2 and b. Therefore, the
move counts as inflow to b for the native-born sub-sample and as outflow from a for the migrant background
sub-sample. Changing the citizenship only pose a threat to identification if changing the nationality would
count as additional inflow or outflow for districts b and 4, respectively, which is not the case here.
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tion of the minimum wage. For natives, it remains unclear given the negative development
of outflows. The decrease in out-migration could be driven by a decrease in out-migration in
low-bite districts, while out-migration in high-bite districts increases due to the introduction

of the minimum wage, which is not distinguishable in the aggregate data.

4. ldentification strategy

In order to estimate potential effects of the minimum wage introduction on internal migra-
tion, I make use of a difference-in-differences specification with a continuous treatment that
varies at the regional level in the manner of, for instance, Card (1992), which is widely used
in the minimum wage literature to study changes in economic outcomes due to the intro-
duction of a minimum wage. The continuous treatment variable Bite; is measured between
0 and 1 as the percentage of employees per district earning less than 8.50 Euros in the last
pre-treatment year 2014 per district, i.e., it reflects the treatment intensity by measuring how
deep the minimum wage introduction has bitten into the regional wage distribution.'® Thus,
I exploit the regional variation in the share of workers affected by the minimum wage by
comparing changes in migration flows in more affected districts to changes in migration
flows in less affected districts to identify the treatment effect on respective outcome vari-
ables. For identification the bite must be conditionally exogenous to changes in migration
flows and therefore changes in wages in post-treatment periods, since expected wages in
post-treatment periods affect the moving decisions of workers earning below the minimum
wage threshold in 2014 and also unemployed individuals, as discussed in section 2. There
may be also anticipation effects on wages, i.e., treatment effects on wages are measurable for
the year 2014 because the minimum wage has already been publicly debated and the law
has passed in the respective year. This could pose a threat to conditional exogeneity, since
the minimum wage bite would already influence an individual’s decision to move in pre-
treatment periods. However, the findings of Bossler and Schank (2023) show an anticipation

effect on wages only for the 20th percentile of the wage distribution, though, most likely due

18For the geographical distribution of the minimum wage bite see panel (A.1) in figure 1.
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to collective bargaining. Given the limited evidence for anticipation effects on wages and
since the decision to move is a consequence of the effect on wages, I find it convincing that

the conditional exogeneity conditions for the minimum wage bite defined in 2014 hold.

Figure 2: Distribution of inflows and outflows (2010 - 2019)
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Note: This figure shows the distribution of the variables I f; ; and Out,; for all workers subject to social security
and unemployed individuals. For the distribution of respective variables for further sub-groups used in the
analysis refer to appendix A. Source: SIAB, own calculations.

The main dependent variables are measured as non-negative integers reflecting the num-
ber of individuals moving into (In f; ;) or out of (Out, ;) a district s within a year ¢ as described
in section 3.1. As is common for count data, the distribution is centered around small values
with a long tail but also includes zeros (see figure 2). The distribution is mainly due to dis-
tricts having different population sizes, with the majority of districts having relatively small
populations, while a few district have relatively large populations, both with correspond-
ing numbers of inflows and outflows relative to the population size. Given the nature of
the respective dependent variables, I employ an "event-study"-type difference-in-differences

specification in a pooled Poisson model of the following form.

exp[—z(xst)] [Z(Xs,t)]hs't, hey =0,1,2,... (3)

hg 4!

P(ys,t = hs,t

Xs,t) =

where y,; denotes either Infs; or Outys and z(xs;) is the conditional mean, which includes
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the difference-in-differences specification as follows.

2019 2019
E(yst|xss) = exp <(x + BBites + Y. &Year, + Y. mBites- Yeart> (4)
$=2010,1£2014 £=2010,£ £2014

Here, the coefficients of interest are ; — for both graphical and numerical analysis — which
identify the average treatment effects of the minimum wage introduction on the number of
inflows to and outflows from districts as the percentage change given the treatment intensity.
The advantage of using a Poisson model is that it produces consistent estimates regardless of
the underlying distribution. Compared to estimating a log-linear model, the Poisson model
takes into account changes in flows from or to zero. These changes are omitted in the log-
linear model because a logarithm is not defined for zero. As is common practice, zero values
are typically replaced with a small number before log-transforming, however, which is not
recommendable since it leads to inconsistent estimates (Silva & Tenreyro, 2006). Moreover,
Silva and Tenreyro (2006) show that log-linear specifications lead to biased estimates un-
der heteroskedasticity even when estimating a fixed effects model. To further underline the
choice of the Poisson model, I compare estimates from a log-linear model with fixed effects
to the Poisson estimates in section 5.2. The Poisson estimator also allows for over- and un-
derdispersion and serial correlation as long as cluster-robust standard errors are estimated.
Crucial to Poisson models, however, is the assumption that the conditional mean is correctly
specified. To examine that it is correctly specified, I perform a RESET-type test for each spec-
ification as suggested by Wooldridge (1999). To do so, I first estimate the Poisson model with
the conditional mean specified as in equation (3) and compute the predicted values. I then
re-estimate the model by additionally including a quadratic and a cubic term of the predicted
values and perform a simple Wald test on both estimators. If they are jointly insignificant,
this indicates that the model is correctly specified.

Due to the presence of panel data and because it is likely that district-level time-invariant
factors influence both an individual’s decision to move into or out of a district and differences
between high- and low-bite areas, I use a conditional fixed effects Poisson model. This addi-

tionally controls for respective (short-term) time-invariant unobserved heterogeneity. Time-
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invariant factors that the model accounts for are, for instance, the infrastructure of a district,
where poor infrastructure may cause individuals to move out of a district. Moreover, poor
infrastructure is a potential determinant of relatively lower wages compared to regions with
a good infrastructure, which would lead to biased estimates in the pooled model. Therefore,

I employ a conditional fixed effects Poisson model with the conditional mean specified as

follows.
E(Yst|cs, Xs 2010, - - - Xs2019) =
2019 2019 5)
csexp Y. 5 Year; + ) ¢Bites - Year,
£=2010,¢£2014 $=2010,¢£2014

In contrast to the pooled case, the conditional mean now additionally depends on other
time-invariant unobserved factors ¢, at the district level. All assumptions remain identical
to the pooled Poisson estimator and average treatment effects are also estimated by 7; given
the treatment intensity. Thus, it also allows for any kind of variance-mean relationship —
overdispersion and underdispersion do not lead to biased standard errors —and it allows for
serial correlation as long as the standard errors are clustered (Wooldridge, 2021). However, it
is important to note that when using a fixed effects Poisson model, the estimators may be less
precise because only the within-district variation is used for identification compared to the
pooled estimator.’® Therefore, inference based on statistical significance is more conservative
because standard errors may be higher.

Crucial for difference-in-differences specifications, inference depends on the parallel trends
assumption not being violated. To test whether the parallel trends assumption holds in a
nonlinear setting, I perform a cluster-robust Wald test for the joint significance of 42010, - . ., 2014
as suggested by Wooldridge (2022) - in addition to graphical inspection. The test statistics
show whether pre-treatment period estimators are statistically different from zero. Thus,
insignificance of the test statistics indicates no violation of the parallel trends assumption.

If the parallel trends assumption is violated, a linear pre-trend correction is added to the

19Observations are dropped from the model if all observations of a district are 0, i.e., if a district has no within-
variation. If districts are dropped, I report the number of dropped districts in respective table or figure notes.
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conditional mean specification as follows.

E(Ys,t|Cs5,Xs 2010, - - - Xs5,2019) =

2019 2019 (6)
csexp Z O Year; + Z v¢Bites - Year; 4 rtBites - Trend,
#=2010,¢£2014 t=2015

Here, only post-treatment periods are interacted with the minimum wage bite while con-
trolling for a bite-specific trend estimated by 7. Since, pre-treatment periods are excluded
in the second term, 7t captures the bite-specific pre-trend and corrects 2015, . . ., 2019 for it.
However, a linear pre-trend correction is not formally derived yet for a fixed effects Poisson
model. Therefore, I check whether 7t actually reflects a bite-specific linear pre-trend in a non-
linear setting. I suggest estimating a model only for pre-treatment periods, including only
year-dummies and Bite, - Trend; as independent variables. If the estimate of Bites - Trend; is
very similar to that of 7, it suggests that correcting for a linear bite-specific pre-trend works

in a non-linear setting.

5. Internal migration and reallocation between workplace districts

In this section, I analyze and discuss empirical results on the potential effects of the uniform
minimum wage introduction in Germany on internal migration and corresponding realloca-

tion of individuals between workplace districts. Moreover, I show several robustness checks.

5.1. Treatment effects on internal migration

I start by estimating the conditional fixed effects Poisson model with the conditional mean
specified as in equation (5) on the outcome variables measuring migration flows into or out
of a district. For the baseline results, I estimate the model once for the total population and
separately for individuals with migrant background and native-born.

Figure 3 shows the respective baseline results. Graphs (A.1) to (A.3) in the left column il-
lustrate the average treatment effects on inflows for the years 2015 to 2019, separately by row

for the total population, native-born, and individuals with migrant background. In contrast,
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Figure 3: Treatment effects on internal migration flows
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Notes: Cluster-robust standard errors are estimated and 95% confidence intervals are displayed. N = 4,000 over
400 districts. Coefficients shown are 4; from estimating a fixed effects Poisson model with the conditional mean
specified as in equation (5). The pre-trend Wald test suggests a significant pre-trend for following specifications:
(B.1), p = 0.000; (B.2), p = 0.000; (B.3), p = 0.024. For the respective specifications, trend-adjusted coefficients
are estimated by specifying the conditional mean as in equation (6). For all pre-trend corrections, 7t and the al-
ternative estimate for the coefficient on Bites - Trend; are very similar — as described in section 4 to check whether
equation (6) sufficiently corrects for a linear pre-trend. The magnitude of the average treatment effects should be
interpreted by multiplying 4; with the average treatment intensity of about 10%. Source: SIAB, own calculations
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graphs (B.1) to (B.3) in the right column illustrate the treatment effects on outflows for the re-
spective samples. The introduction of the minimum wage generally has no significant effect
on individuals moving to high-bite regions. This is also the case for the native-born and mi-
grant background sub-samples. In contrast, total out-migration increases significantly in the
years 2017 to 2019 compared to the last pre-treatment period, on average by about 10% due
to the introduction of the minimum wage.?’ This provides some initial evidence in favor of
the main hypothesis, i.e. that out-migration increases in high-bite districts due to a uniform
minimum wage introduction. Looking at the sub-samples, the effect for native-born is about
the same size, but hardly significant for the years 2017 to 2019. In contrast, the introduction
of the minimum wage increases the outflows of individuals with a migrant background by

30% on average for all post-treatment periods, with an increasing tendency over time.?!

5.2. Robustness of the baseline results

To show the validity of my baseline results I perform several robustness checks. First, I re-
estimate my baseline results for the outflows of both groups using full population internal
migration data from the German Federal Statistical Office (Destatis) (Regionaldatenbank,
2024b). The results are reported in figure 4. The treatment effects for both groups have
roughly the same size as the estimates reported in figure 3 and are significant, further con-
firming the robustness in measuring flows by aggregating the SIAB. However, as the Destatis
data collects civil register data??, there is no information on the qualification of individu-
als, nor information on wages or occupational groups. Therefore, a detailed analysis of the
groups affected by the introduction of the minimum wage, as I have done with the SIAB,
would not be possible. Moreover, the comparability of migration flows after 2016 with ear-

lier periods is limited due to methodological changes, which may pose an additional threat

20 Average treatment effects are calculated as 4; times the average treatment intensity, i.e. the average value of
Bites. The average value is 10% (see figure 1).

211t is worth noting that the average treatment effects corrected for pre-trends are estimated less precisely due
to less variation when including the pre-trend correction as in equation (6). However, this results in higher
standard errors, so the confidence intervals provide a more conservative view of the statistical significance of
the estimators.

22Destatis aggregates data from civil registers organized at the municipality level.
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Figure 4: Baseline treatment effects on outflows estimated with Destatis data
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Notes: Cluster-robust standard errors are estimated and 95% confidence intervals are displayed. N = 4,000 over
400 districts. Coefficients shown are §; from estimating a fixed effects Poisson model with the conditional mean
specified as in equation (5). The pre-trend Wald test suggests a significant pre-trend for following specification:
Outflows (native-born), p = 0.000. For the respective specification, trend-adjusted coefficients are estimated by
specifying the conditional mean as in equation (6). For all pre-trend corrections, 7t and the alternative estimate
for the coefficient on Bites - Trend; are very similar — as described in section 4 to check whether equation (6)
sufficiently corrects for a linear pre-trend. The magnitude of the average treatment effects should be interpreted
by multiplying §; with the average treatment intensity of about 10%. As a robustness check the results should
be compared to the baseline estimates on outflows presented in figure 3. Source: Regionaldatenbank (2024b), own
calculations

to identification, although the results on outflows seem reliable.

Second, I re-estimate the baseline results by including marginally employed workers, since
they are likely to be one of the groups most affected by the minimum wage introduction.??
Table 3 reports the respective estimates compared to the estimates excluding marginally em-
ployed workers. For individuals with a migrant background, the estimates for ; including
marginally employed are slightly lower than those excluding marginally employed. This is
consistent with the assumption that marginally employed workers are unlikely to move due
to the introduction of the minimum wage. For native-born, the estimates are fairly similar in
size and significance. Both provide further support for the robustness of my results.

Third, I compare the baseline results with two alternative specifications for count data,

namely I estimate the difference-in-differences specification with a pooled Poisson model

(see equation (3)) and with a log-linear fixed effects model. For the log-linear fixed effects

23 only report and compare non-pre-trend adjusted estimates in table 3 and table 4, since I am only interested
in the magnitude and direction of the results.
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Table 3: Robustness check: Estimates on outflows including marginal employment

migrant background native-born

w/omarg. empl. w/ marg. empl. w/omarg. empl. w/ marg. empl.

F2010 1.41* 1.01 1.01%** 1.10%**
Fo011 1.06 0.71 0.97%** 1.00%**
F2012 24475 1.64** 0.73*** 0.74%%*
§2013 0.38 —0.06 0.25 0.25
/)\’2014

F2015 1.81%+* 0.84 —0.21 —0.12
F2017 3.06%** 2.35%** —0.39** —0.34*
F2018 3.36*** 2.68*** —0.44* —0.33
Y2019 2.9 2.32%** —0.67*** —0.58***

Notes: Estimates for v are provided for the baseline samples without marginal employment (w/o marg. empl.)
and as a sensitivity analysis with marginal employment (w/ marg. empl.). y; are estimated with a conditional
fixed effects Poisson model with the conditional mean specified as in equation (5). 4014 is the base category.
Cluster robust standard errors are estimated. *p < 0.10, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01. Source: SIAB, own calculations

model the estimator takes the following form.

2019 2019
In(ysy) =cs+ Y,  &Yeary+ Y viBites- Years + sy )
£=2010,££2014 £=2010,££2014

Since the log-linear case drops zeros in the dependent variable, I add a very small number
to all zero values before taking the natural logarithm, which is common practice when using
the corresponding model with count data. Table 4 provides the corresponding estimates. For
the pooled Poisson model, the results are similar in magnitude and significance. This further
supports the robustness of my main results. The estimates for the log-linear model are simi-
lar in size and significance for the native-born sub-sample which does not include zeros. For
the migrant background sub-sample, the log-linear model estimates have the same direction
but are about ten times higher than the conditional fixed effects Poisson estimates. This is
probably due to the presence of zeros in the dependent variable for the migrant background
sub-sample. Here, the estimator of the log-linear model is inconsistent and upward biased
once the dependent variable includes zeros. Moreover, the results depend on the very small

number that is added to the zeros to obtain the estimates. Since the estimates are upward bi-
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Table 4: Robustness check: Estimates on outflows varying between count data models

migrant background native-born
1) 2) 3) 4) (5) (6)

FE Poisson pooled Poisson log-linear FE Poisson pooled Poisson log-linear
42010 1.41% 1.30* 22.22% 1.01%* 0.95*** 1.00**
F2011 1.06 0.98 10.59 0.97%** 0.91%** 0.95%**
Y2012 2.44%* 2277 26.61*** 0.73** 0.68"** 0.66"*
F2013 0.38 0.35 32.08*** 0.25 0.23 0.29
F2014
F2015 1.81%** 1.68*** 23.58**  —-0.21 —0.20 —0.20
Y2016 2.49*** 2327 38.02*** —1.04"* —-0.96"* —1.1"
F2017 3.06"** 2.86"** 36.95*  —0.39** —0.36"" —0.41*
Y2018 3.36"** 3.15%* 41.92%  —0.44* —0.41* —0.40
42019 2.90"** 2,71 46.87°*  —0.67*** —0.62"** —0.83"**

Notes: Estimates for -; are provided for the baseline samples. ; are estimated in column (1) and (4) with a
conditional fixed effects Poisson model with the conditional mean specified as in equation (5). In column (2)
and (5) 4; are estimated with a pooled Poisson model with the conditional mean specified as in equation (3). In
column (3) and (6) 4; is estimated with a log-linear model as in equation (7). 47014 is the base category. Cluster
robust standard errors are estimated. *p < 0.10, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01. Source: SIAB, own calculations

ased, it appears that the linear estimator puts too much weight on changes in the dependent
variable from zero to any positive integer in high-bite districts due to the minimum wage
introduction. Thus, the log-linear model provides further support for the robustness of my
results in terms of effect direction and highlights the conditional fixed-effects Poisson esti-

mator as the preferred econometric model, especially when the dependent variable contains

Zeros.

5.3. Heteregenous treatment effects: Employment status and regional variation

Looking at the total population may provide a disturbed picture because the samples in-
clude individuals who are unlikely to have been subject to the introduction of the minimum
wage. Therefore, I re-estimate the model by employment status, namely unemployment,
low-skilled employment, and medium-/high-skilled employment.?* Here, unemployed and

low-skilled workers are likely to be most affected by the introduction of the minimum wage,

24The SIAB includes only daily wages and no measure of hours worked. Therefore, I consider low-skilled work
as a proxy for being subject to the minimum wage.
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as theoretically derived in section 2.2 and section 2.3. The sample of medium-/high-skilled
workers serves as a quasi-placebo group, since the internal migration of medium-/high-
skilled workers should theoretically not be affected by the minimum wage introduction,
since their wages were not affected.?

Figure 5 illustrates the average treatment effects on outflows by employment status, where
the left column graphs show estimates for the native-born and the right column graphs show
estimates for individuals with a migrant background. For the native-born, the hardly signif-
icant positive treatment effect on outflows diminishes after estimating the model separately
for unemployed and low-skilled workers. This suggests that the introduction of the min-
imum wage has no effect on internal migration for both groups. For individuals with a
migrant background in low-skilled employment, the pre-trend corrected average treatment
effects are initially very similar in magnitude to the overall average effect, showing a sig-
nificant increase in average outflows from high-bite districts of around 25% due to the in-
troduction of the minimum wage. Interestingly, the average treatment effect increases over
time, nearly tripling in size by 2019. Furthermore, I also find an effect of the minimum wage
introduction on the number of outflows of unemployed individuals with a migrant back-
ground, but only for the years after 2017. Here, the respective average outflows increase
significantly by about 30% due to the introduction of the minimum wage, suggesting that
unemployed individuals with a migrant background seem to follow the migration decision
of low-skilled workers with some delay. Both results for individuals with a migrant back-
ground are further supported by insignificant estimates of -; for the quasi-placebo sample
of medium-/high-skilled workers.?®

Overall, only individuals with a migrant background react to the introduction of the mini-
mum wage by moving out of high-bite districts, while native-born individuals tend to stay in

their districts. This difference may be due to stronger personal ties of native-born individuals

25For comparison, see e.g. figure 8 in Bossler and Schank (2023). They show that only wages at the 50% percentile
and below were affected by the introduction of the minimum wage, while no effect can be found for wages
at higher percentiles. Wages at higher percentiles most likely correspond to wages for medium-/high-skilled
workers, while wages at lower percentiles correspond to wages for low-skilled workers.

26Table C1 to table C4 in appendix C provide robustness checks as in section 5.2 for the low-skilled and unem-
ployed sub-samples which further supports the validity of the results.
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Figure 5: Treatment effects on outflows by employment status
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Notes: Cluster-robust standard errors are estimated and 95% confidence intervals are displayed. N = 4, 000 over
400 districts. For specifications (B.2), 1 district and (B.3), 2 districts are omitted due to all zero outcomes in the
dependent variable. Coefficients shown are 4; from estimating a fixed effects Poisson model with the condi-
tional mean specified as in equation (5). The pre-trend Wald test suggests a significant pre-trend for following
specifications: (A.3), p = 0.000; (B.2), p = 0.096. For the respective specifications, trend-adjusted coefficients are
estimated by specifying the conditional mean as in equation (6). For all pre-trend corrections, 7& and the alter-
native estimate for the coefficient on Bite, - Trend; are very similar — as described in section 4 to check whether
equation (6) sufficiently corrects for a linear pre-trend. The magnitude of the average treatment effects should be
interpreted by multiplying 4 with the average treatment intensity of about 10%. Source: SIAB, own calculations
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to their home region, e.g. by giving more weight to factors such as proximity to family and
friends than to perceived wages and unemployment rates when evaluating utility. On the
other hand, individuals with a migrant background seem to be more flexible in their decision
to move, as they are less likely to be tied to a district, e.g. because their family lives abroad,
lives in cities outside of high-bite rural regions or is scattered across Germany. Therefore,
individuals with a migrant background are more likely to take advantage of changing eco-
nomic conditions by giving more weight to economic incentives by evaluating their utility.
This result is consistent with the findings of Cadena (2013), which suggest that individuals
with migrant background are more sensitive to changing labor market conditions compared
to natives. Relating these results to the theoretical context, the initial out-migration of low-
skilled workers is most likely driven by an relatively higher increase in perceived unemploy-
ment rates in high-bite districts than in low-bite districts. Subsequently, the out-migration of
low-skilled workers may increase perceived (short-term) unemployment rates in high-bite
districts and decrease (short-term) unemployment rates in the district to which they migrate
— if they find new employment. Therefore, the destination may become relatively more at-
tractive over time, i.e. the indirect utility for an individual in the destination becomes higher,
while the indirect utility perceived in high-bite districts becomes lower. This would explain,
on the one hand, the increasing tendency of out-migration of low-skilled workers with a mi-
grant background over time and, on the other hand, the effect on the unemployed. Due to
the out-migration of the unemployed, the increase in perceived differences in unemployment
rates may become lower. Another explanation for the increasing out-migration of low-skilled
workers could be network effects between individuals with a migrant background. For ex-
ample, some may find a new occupation after migrating from a high-bite district. Within
the community, information is spread about better employment opportunities following the
change in economic conditions, thus they follow their peers. Also, unemployed individu-
als may follow the migration decision of partners working in low-skilled occupations who
migrate due to the introduction of the minimum wage. However, due to missing informa-

tion on the relationships between individuals in the SIAB, it is impossible to decompose the
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effect, leaving the decomposition for future research.

Given the findings on the migration of individuals with a migrant background, it is in-
teresting to analyze to which regions they migrate after the introduction of the minimum
wage. To shed some light on this, I separately estimate my main specification by switch-
ing between dependent variables that distinguish between outflows within or across certain
regional levels. Here, I distinguish between outflows within 150 km or beyond 150 km, out-
flows within or across labor market regions, and outflows within or across the former East
and West German borders.

Figure 6 shows the respective average treatment effects where the first row corresponds to
outflows by distance, the second row to labor market regions and the last row to former East
and West German borders. Except for outflows within labor market regions®’, all graphs
show significant average treatment effects after 2016. Distance does not seem to play an im-
portant role, as the average treatment effects are very similar in size. Interestingly, the change
of labor market regions seems to be an important aspect for individuals with a migrant back-
ground when moving due to the introduction of the minimum wage, as average outflows
across labor market regions increase by about 30 to 40% in high-bite districts. Average out-
flows across former East and West German borders also increase initially by around 30% and
become even higher in 2018 and 2019, i.e. average outflows from high-bite districts in 2018
and 2019 increase by around 50% due to the introduction of the minimum wage. Within
the boundaries, average outflows also increase, but only by about 20% to 30% after 2016.
As high-bite districts are concentrated within former East German borders, it is apparent
that individuals with a migrant background tend to leave economically weaker former East
German regions and thus leave weaker labor market regions for (still) economically stronger
West German districts where more larger establishments are located. This further supports
the view that individuals with a migrant background are more likely to take advantage of

changing economic conditions, as they tend to relocate to economically stronger regions. For

27The size of the average treatment effects is about the same size as expected from the baseline results, but the
standard errors are very high, since the treatment effect is very imprecisely estimated due to 179 districts
(1790 Observations) being dropped because of all zero outflows.
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Figure 6: Treatment effects on outflows by regional variation
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400 districts. For specifications (A.2), 179 districts, (B.1), 1 district and (B.3), 5 districts are omitted due to no
within-variation. Coefficients shown are 4; from estimating a fixed effects Poisson model with the conditional
mean specified as in equation (5). The pre-trend Wald test suggests a significant pre-trend for following spec-
ifications: (A.1), p = 0.015; (B.2), p = 0.034; (B.3), p = 0.000. For the respective specifications, trend-adjusted
coefficients are estimated by specifying the conditional mean as in equation (6). For all pre-trend corrections,
7t and the alternative estimate for the coefficient on Bites - Trend; are very similar — as described in section 4 to
check whether equation (6) sufficiently corrects for a linear pre-trend. The magnitude of the average treatment
effects should be interpreted by multiplying §; with the average treatment intensity of about 10%. Source: SIAB,
own calculations
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native-born the effect remains similar in size but insignificant in terms of regional variation

(refer to figure B1 in appendix B).

5.4. Treatment effects on changes of the workplace district

After examining the effect of the German minimum wage introduction in 2015 on internal
migration, I will analyze whether out-migration from high-bite districts also corresponds to
a change in the district in which individuals work. A change in the district of work likely
reflects a reallocation across establishments, similar to Dustmann et al. (2021). Individuals
could also respond to changing economic conditions by simply changing their district of
work while residing in their home district. I do so by estimating the conditional fixed effects
Poisson model with the conditional mean specified as in equation (5) — in the case of a linear
pre-trend as in equation (6) — on the number of individuals who change their workplace out
of a district. As in section 5.3, I run the analysis separately by skill level of employment,
with the sub-sample of medium-/high-skilled employment again serving as a quasi-placebo
group to underscore the robustness of the results for low-skill employment.

Figure 7 shows respective average treatment effects on the number of individuals chang-
ing their workplace out of a district. The graphs in the left column illustrate estimates for
native-born workers and the graphs in the right column illustrate estimates for workers with
a migrant background. Workers with a migrant background in low-skilled employment re-
locate their workplace on average by 20% to 30% out of high-bite districts due the introduc-
tion of the minimum wage. This is consistent with their decision to move, as they tend to
move across East-West German borders and across labor market regions, which likely cor-
responds to a change of the employer when moving. Also, native-born low-skilled workers
change their workplace away from high-bite districts on average by about 10% for the pe-
riods 2017 to 2019 due to the minimum wage introduction. In contrast to individuals with
a migrant background, I find no effect on the migration flows of low-skilled native-born
workers in section 5.3. Thus, low-skilled native-born workers also respond to changing local

labor market conditions due to the introduction of the minimum wage, but only by reallocat-
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Figure 7: Treatment effects on changing the district of work
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specified as in equation (5). The pre-trend Wald test suggests a significant pre-trend for following specifications:
(A.1), p = 0.000; (A.2), p = 0.000. For the respective specifications, trend-adjusted coefficients are estimated by
specifying the conditional mean as in equation (6). For all pre-trend corrections, & and the alternative estimate
for the coefficient on Bites - Trend; are very similar — as described in section 4 to check whether equation (6)
sufficiently corrects for a linear pre-trend. The magnitude of the average treatment effects should be interpreted
by multiplying §; with the average treatment intensity of about 10%. Source: SIAB, own calculations

ing across establishments away from high-bite districts while residing in their home district.
This is consistent with the findings of Dustmann et al. (2021), who found an increase in cross-
municipality commuting due to the introduction of the minimum wage. I further support
these findings by showing that the results hold when analyzed at the broader district level,
but only for native-born. Further, the effects on the change of the workplace for both groups
are probably due to the closure of small establishments and a corresponding reallocation
of the workplace across districts to larger and more stable establishments (Dustmann et al.,
2021). However, native-born and individuals with migrant background appear to reallocate

differently. Those with a migrant background tend to move to more distant establishments

where commuting is not feasible, as they also change their place of residence in comparison

31



to natives who tend to stay in their district of residence after the minimum wage introduc-
tion. There could be several reasons for the difference in reallocation behavior. On the one
hand, it could be for reasons similar to those mentioned in section 5.3, namely that individ-
uals with a migrant background are more responsive to changing labor market conditions,
are less tied to districts, or have stronger network effects within their communities. Another
explanation could be that native-born individuals have an advantage in obtaining nearby
jobs in establishments geographically close to their districts of residency. Subsequently, the
labor demand of respective large establishments is already saturated by the increasing labor
supply of native-born low-skilled workers. As a result, low-skilled workers with migrant
background migrate because occupations are only available in large establishments located
in more distant districts. This seems likely given the higher concentration of large establish-
ments in low-bite districts, which are mainly located in former West Germany.

As expected, I find no effect of the minimum wage introduction on reallocation between
workplace districts for the quasi-placebo group of medium-/high-skilled workers. This
holds for both the native-born and migrant-background sub-samples which further supports

the robustness of my findings.

6. Conclusion

In this paper, I examine the effect of a uniform minimum wage in Germany in 2015 on inter-
nal migration. For the sample of low-skilled workers with a migrant background, I find an
increase in the average out-migration from high-bite districts of about 20% to 40% due to the
introduction of the minimum wage. In contrast, I find no effect on out-migration for native-
born low-skilled workers. This findings suggest that individuals with a migrant background
are more responsive to changing labor market conditions than native-born individuals, sim-
ilar to the findings of Cadena (2013) for the United States.

In addition, for low-skilled workers, both native-born and with migrant background, I
find an increase in reallocation between establishments away from high-bite districts due to

the introduction of the minimum wage, suggesting an increase in perceived unemployment
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in high-bite districts that does not seem to be observable at the aggregate level since individ-
uals already found a new occupation within a year. This is similar to Dustmann et al. (2021)
findings on the reallocation to large establishments due to the closure of small establishments
in high-bite municipalities. However, Dustmann et al. (2021) also report an increase in com-
muting in high-bite municipalities, which my results suggest only for native-born. On the
other hand, low-skilled workers with a migrant background reallocate by also moving out of
high-bite districts, suggesting that these workers reallocate to more distant establishments.
This is underscored by the stronger effect of individuals with a migrant background moving
across the former East-West German border and across labor market regions.

Also, I find an increase in the average number of out-migration from high-bite districts for
unemployed individuals with a migration background for the years 2017 to 2019. However,
the channel through which unemployed individuals migrate is not entirely clear. Firstly, un-
employed individuals may follow the same migration patterns as minimum wage workers
if the reservation wage is lower than the minimum wage. Second, unemployed individuals
may follow the migration decision of their partners who are subject to the minimum wage.
The decomposition of the results is left to future research, as the SIAB does not provide in-
formation on the relationship between individuals.

The findings of this paper underscores the relevance of taking the potential effects on geo-
graphical labor mobility into account when implementing and evaluating labor market poli-
cies. Moreover, policy makers should consider the heterogeneous effect on the migration
decisions between native-born individuals and those with a migrant background. As my
results suggest, economically already weaker rural former East German regions could face
a change in the composition of workers due to the minimum wage introduction besides the
already present decreasing trend in young individuals and individuals with a migrant back-
ground. Especially, migrant workers do more often work in occupations which already face
labor shortage as, e.g. occupations in the health and care sector or in manual labor?®. Not

considering heterogeneous policy effects on the migration decision of workers, could pose

28For comparison see, e.g. https:/ /www.destatis.de/DE/Presse/Pressemitteilungen /2024 /03 /PD24_081_125.html.
p g. http g
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an additional problem for highly affected regions, i.e. a policy-induced increasing future
shortage of (infrastructure-relevant) labor. Therefore, implementing policies offsetting the
out-migration effect on low-skilled workers with migrant background could be beneficial

for highly affected regions in the long-run.
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Appendix A Distribution of dependent variables

Notes: This figure shows the distribution of the dependent variables used in figure 3. Source:

tions
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Figure A2: Distribution of inflows and outflows (2010 - 2019)
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Figure A3: Distribution of inflows and outflows (2010 - 2019)
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Appendix B Further results

Appendix B provides estimates for additional subsamples in figure Bl according to equa-

tion (5) and equation (6).
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Figure B1: Treatment effects on outflows by regional variation
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Appendix C Further robustness checks

Appendix C provides results in table C1 to table C4 on robustness checks as presented in

table 3 and table 4 in section 5.2 for further relevant sub-samples.
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Table C1: Robustness check: Estimates on outflows including marginal employment for the
sample of low-skilled workers

migrant background native-born

w/omarg. empl. w/ marg. empl. w/omarg. empl. w/ marg. empl.

42010 3.13*** 2.77%** 0.28 0.73*
Fo011 1.76 1.36 0.06 0.39
Y2012 3.07* 2.61% 0.23 0.39
F2013 0.76 0.55 —0.06 0.02
Y2014

Y2015 1.82 0.48 —0.55 —0.38
F2016 2.02* 1.96* —1.61*** —1.32%**
F2017 2.65%* 2.17* —0.72* —0.42
F2018 2.79%* 2.37+ —04 —0.07
52019 4.6+ 3.87%%* —0.81* —0.47

Notes: Estimates for -y; are provided for the low-skilled employed sub-samples without marginal employment
and as a sensitivity analysis with marginal employment. §; are estimated with a conditional fixed effects Poisson
model with the conditional mean specified as in equation (5). 42014 is the base category. Cluster robust standard
errors are estimated. *p < 0.10, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01. Source: SIAB, own calculations
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Table C2: Robustness check: Estimates on outflows including marginal employment for the
sample of unemployed

migrant background native-born

w/omarg. empl. w/ marg. empl. w/omarg. empl. w/ marg. empl.

Y2010 —0.34 —0.68 0.74 0.84
Fo011 —0.85 —1.47 1.46** 1.44%%*
Y2012 2.54 1.26 0.77 0.78
F2013 —0.70 —0.98 0.76 0.76
Y2014

F2015 1.08 —0.21 —0.26 —0.41
Y2016 2.11 1.17 —0.02 0.06
F2017 3.15%%* 2.10* —0.24 —0.18
Y2018 3.01% 2.06* —0.78 —0.74
Y2019 3.26%** 2,51+ —0.21 —0.13

Notes: Estimates for -y; are provided for the unemployed sub-samples without marginal employment and as a
sensitivity analysis with marginal employment. §; are estimated with a conditional fixed effects Poisson model
with the conditional mean specified as in equation (5). 42014 is the base category. Cluster robust standard errors
are estimated. *p < 0.10, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01. Source: SIAB, own calculations
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Table C3: Robustness check: Estimates on outflows varying between count data models for
the sample of low-skilled workers

migrant background native-born

FE Poisson pooled Poisson log-linear FE Poisson pooled Poisson log-linear

F2010 3.13%* 2.87%%* 16.08 0.28 0.27 —0.34
Fo011 1.76 1.61 16.57 0.06 0.06 —0.08
Y2012 3.07* 2.82* 25.77** 0.23 0.22 1.7
F2013 0.76 0.69 13.95 —0.06 —0.05 —0.6
'?’2014

Y2015 1.82 1.66 9.54 —0.55 —0.52 —1.31*
G016 2.02* 1.84* 22.66** —1.61%** —1.51%** —3.84
F2017 2.65** 2.42%* 11.1 —0.72* —0.68* —5.8
A2018 2.79%+* 2.55%#* 17.18* —04 —0.38 —1.51
42019 4.6 4247+ 33.51**  —0.81* —0.76* -33

Notes: Estimates for < are provided for the low-skilled employed sub-samples. 4; are estimated in column (1)
and (4) with a conditional fixed effects Poisson model with the conditional mean specified as in equation (5).
In column (2) and (5) 4; are estimated with a pooled Poisson model with the conditional mean specified as in
equation (3). In column (3) and (6) hat+y; is estimated with a log-linear model as in equation (7). 4014 is the base
category. Cluster robust standard errors are estimated. *p < 0.10, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01. Source: SIAB, own
calculations
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Table C4: Robustness check: Estimates on outflows varying between count data models for
the sample of unemployed

migrant background native-born

FE Poisson pooled Poisson log-linear FE Poisson pooled Poisson log-linear

Y2010 —0.34 —0.29 10.33 0.74 0.64 —2.52
F2011 —0.85 —0.72 15.19 1.46** 1.28** 6.35
F2012 2.54 2.20 20.49* 0.77 0.68 9.00
F2013 —-0.70 —0.59 14.03 0.76 0.66 3.88
Y2014

F2015 1.08 0.93 14.96 —0.26 —0.23 —11.86
F2016 2.11 1.82 30.74%*  —0.02 —0.02 —7.27
F2017 3.15%** 2.73** 28.64** —0.24 —0.21 —8.90
F2018 3.01** 2.61% 17.94 —0.78 —0.67 —1.87
§2019 3.26*** 2.84%%* 37.38**  —0.21 —0.18 -7.13

Notes: Estimates for vy; are provided for the unemployed sub-samples. ; are estimated in column (1) and (4)
with a conditional fixed effects Poisson model with the conditional mean specified as in equation (5). In column
(2) and (5) 4+ are estimated with a pooled Poisson model with the conditional mean specified as in equation (3).
In column (3) and (6) 4 is estimated with a log-linear model as in equation (7). 42014 is the base category. Cluster
robust standard errors are estimated. *p < 0.10, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01. Source: SIAB, own calculations
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