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Abstract: Spatial mobility is an important means of tackling regional disparities and matching prob-
lems in education and labor markets, but it is also a source of individual social inequality as it is
associated with higher socio-economic resources and returns; however, there is a paucity of research
on the prevalence and predictors of spatial mobility among youth entering vocational education and
training (VET). We examine the importance of (a) individual occupational orientations, (b) regional
opportunity structures, and (c) social ties for the spatial mobility of youth in this early transition
phase using longitudinal data from the German NEPS, which we combined with administrative
geospatial data of German districts (NUTS-3). Our results show widespread spatial mobility among
students entering the VET system: 16% are mobile within and 22% between regional labor markets.
Multinomial logistic regression models show that, in addition to young people’s occupational orien-
tations (status aspirations; search duration) and social ties to friends, regional opportunity structures
(general unattractiveness; person–environment mismatch) are crucial for youths’ spatial mobility.
This underscores the importance of spatial mobility given regional disparities to promote youths’
access to VET and reduce regional mismatches in the VET market.

Keywords: regional disparities; spatial mobility; school-to-VET transitions; occupational orientations;
geospatial data

1. Introduction

Especially in countries such as Germany with a strong linkage between education and
work, the transition from school to vocational education and training (VET) is crucial as
it sets the course for youths’ social positioning in the labor market and later life course
(Allmendinger 1989; Konietzka 2002; Schoon 2021); however, the situation in the German
training and labor market is characterized by strong regional disparities, which affect young
people’s chances of making a successful transition to VET and the ability of companies
to meet their demand for skilled workers (Blossfeld 2017; Eberhard et al. 2018; Hillmert
et al. 2017). Different regions face, to varying degrees, the problem of ensuring the supply
of suitable training places for young people while filling vacant training places, which
indicates a mismatch between regional supply and demand (Granato et al. 2018; Jost et al.
2019; Matthes et al. 2014).

Youths’ spatial mobility is an important means of solving such regional disparities
(Bogai et al. 2008; Herzer and Ulrich 2020; Matthes and Ulrich 2018). If students who
cannot find a suitable training position in their home region are able or willing to start their
VET in other regions, this can mitigate regional disparities and help young people make a
successful transition into VET. In addition, mobility decisions are particularly important
for young people who are about to enter the training or labor market, as they can have
far-reaching consequences for their later career path, including occupational attainment,
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and income, as well as general life satisfaction (Ganesch et al. 2019; Stawarz et al. 2022;
Waibel 2019). Therefore, practitioners and policymakers need to gain insights into the
drivers and barriers of spatial mobility to develop appropriate policies to regulate the VET
market and reduce social inequalities in youths’ transitions from school to VET.

Despite the crucial role that spatial mobility plays in successful transitions to VET,
there is little research on its prevalence and antecedents, especially for the German context
(for exceptions, see Eberhard et al. (2006) and Waibel (2019) or Magrini and Lemistre
(2013) based on French data). Some aggregate data analyses for Germany show substantial
region-specific spatial mobility patterns among VET students (Bogai et al. 2008; Herzer
and Ulrich 2020; Jost et al. 2019); however, these studies lack the necessary foundation
of individual-level data to analyze the determinants and mechanisms that guide young
people’s mobility decisions. Most national and international primary economic studies on
spatial mobility using individual-level data look at the entire labor force or workforce and
examine the reproduction of social inequalities manifested at the regional level through se-
lective mobility focusing on common socio-economic factors and broad regional indicators
(Détang-Dessendre et al. 2004; Granato et al. 2015; Lemistre and Magrini 2011; Reichelt and
Abraham 2017; Windzio 2008).

This study investigates the prevalence and predictors of young people’s spatial mo-
bility during the transition from school to VET (including firm-based and school-based
training) in Germany using representative longitudinal data from the National Educational
Panel Study (Blossfeld and Roßbach 2019; NEPS Network 2021) combined with small-scale
administrative geospatial data. We integrate general theories and previous evidence on
the predictors of spatial mobility and migration in general to examine the case of spatial
mobility of young people entering the VET market in Germany. We consider multiple
indicators at different levels, including (a) individual occupational orientations, (b) refined
measures of regional opportunity structures, and (c) social ties. In this way, our study
provides a nuanced picture of which factors push young people starting VET to become
spatially mobile and which bind them to their home regions.

2. Previous Research and Theorizing

Prevailing research explaining spatial mobility originates from neoclassical rational
choice theory (RCT), which views job- or training-related mobility primarily as an economic
cost–benefit decision and emphasizes monetary costs (e.g., moving costs) and benefits (e.g.,
higher earnings) that depend on socio-economic factors, such as financial resources or
educational qualifications (Czaika 2015; Massey et al. 1993; Stark 1991).

Sociology has advanced such narrow approaches by also considering subjective orien-
tations, non-monetary costs and benefits, and bridging individual decisions and actions at
the microlevel with the socio-structural context at the macrolevel (Evans 2007; Kaufmann
et al. 2004; Kroneberg and Kalter 2012). According to the theory of subjective expected
utility (Esser 1999; Savage 1954), individuals decide to stay or move when their subjective
expected utility can be maximized based on subjective evaluations, including monetary
and non-monetary benefits and costs and expected probabilities of success, in accordance
with individual orientations and the given opportunity structure (for applications, see:
Cadwallader 1989; Kalter 1997; Sjaastad 1962; Windzio 2008).

The agency–structure debate (Evans 2002; Schoon and Heckhausen 2019; Shanahan
2000), prominent in the field of life course research, offers a similar perspective by arguing
that the transition from school to VET depends on both the agency of individuals and
the structural constraints they face. This perspective is reflected in the concept of motility
(Kaufmann et al. 2004), which considers spatial mobility as a resource or potential that
hinges on individuals’ orientations, social ties, and structural opportunities and constraints.
Both theoretical strands equally highlight the importance of push factors, such as individ-
ual orientations and regional opportunity structures as well as social binding factors for
spatial mobility.
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2.1. Push Factors of Spatial Mobility
2.1.1. Individual Occupational Orientations

Plenty of studies highlight monetary cost–benefit tradeoffs as a main driver of spatial
mobility and show a positive relationship between job qualifications, monetary returns,
and job search duration with spatial mobility (Détang-Dessendre and Molho 1999; Lemistre
and Magrini 2011; Lemistre and Moreau 2009; Reichelt and Abraham 2017; Windzio 2004).
Theoretically, individuals are more likely to become spatially mobile for their training or
job if higher monetary benefits can be expected; moreover, for individuals without current
employment, a longer job search duration is associated with opportunity costs, e.g., in the form
of lost income or a threat of negative signaling (Barron 1975; Lippmann and McCall 1976).

While the general SEU model advocates that a range of different goals and preferences
are decisive, especially for young people, job-related reasons are a key determinant for
spatial mobility (Haldimann et al. 2021; Kalter 1997; Kaufmann et al. 2018; Lemistre and
Magrini 2011). The frame selection model (Esser 1990) states that individuals do not
consider an arbitrary number of attributes when evaluating alternative actions, but focus
their decisions on primary goals based on their situational dominance. Following life-cycle
models widely used in migration research (Chen and Rosenthal 2008; Détang-Dessendre
et al. 2008; Wagner 1989) as well as the motility framework (Kaufmann et al. 2004), it can be
assumed that for young people in transition from school to VET, their mobility decisions are
primarily guided by their occupational orientations. As studies have shown that mobility
can be seen as an instrumental decision (Haldimann et al. 2021; Kaufmann et al. 2004;
Schlimbach et al. 2018; Waibel 2019), youths’ occupational orientations constitute agentic
push factors of becoming spatially mobile. Youths that aspire to occupations entailing
a higher socio-economic status, such as IT specialists, industrial mechanics, or medical
assistants, can expect higher benefits, e.g., in terms of monetary returns and social status,
and thus have a higher motivation to achieve their aspired goals. As spatial mobility
can function as an agentic choice to attain their aspirations, youths with higher status
aspirations should be more likely to become spatially mobile for their VET. Similarly,
youths with long search durations are faced with costs, such as lost income and increased
difficulty finding a suitable training position. To circumvent these problems and increase
the probability of a successful transition, they should be motivated to expand their search
radius and also seek VET positions for which they have to become spatially mobile.

2.1.2. Regional Opportunity Structures

Because mobility decisions are decisions about places, refined SEU models emphasize
the importance of spatial characteristics. Most notably, the push–pull paradigm (Lee 1966)
and the concept of place utility (Wolpert 1965) assume that individuals’ decisions to be-
come spatially mobile are based on evaluations of regional characteristics. These regional
characteristics can include various factors such as the economic or labor market situation,
and also infrastructure and recreational opportunities that characterize the overall utility or
attractiveness as a place to live, work, or study. For regions with a lower place utility, the
unfavorable regional characteristics act as push factors increasing the likelihood of indi-
viduals to become spatially mobile into regions that are more attractive. The general idea
that limited regional opportunity structures push individuals away is supported by many
empirical studies using various regional indicators, which all show that spatial mobility
flows from less favorable regions towards more favorable “escalator regions” (Bernard et al.
2023; Cadwallader 1989; Détang-Dessendre and Gaigné 2009; Fielding 1992; Kaufmann
et al. 2018; Lemistre and Magrini 2011; Reichelt and Abraham 2017; Windzio 2008). Also
in the context of young people’s transition from school to VET, studies mostly based on
aggregate data show that unfavorable regional conditions increase spatial mobility (Beicht
and Eberhard 2009; Bogai et al. 2008; Herzer and Ulrich 2020; Jost et al. 2019); however,
these studies tend to use broad measures of the regional structure and lack micro-founded
explanations that consider youths’ occupational orientations.
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Still, place utility is not an objective measure but rather is based on subjective evalu-
ations that depend on individual aspirations and corresponding probabilities of success
given regional opportunities and constraints. Incorporating a social psychological per-
spective, Wolpert (1965) explains the underlying adaptation process: individuals consider
alternative locations if the utility of the place of origin does not match their aspiration level
and become spatially mobile if their aspirations are not or less likely achievable in their
home region. Hence, youths from regions with a limited supply of suitable training posi-
tions matching their individual occupational orientations, e.g., youths from rural regions
aspiring for a position in the event industry, should be more likely to become spatially
mobile to evade their limited regional opportunities and find a suitable training position in
regions that meet their aspirations.

In the same vein, person–environment fit theories (Edwards et al. 2002; Holland 1997)
emphasize the importance of fit between individual characteristics (goals, interests, abili-
ties) and environment characteristics (context, opportunities, offerings) for career choice,
and assume that individuals search for a suitable environment that meets their needs.
The resulting assumption that a mismatch between young people’s aspired field of work
and available regional opportunities increases spatial mobility is underscored by studies
showing that students seeking an apprenticeship in Germany report the unavailability
of their desired occupation in their home region as a main reason for their spatial mo-
bility (Ulrich et al. 2006; Wolf et al. 2004). Furthermore, aggregate data analysis showed
occupation-specific mobility patterns of VET students (Jost et al. 2019; Ulrich et al. 2006).
This indicates that not only the regional training market situation in general but also un-
even region-specific distributions of certain occupations that are particularly desirable are
decisive structural push factors for spatial mobility.

2.2. Binding Factors of Spatial Mobility

While individual occupational orientations and unfavorable regional opportunity
structures should increase spatial mobility as push factors, complementary theoretical
approaches emphasize the importance of binding factors, most notably social ties, as
barriers to spatial mobility. Migration theories stress the importance of the psychic costs of
leaving familiar social networks, friends, and family members behind (Cadwallader 1989;
Kalter 2000; Kaufmann et al. 2004; Mulder and Cooke 2009; Sjaastad 1962; Speare 1971).
Social networks, e.g., family members they live with or friends they meet for recreational
activities, are an important part of individuals’ lives that are fostered by frequent contact
and close proximity. As spatial mobility could weaken these social ties, they constitute
important binding factors hindering the spatial mobility of individuals that are socially
embedded in their home regions. In line with framing models (Esser 1990), individuals
ascribing a high value to their social ties should be less likely to become spatially mobile.

Most studies that address social binding factors examine the role of partnership,
marital status, and children on spatial mobility, as these studies focus on the spatial mobility
of individuals in the workforce or labor force (Kaufmann et al. 2018; Lemistre and Magrini
2011; Reichelt and Abraham 2017; Rouwendal 1999; Wagner 1989; Windzio 2004); however,
selected studies have also shown that, especially among adolescents, the unwillingness
to leave family and friends behind leads to a lower willingness to be spatially mobile
(Aaltonen 2021; Haldimann et al. 2021) and, among students seeking VET, the importance
of social networks in the hometown is a major reason for not seeking a training position
outside their home district (Wolf et al. 2004).

In contrast to youths’ occupational orientations and regional opportunity structures as
individual and structural push factors for spatial mobility, the binding role of social ties is
theoretically located in terms of “structural freedom” (Haldimann et al. 2021; Rye 2011) as
they can be understood as external constraints impeding mobility decisions, but also as
agentic choices to stay rooted in familiar surroundings.
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3. The Present Study

In the present study, we cast light on youths’ spatial mobility in the transition from
school to VET in Germany. We drew on recent longitudinal data from the NEPS covering
school-leaving cohorts from 2011–2017 (N = 5537, 47% females, mean age 18 [SD 1.3]),
merged with small-scale geospatial data. These data allow us to extend previous findings
on adolescent spatial mobility by providing comprehensive regional and individual-level
data with wide-ranging explanatory factors.

Our aim is twofold: First, we examine the prevalence of young people’s spatial mobility
within and between functional regional labor markets (RLMs; Kosfeld and Werner 2012)
and compare the mean distances observed for these mobility types. Second, building on
previous theorizing and research on the precursors of spatial mobility, especially among the
total labor force or workforce, that mostly consider predictors at different levels separately,
we examine the joint relevance of individual and structural push factors (occupational
orientations and regional opportunity structures in the home district) and social binding
factors. Moreover, compared to previous analyses, which often use broad measures of
regional conditions, we map the regional opportunity structure comprehensively by using
a measure for the regional place utility, indicating the general unattractiveness of the region,
as well as a regional person–environment mismatch indicator to measure the individual
opportunities for young people to realize their occupational aspirations in the region.
Figure 1 gives an overview of the research design.
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Figure 1. Graphical representation of the research design.

Regarding occupational orientations, we expect that youth with higher status aspirations
(H1) and longer search duration (H2) are more likely to become spatially mobile. With
respect to the regional opportunity structure, the probability of youths’ spatial mobility will
increase with higher general unattractiveness of the region (H3) and with higher regional
person–environment mismatch (H4). In contrast to those push factors, binding factors of
social ties are hypothesized to reduce the likelihood of becoming spatially mobile, including
participation in groups or organizations (H5), higher satisfaction with family (H6), and
higher satisfaction with friends (H7).

Our hypotheses relate to possible influences of predictors on spatial mobility in general.
We exploratively examine whether the predictors play a role in where youth are spatially
mobile, within or across RLMs. This contrasts with approaches that focus on how far
spatial mobility occurs regardless of how accessible places are beyond mostly arbitrarily
chosen thresholds. RLMs represent functionally closed regions that correspond to travel-to-
work areas combining agglomeration centers with their hinterland based on empirically
observed migration patterns and thus consider spatial infrastructures that direct mobility
flows (Kosfeld and Werner 2012). Hence, our results will also be relevant for research on
the delineation of such functional regions, as they promise to reveal whether and in what
respects RLMs are also functionally closed for youth seeking VET.
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4. Materials and Methods
4.1. Data

We used prospectively collected longitudinal data from the German NEPS, Starting
Cohort Grade 9 “School and Vocational Training: Educational Pathways of Students in
Grade 9 and Higher” (Blossfeld and Roßbach 2019; NEPS Network 2021), which allowed us
to analyze the mobility behavior of youth in the transition from school to VET by providing
regional identifiers at the small-scale district level (NUTS-3 regions) for both the place of
VET and the place of school, which usually corresponds to the place of residence, and
which we hence use as a proxy for place of residence. At the same time, the data contain
in-depth information on young people’s occupational orientations and social ties and can
be merged with regional data to map regional opportunity structures.

The data comprise a large and representative sample of 14540 9th graders at German
secondary schools. The first survey was administered in the classroom in ninth grade
using paper-and-pencil interviewing (PAPI) in fall 2010, followed by a second survey in
ninth grade in spring 2011. From tenth grade onward, subsequent surveys took place
annually in the classroom using PAPI. Respondents who had left the general school system
were interviewed twice a year and later annually (from wave 7) using computer-assisted
telephone interviewing (CATI). We used data from wave 1 to wave 12 (i.e., 2010–2019)
(NEPS 2021).

From the initial sample, we analyzed all students who started their first fully qualifying
VET after leaving the general school system (N 5537). Students who started tertiary
education or other educational programs were excluded. The processing time for entering
VET covers a maximum of 24 months after completing general schooling. Students who
started their VET after this period were excluded to ensure a comparable sample. Our
sample consists of school-leaving cohorts from 2011 to 2017. Table 1 shows the descriptive
statistics of all relevant variables for the analysis sample; we describe the measures in the
next subsection.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of all variables.

Mean or % SD Min Max N

Dependent variable

Mobility

no mobility 61.75 3419

within RLMs 16.40 908

between RLMs 21.85 1210

Individual
occupational orientations

Status aspirations

low 34.39 11.56 35.33 1610

medium 34.77 35.70 52.72 1628

high 30.84 53.15 88.70 1444

Search duration

1st year 80.46 4455

2nd year 19.54 1082

Regional
opportunity structure

General unattractiveness

10.80 27.93 −65.64 148.94 5537

Person–environment mismatch

−8.90 4.39 −40.11 −0.27 4655
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Table 1. Cont.

Mean or % SD Min Max N

Social ties

Participation in organization/group

yes 67.73 3572

no 32.27 1702

Satisfaction with family

low 32.32 0 7 1736

medium 34.30 8 9 1842

high 33.38 10 10 1793

Satisfaction with friends

low 37.89 0 8 2035

medium 25.97 9 9 1395

high 36.14 10 10 1941

Controls

Gender

male 53.40 2955

female 46.60 2579

Immigration

German 78.12 4267

immigrant 21.88 1195

Educational qualification

high 24.60 1356

medium 51.68 2849

low 23.79 1308

Age 18.44 1.28 14 23 5497

Parental SES

low 33.81 11.74 36.92 1660

medium 33.10 37.22 56.00 1625

high 33.10 56.03 88.96 1625

Region

South 37.37 2069

Central 30.32 1679

North 17.84 988

East 14.47 801

Residential relocation

yes 25.10 1262

no 74.90 3766

4.2. Measures
4.2.1. Dependent Variable

As with any spatial analysis, which spatial delineations are used to define spatial
units and the mobility between them is crucial. Following previous studies for the German
context (Bogai et al. 2008; Reichelt and Abraham 2017), we drew on the established concept
of RLMs (Kosfeld and Werner 2012) to operationalize the spatial mobility of youth entering
VET. In contrast to purely administrative regions such as districts (NUTS-3), whose bound-
aries are politically and historically determined, functional RLMs represent a more accurate
scope of action for job-related mobility decisions, as they consider that economic activities
are concentrated in centers and attract apprentices and workers from surrounding areas
(Wicht et al. 2020). The delineation of RLMs is based on the commuting patterns of the
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total labor force in Germany and combines the original 401 districts into 141 labor market
regions as depicted in Figure 2.
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We distinguished between spatial mobility within and between RLMs. Non-mobile
youths (i.e., school leavers that entered VET in their home district) formed the reference
group. While spatial mobility within RLMs is defined as entering VET in a district that
differs from the home district but is in the same RLM, spatial mobility between RLMs
occurs when the RLM of the home region differs from the RLM of VET. In contrast to
distance approaches (e.g., Beicht and Eberhard 2009; Détang-Dessendre and Molho 1999;
Lemistre and Moreau 2009) for mapping spatial mobility, which are often based on arbitrary
thresholds (e.g., distances between origin and destination > 50 km), our approach consid-
ers meaningful horizons of action based on observed commuting relationships between
administrative regions as based on information about the total labor force.

4.2.2. Focal Independent Variables

Individual occupational orientations. We captured young people’s occupational orienta-
tions with two measures. As a first measure, status aspirations, the social status associated
with students’ realistic occupational aspirations were used. Realistic occupational aspi-
rations (also called occupational expectations) refer to the specific occupations students
expect to achieve in the future given their perceived opportunity structure, including
individual resources and external constraints (Rojewski 2005). To map the social status of
the aspired occupation, we used the International Socio-Economic Index from 2008 (ISEI;
Ganzeboom 2010), which NEPS assigned to the occupations mentioned by students via the
International Standard Classification of Occupations (International Labor Office 2012). The
ISEI is an established continuous measure of occupational stratification based on informa-
tion about required educational qualifications and expected incomes. The original variable
was expressed in a 10–90 metric with higher values indicating higher socio-economic status.
To ease interpretation, and because the relationship with spatial mobility is not linear,
terciles were used, with low-status aspirations forming the reference group. We used the
last measurement before youths left the general education system. As a second measure,
search duration, we considered time spent searching for a VET position. We distinguished
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between young people who found a VET position in the first year after completing general
schooling (reference group) and those who started training only in the second year after
completing general schooling.

Regional opportunity structure. We used two indicators to measure the structural condi-
tions at the regional level of the home district: the general unattractiveness of a region and
the regional person–environment mismatch; we used regional data from the year in which
young people left general schooling. To measure general unattractiveness, we considered the
local commuter balance as a measure of the home region’s general attractiveness as a place
to live, work, or train. It is based on the employment statistics of the Federal Employment
Agency (BA) and is defined as the difference between the number of commuters in and
out, normalized to the total labor force and multiplied by 100 (BBSR 2022). To ease inter-
pretation, we used the inverted measurement of the commuter balance, so higher values
indicate higher general unattractiveness of the region.

To map regional person–environment mismatch as an indicator for the individualized
regional opportunity structure, we combine information on youths’ individual occupational
aspirations and the prevalence of corresponding occupations in their home region. Both
the occupational aspirations of young people and the occupations prevalent in their home
region are categorized by occupational segments based on the Classification of Occupations
in Germany (KldB 2010; Paulus and Matthes 2013). Occupational segments represent an
aggregation of occupations into 14 occupational groups according to occupational similarity
and distinctiveness in terms of occupational tasks, skills, and knowledge at the 2-digit
level of the KldB 2010, e.g., manufacturing, social and cultural services, or business-related
services (Matthes et al. 2015). To map the prevalence of the occupational segments aspired
to by youth in their home region, we used administrative regionalized occupational data
on the share of employees in the respective occupational segment at the district (NUTS-3)
level provided by the BA (BA 2022). A higher regional share of employees in the aspired
occupational segment indicates a higher prevalence of the occupations aspired to by youths
in their home region, and hence, a better match between person and environment. To
ease interpretation, as with the general unattractiveness indicator, we use the inverted
share of the aspired occupational segment in the home district, so higher values represent
a lower prevalence of the aspired occupational segment, and hence, a higher regional
person–environment mismatch.

Social ties. We captured the social ties of youth that can bind them to their home region
using three measures. The first measure was youths’ participation in an organization or group,
such as a voluntary aid organization, sports club, or religious group. Respondents could
specify multiple organizations. The variable was coded as one if youths participated in
at least one of the organizations and zero if they did not participate in any organization.
The second two measures were satisfaction with family and satisfaction with acquaintances and
friends, both measured on a scale of ten from 1 (completely dissatisfied) to 10 (completely
satisfied). Because both variables are highly left-skewed, and to facilitate interpretation,
we used terciles, with low-satisfaction youth as the reference groups. In all three cases, we
drew on the measurement that was temporally closest to leaving school.

4.2.3. Control Variables

Gender. We distinguished between the two majority gender groups: female and male
students (reference category). No other category was given to measure gender.

Age. Age at the end of general schooling was determined using information on the
date of birth and school leaving cohort.

Immigration. The variable is based on information on students’ country of birth and
the country of birth of students’ parents (Kristen et al. 2016). Youths with a migration
background comprise those who have immigrated to Germany themselves or at least one
whose parents have immigrated to Germany. Youths without a migration background form
the reference group.
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Educational qualification. We used the highest school leaving qualification attained
before entering VET, distinguishing between low (basic secondary education certificate
(Hauptschulabschluss) or no school leaving certificate), medium (secondary education
certificate (Mittlere Reife)), and high (university entrance certificate (Fachhochschulreife/
Abitur)) educational qualifications.

Parental socio-economic status. As for occupational status aspirations, the variable
was measured by the highest ISEI from 2008 (Ganzeboom 2010) associated with parents’
occupation. Due to the multimodal distribution, we used terciles, with low parental
socioeconomic status as the reference group.

Areas. We distinguish four large regions, combining German federal states (Frick and
Goebel 2008), Central, North, East, and South as the reference category.

Relocations. We identified residential moves based on a comparison of information on
the NUTS-3 region of primary or secondary residence at the end of general education with
that at the beginning of VET.

4.3. Analytic Strategy

We estimated multinomial logistic regression models (Wright 1995) in Stata 17
(StataCorp 2021) to examine the role of youths’ (a) individual occupational orientations,
(b) regional opportunity structures, and (c) social ties for spatial mobility in the transition
from school to VET, both within and between regional labor markets, compared with no mo-
bility. We estimated average marginal effects (AME; Mood 2010) for each type of mobility
as well as non-mobility. These indicate by how many percentage points the probability of
both types of mobility and non-mobility will change when the predictor variable increases
by one unit.

In order to account for the clustering of observations within regional labor mar-
kets, we used a Huber–White sandwich estimator to obtain cluster-robust standard errors
(Williams 2000). To deal with missing values in the predictor variables, we applied multi-
ple imputations (Little and Rubin 2002). We used sequential imputation through chained
equations to create 20 data sets. The imputation model includes all variables in our analysis
models. The extent of missing values can be seen in Table 1. Most cases can be attributed to
item non-response, and the largest proportion of missing values is in the variable measuring
occupational aspirations (about 15%). The missing values in this variable can be predicted
very well in particular by educational qualification, which we control for in the imputation
and analysis model.

We included gender, immigration, educational qualification, age, parental socio-
economic status, and area as control variables to rule out the possibility that differences
in the estimated probabilities of mobility and non-mobility were partly due to differences
in these variables. As a robustness check, we additionally estimated a model in which
we include residential relocations as a covariate, as they may confound the relationship
between social ties and spatial mobility. The results did not differ substantially from those
presented below and can be found in Table A1 (logit coefficients) and Table A2 (average
marginal effects) in Appendix A. The syntax for replicating the analyses and the regional
data used is publicly accessible (Hoffmann and Wicht 2023).

5. Results
5.1. Prevalence of Spatial Mobility

Table 2 shows substantial spatial mobility among youth transitioning from school to
VET; around 16% become mobile within and nearly 22% even between RLMs. Looking
at the average Euclidean distances between the centers of the home and target districts
(NUTS-3) for each mobility category, substantial differences could be observed: for mobility
within RLMs, the mean distance is 21 km, and the maximum distance is 69 km; and for
mobility between RLMs, the mean distance is 98 km, and the maximum is almost 780 km.
That is, spatial mobility between RLMs entails on average longer distances than spatial
mobility within RLMs.



Soc. Sci. 2023, 12, 277 11 of 21

Table 2. Distribution of spatial mobility.

Spatial Mobility N %

Euclidean Distance between Home and Target
District (Nuts-3) in km

Mean SD Min Max

no mobility 3419 61.75 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
within RLMs 908 16.40 20.90 10.75 1.64 69.33
between RLMs 1210 21.85 98.11 113.15 10.62 779.21
Total 5537 100.00 24.87 66.12 0.00 779.21

However, there is also some overlap in the possible distances between home and
target districts among the spatial mobility categories, including distances ranging between
10.62 km (min between mobility) and 69.33 km (max within mobility). This may be
attributed partly to so-called “border effects,” i.e., youth living in districts close to the RLMs
border are more likely to enter a different RLMs than those living more distant from the
border.

5.2. Predictors of Spatial Mobility

Figure 3 shows the average marginal effects (AMEs) for no mobility and spatial
mobility within and between RLMs regressed on the predictor variables while controlling
for possible confounder variables. All continuous predictor variables are z-standardized to
allow comparisons of the regression coefficients. Thus, the regression parameters express
changes in probabilities by standard deviations for these variables. The full regression
results for the models with and without control variables can be found in Table A1 (logit
coefficients) and Table A2 (AMEs) in Appendix A.
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Point estimates are given with 95% confidence intervals. Continuous variables are z-
standardized. Gender, immigration, educational qualification, age, parental socio-economic
status, and area are controlled.
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Individual occupational orientations. Our results show that medium status aspirations
compared to low status aspirations are not associated with individuals’ mobility behavior
at entry into the first VET, while high status aspirations compared to low status aspirations
predict spatial mobility within RLMs. For youths with high status aspirations relative to
low status aspirations, the probability of not becoming spatially mobile decreases by seven
percentage points, and the probability to become spatially mobile within RLMs increases
by four percentage points. Therefore, the postulated push factor of status aspirations on
spatial mobility (H1) can be partly confirmed for students with high status aspirations and
mobility within RLMs. In contrast, the assumed push factor of search duration on spatial
mobility (H2) can only be confirmed for mobility between RLMs. Young people who have
been looking for a VET position for more than a year are four percentage points more likely
to be mobile between RLMs than students who started their VET in the first year after
leaving general schooling.

Regional opportunity structure. Regional conditions turn out to be crucial push factors
for spatial mobility. The general unattractiveness of the home district positively predicts all
mobility types (H3). An increase in the home districts’ general unattractiveness by one
standard deviation decreases the probability of youths starting VET in their home region
by eight percentage points. Accordingly, a one-standard-deviation increase in the general
unattractiveness of home districts increases the probability of spatial mobility within RLMs
by four percentage points and between RLMs by five percentage points. In addition, a
person–environment mismatch in the home district raises the likelihood of becoming mobile,
but only within RLMs (H4). However, the associations are lower than for the general
unattractiveness of the home regions. A one-standard-deviation increase in the person–
environment mismatch variable decreases the probability of not becoming mobile by three
percentage points and increases the probability of becoming mobile within RLMs by two
percentage points.

Social ties. Regarding possible binding factors, our results do not support the assump-
tion that participation in groups or organizations (H5) and satisfaction with family (H6) reduce
the likelihood of becoming spatially mobile; however, we found that adolescents’ satisfaction
with friends is a relevant binding factor (H7)—but only regarding mobility between RLMs.
Compared to youth with low satisfaction with their friendships, highly satisfied youth are
three percentage points less likely to be spatially mobile between RLMs. We found no such
relationship for medium-satisfied youth compared to low-satisfied youth.

6. Discussion
6.1. Summary of Key Findings

We illuminated the prevalence of spatial mobility among youth in the transition from
school to VET in Germany and the importance of underlying push and binding factors.
First, in line with previous findings based on aggregate data (Bogai et al. 2008; Herzer and
Ulrich 2020; Jost et al. 2019), our results revealed a substantial amount of spatial mobility of
youth in the transition to VET: 16% become spatially mobile within and 22% between RLMs.
Second, the findings support the assumptions of the SEU theory (Esser 1999; Kalter 1997)
and the agency–structure debate (Evans 2007), showing the joint relevance of (a) individual
occupational orientations, and (b) regional opportunity structure as agentic and structural
push factors, as well as (c) social ties to friends as barriers to spatial mobility.

Regarding occupational orientations, our results showed that youths with high status
aspirations and longer search durations are more likely to become spatially mobile for their
VET; however, status aspirations only concern mobility within RLMs, and longer search
duration mobility between RLMs. As presumed by the motility framework (Haldimann
et al. 2021; Kaufmann et al. 2004), which views spatial mobility as a resource based on
individuals’ agentic motivation, our results support the notion that the decision to become
spatially mobile can be seen as an instrumental decision to achieve their aspired goals and
a successful transition into VET. This is also in line with previous research highlighting
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status aspirations to be a key driver of status attainment (Nießen et al. 2022; Schoon and
Parsons 2002).

Concerning regional opportunity structures, we complement previous research (Bogai
et al. 2008; Cadwallader 1989; Herzer and Ulrich 2020; Lemistre and Magrini 2011; Windzio
2008) that used rather broad measures to capture the importance of regional characteristics
for spatial mobility. Both general unattractiveness and person–environment mismatch
turned out to be crucial predictors of spatial mobility, but in terms of effect sizes, associations
are stronger for the general unattractiveness indicator, and person–environment mismatch
only matters for mobility within RLMs. The fact that higher general unattractiveness
of the home region pushes young people to become spatially mobile underscores the
theoretical concept of place utility (Wolpert 1965) and the push–pull paradigm (Lee 1966).
Furthermore, the fact that the mismatch between individuals’ occupational aspirations
and their regional availability is an important push factor, too, underlines the results of
aggregate data analyses showing occupation-specific patterns of spatial mobility of VET
students (Jost et al. 2019) and the theoretical notions of person–environment fit theory
(Edwards et al. 2002; Holland 1997). This finding is of particular concern, as spatial mobility
is regarded as an important solution to mitigate regional matching problems in labor and
training markets.

In contrast to the confirmed push factors for spatial mobility, including individual
occupational orientations and regional opportunity structures, our results do not offer
clear support for the assumed binding factors of social ties for spatial mobility as shown
by previous research (Aaltonen 2021; Haldimann et al. 2021). Only high satisfaction
with friends is negatively related to youths’ spatial mobility between RLMs. As mobility
between RLMs entails longer mean distances, this indicates that the psychic costs of leaving
friends show up only for longer distances, which may make it more difficult to retain
contact from the subjective perspective of youth. The finding that family ties do not
matter in predicting spatial mobility of youth entering VET is in line with life course
research (Ryan and Lynch 1989) that emphasize that this stage in the lives of young adults
is characterized by detachment from the parental home and the beginning of independent
living.

Our explorative analyses differentiating spatial mobility within and between RLMs
give new relevant insights, firstly, into whether RLMs also represent functionally closed
VET markets and, secondly, which factors influence spatial mobility within and between
them. The results revealed that the predictors relating to occupational aspirations (individ-
ual status aspirations and person–environment mismatch) only pertain to spatial mobility
within RLMs. This indicates that RLMs may also represent functionally closed training
markets capable of meeting VET students’ occupational aspirations. On the other hand,
spatial mobility between RLMs was related to youths’ social ties to friends and regions’
general unattractiveness. This implies that not occupation-related factors but rather, consis-
tent with the concept of place utility (Wolpert 1965), the expected general quality of life is
decisive for the decision to become spatially mobile into another RLM.

6.2. Limitations and Directions towards Future Research

The present study certainly has some limitations. Concerning predictor variables
denoting regional opportunity structures, we focused on measures related to students’
home regions. In line with the push–pull paradigm (Lee 1966), it could be fruitful to
include measurements for the regional conditions of the destination region. This could
further illuminate the underlying evaluations and comparisons guiding mobility decisions;
however, this analysis is best conducted as part of future research with a restricted sample
excluding the high amount of non-mobile students, as otherwise measures for students
that stayed in their home region and students that became mobile in a similar region would
be identical.

Another point that should be addressed in future studies is the limited support for the
binding role of social ties, including satisfaction with family and participation in groups or
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organizations. While life-cycle models (Ryan and Lynch 1989) can explain that the impor-
tance of families declines during the transition from school to VET, our result may also be
due to weak measures of these social ties. The available measurements for satisfaction with
family and with friends had little variation and were highly left-skewed. We used terciles
to circumvent these problems; nonetheless, more precise and in-depth measurements of
youths’ social ties would be beneficial to assess their actual involvement, commitment,
and interest in keeping their social ties more accurately. Regarding participation in any
group or organization, a simple dummy variable was used. More in-depth information
considering students’ involvement in these organizations would have been beneficial but
was not available in our data.

Lastly, our results supported the presumed relevance of youths’ occupational aspi-
rations as agentic push factors for spatial mobility. Future research should examine this
relationship further and test how far spatially mobile youth are actually able to attain their
occupational orientations. In a similar vein, research should investigate whether youth who
have become spatially mobile stay in these regions after completing their VET or whether
they return to their home regions. Moreover, as occupational orientations and mobility
decisions can be seen as processes (Holland 1997; Kalter 1997), future research should also
address the willingness of students to become mobile and whether changes over time can
be observed. Especially, the question of how far students that live in unfavorable regions
and are unable to find a suitable training position adapt their occupational aspirations or
their willingness to become mobile seems to be an important topic for future research.

7. Conclusions

This study gives new insights into the prevalence and predictors of spatial mobility
of youth in the transition from school to VET. Our findings are especially relevant for
practitioners and policymakers as spatial mobility is an important means to mitigate re-
gional disparities in the German labor and training market and facilitate youths’ successful
transitions into VET, but it may also reproduce social inequalities. Extending literature on
mobility in general, our results highlight that youths’ mobility decisions are particularly
contingent on push factors of their agentic motivation and the structural constraints they
face. Hence, spatial mobility can be, on one hand, a possibility to achieve occupational
aspirations and a successful transition into VET, and on the other hand, a necessity to com-
pensate for unfavorable regional opportunity structures and poor chances on the training
market.

As our results suggest that RLMs represent functionally closed training markets
meeting youth’s occupational needs, spatial mobility within them can indeed be seen as an
important means for youth to realize their aspirations and mitigate regional inequalities
within them. Hence, practitioners and policymakers should support youths who are willing
to become spatially mobile through mobility-enhancing measures. These could include
special incentives to ease commuting, such as job tickets that reduce the costs of public
transportation, or even providing cars for commuting apprentices with driver’s licenses;
however providing affordable housing options, such as dormitories for VET students, could
also enable youths to move to the location of their VET. Above all, policymakers should
ensure that spatial mobility is feasible for everybody to circumvent social inequalities.

On the other hand, our results reveal that youths becoming spatially mobile between
RLMs are rather pushed by the high general unattractiveness of their home region and long
search durations. In this case, practical implementations should first aim to make living in
these regions more attractive, especially for VET students. This can include intercompany
training centers in structurally weak regions, expansion of infrastructures to improve the
accessibility of training opportunities, but also incentives such as discounts for cultural
or recreational facilities in the region, which are already common for university students.
Secondly, offers should be provided that aim at supporting youths that are unsuccessful in
finding a suitable training position in their home region. Here, e.g., counseling services
of an employment agency could either recommend consideration of alternative occupa-
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tional fields in the home region or encourage the option to seek VET in another region
with more favorable opportunities on the training market. While the implementation of
such mobility-enhancing policies seems promising, it is also important to conduct further
research evaluating the extent to which such measures are actually helpful in supporting
youths’ mobility decisions and successful transitions into VET.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, L.H. and A.W.; Methodology, L.H. and A.W.; Formal
analysis, L.H. and A.W.; Data curation, L.H. and A.W.; Writing—original draft, L.H.; Writing—review
& editing, L.H. and A.W.; Visualization, L.H. and A.W.; Supervision, A.W.; Project administration,
A.W.; Funding acquisition, A.W. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of
the manuscript.

Funding: This article was written as part of the junior research group “Career orientations and their
realization: young people’s transitions to vocational education and training in a spatial context”,
based at the Federal Institute for Vocational Education and Training (BIBB).

Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable.

Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Data Availability Statement: The analyses are based on data from the National Educational Panel
Study (NEPS): Starting Cohort Grade 9, doi:10.5157/NEPS:SC4:12.0.0 (H.-P. Blossfeld and Roßbach
2019; NEPS Network 2021). The authors are not the owners of the data and have no permission to
distribute this data; however, the data is available for scientific use under restricted conditions to
comply with the relevant data protection regulations and to ensure the anonymity of the participants.
The basis for the use of the data is a data-use agreement. The authors got access to the NEPS
data through the Research Data Centre at LifBi—Leibniz Institute for Educational Trajectories at:
https://www.neps-data.de/Data-Center/Data-Access (accessed on 23 February 2023). The data
sources are publicly available upon registration as a data user. The regional data used from various
data sources is publicly accessible (Hoffmann and Wicht 2023).

Acknowledgments: We thank Simon Kühne and Stefan Liebig for editing this special issue. We are
grateful to Wolfang Ludwig-Mayerhofer and anonymous reviewers for their valuable comments and
suggestions on earlier versions of this paper. We also thank our student assistant Rafael Warkotsch
for his support. This paper uses data from the National Educational Panel Study (NEPS), Starting
Cohort Grade 9, doi:10.5157/NEPS:SC4:12.0.0 (H.-P. Blossfeld and Roßbach 2019; NEPS Network
2021). The NEPS is carried out by the Leibniz Institute for Educational Trajectories (LIfBi, Germany)
in cooperation with a nationwide network.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

Appendix A

Table A1. Predictors of spatial mobility within and between RLMs (logit coefficients).

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Outcome: Mobility within RLMs, ref. no mobility

Orientations
Status aspirations (ref. low)

medium 0.32 *** [0.10] 0.19 + [0.11] 0.20 + [0.11]
high 0.61 *** [0.11] 0.42 *** [0.12] 0.38 ** [0.13]

Search duration: (ref. 1st year) −0.01 [0.11] −0.00 [0.11] 0.02 [0.11]

Region
General unattractiveness (std.) 0.38 *** [0.09] 0.41 *** [0.08] 0.49 *** [0.08]
Person–environment mismatch (std.) 0.17 *** [0.05] 0.16 *** [0.05] 0.15 ** [0.05]

https://www.neps-data.de/Data-Center/Data-Access
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Table A1. Cont.

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Social Ties
Participation in organization/group (ref. no) 0.06 [0.09] 0.01 [0.10] 0.03 [0.10]
Satisfaction with family (ref. low)

medium 0.01 [0.09] 0.01 [0.09] 0.03 [0.09]
high −0.11 [0.10] −0.09 [0.10] −0.05 [0.10]

Satisfaction with friends (ref. low)
medium −0.01 [0.11] 0.01 [0.11] −0.01 [0.11]
high −0.09 [0.11] −0.04 [0.11] −0.04 [0.11]

Controls
Gender (ref. male) 0.07 [0.09] 0.00 [0.09]
Immigration (ref. natives) −0.36 *** [0.11] −0.30 ** [0.11]
Educational qualification (ref. high)

medium −0.11 [0.15] −0.12 [0.15]
low −0.19 [0.20] −0.24 [0.20]

Age (std.) 0.18 ** [0.06] 0.14 * [0.07]
Parental SES (ref. low)

medium −0.02 [0.11] −0.02 [0.11]
high 0.14 [0.11] 0.10 [0.11]

Area (ref. South)
Central −0.72 ** [0.23] −0.61 ** [0.22]
North −0.31 [0.20] −0.29 [0.20]
East −0.64 * [0.30] −0.66 * [0.30]

Residential relocation (ref. no) 1.34 *** [0.11]

Constant −1.62 *** [0.16] −1.06 *** [0.24] −1.37 *** [0.25]

Outcome: Mobility between RLMs, ref. no mobility

Orientations
Status aspirations (ref. low)

medium 0.31 ** [0.10] 0.09 [0.11] 0.12 [0.12]
high 0.70 *** [0.10] 0.28 * [0.11] 0.20 [0.13]

Search duration: (ref. 1st year) 0.28 ** [0.09] 0.26 ** [0.09] 0.31 ** [0.10]

Region
General unattractiveness (std.) 0.31 *** [0.05] 0.38 *** [0.05] 0.52 *** [0.05]
Person–environment mismatch (std.) 0.11 ** [0.04] 0.10 ** [0.04] 0.07 + [0.04]

Social Ties
Participation in organization/group (ref. no) 0.07 [0.08] 0.05 [0.09] 0.08 [0.09]
Satisfaction with family (ref. low)

medium 0.04 [0.09] 0.00 [0.09] 0.04 [0.10]
high −0.05 [0.11] −0.01 [0.11] 0.08 [0.13]

Satisfaction with friends (ref. low)
medium −0.07 [0.10] −0.05 [0.10] −0.10 [0.11]
high −0.29 ** [0.09] −0.20 * [0.09] −0.22 * [0.10]

Controls
Gender (ref. male) 0.07 [0.08] 0.00 [0.09]
Immigration (ref. natives) −0.24 ** [0.09] −0.15 [0.10]
Educational qualification (ref. high)

medium −0.69 *** [0.11] −0.70 *** [0.13]
low −0.87 *** [0.14] −0.96 *** [0.16]

Age (std.) 0.18 *** [0.05] 0.13 * [0.06]
Parental SES (ref. low)

medium −0.13 [0.09] −0.14 [0.10]
high 0.02 [0.10] −0.04 [0.11]

Region (ref. South)
Central −0.48 ** [0.16] −0.32 + [0.16]
North −0.49 ** [0.18] −0.48 ** [0.18]
East 0.15 [0.18] 0.07 [0.16]

Residential relocation (ref. no) 2.33 *** [0.24]

Constant −1.35 *** [0.11] −0.39 + [0.22] −1.14 *** [0.24]

Observations 5537 5537 5537
FMI (max.) 0.20 0.23 0.25
RVI (avg.) 0.09 0.08 0.10

Notes: + p < 0.1; * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001; standard errors in brackets; cluster robust SE; 20 imputations;
N (districts) 349; N (regional labor markets) 137; N (persons) 5537.
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Table A2. Predictors of no mobility and spatial mobility within and between RLMs (AMEs).

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Orientations
Status aspirations: medium (ref. low)

no mobility −0.07 *** [0.02] −0.03 [0.02] −0.03 [0.02]
within RLMs 0.03 *** [0.01] 0.02 + [0.01] 0.02 + [0.01]
between RLMs 0.04 ** [0.01] 0.01 [0.02] 0.01 [0.01]

Status aspirations: high (ref. low)
no mobility −0.15 *** [0.02] −0.07 *** [0.02] −0.05 ** [0.02]
within RLMs 0.06 *** [0.01] 0.04 ** [0.02] 0.04 ** [0.02]
between RLMs 0.10 *** [0.02] 0.03 + [0.02] 0.01 [0.02]

Search duration: 2nd year (ref. 1st year)
no mobility −0.04 * [0.02] −0.03 + [0.02] −0.03 * [0.02]
within RLMs −0.01 [0.01] −0.01 [0.01] −0.01 [0.01]
between RLMs 0.05 *** [0.01] 0.04 ** [0.01] 0.04 ** [0.01]

Region
General unattractiveness (std.)

no mobility −0.08 *** [0.01] −0.08 *** [0.01] −0.09 *** [0.01]
within RLMs 0.04 *** [0.01] 0.04 *** [0.01] 0.04 *** [0.01]
between RLMs 0.04 *** [0.01] 0.05 *** [0.01] 0.05 *** [0.01]

Person–environment mismatch (std.)
no mobility −0.03 *** [0.01] −0.03 *** [0.01] −0.02 ** [0.01]
within RLMs 0.02 ** [0.01] 0.02 ** [0.01] 0.02 ** [0.01]
between RLMs 0.01 * [0.01] 0.01 + [0.01] 0.00 [0.01]

Social Ties
Participation in organization/group (ref. no)

no mobility −0.01 [0.02] −0.01 [0.02] −0.01 [0.01]
within RLMs 0.01 [0.01] −0.00 [0.01] −0.00 [0.01]
between RLMs 0.01 [0.01] 0.01 [0.01] 0.01 [0.01]

Satisfaction with family: medium (ref. low)
no mobility −0.01 [0.02] −0.00 [0.02] −0.01 [0.01]
within RLMs −0.00 [0.01] 0.00 [0.01] 0.00 [0.01]
between RLMs 0.01 [0.01] −0.00 [0.01] 0.00 [0.01]

Satisfaction with family: high (ref. low)
no mobility 0.02 [0.02] 0.01 [0.02] −0.00 [0.02]
within RLMs −0.01 [0.01] −0.01 [0.01] −0.01 [0.01]
between RLMs −0.00 [0.02] 0.00 [0.02] 0.01 [0.02]

Satisfaction with friends: medium (ref. low)
no mobility 0.01 [0.02] 0.01 [0.02] 0.01 [0.02]
within RLMs 0.00 [0.01] 0.00 [0.01] 0.00 [0.01]
between RLMs −0.01 [0.02] −0.01 [0.02] −0.01 [0.01]

Satisfaction with friends: high (ref. low)
no mobility 0.05 ** [0.02] 0.03 + [0.02] 0.03 [0.02]
within RLMs −0.00 [0.01] 0.00 [0.01] 0.00 [0.01]
between RLMs −0.04 ** [0.01] −0.03 * [0.01] −0.03 * [0.01]

Controls
Gender (ref. male)

no mobility −0.02 [0.02] −0.00 [0.02]
within RLMs 0.01 [0.01] 0.01 [0.01]
between RLMs 0.01 [0.01] −0.00 [0.01]

Immigration (ref. native)
no mobility 0.06 *** [0.02] 0.04 ** [0.02]
within RLMs −0.04 ** [0.01] −0.03 ** [0.01]
between RLMs −0.03 * [0.01] −0.01 [0.01]

Education: medium (ref. low)
no mobility 0.10 *** [0.02] 0.08 *** [0.02]
within RLMs 0.01 [0.02] 0.02 [0.02]
between RLMs −0.12 *** [0.02] −0.10 *** [0.02]
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Table A2. Cont.

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Education: high (ref. low)
no mobility 0.13 *** [0.03] 0.12 *** [0.03]
within RLMs 0.01 [0.03] 0.01 [0.03]
between RLMs −0.14 *** [0.03] −0.13 *** [0.02]

Age (std.)
no mobility −0.04 *** [0.01] −0.02 * [0.01]
within RLMs 0.02 * [0.01] 0.01 [0.01]
between RLMs 0.02 ** [0.01] 0.01 + [0.01]

Parental SES: medium (ref. low)
no mobility 0.02 [0.02] 0.02 [0.02]
within RLMs 0.00 [0.01] 0.00 [0.01]
between RLMs −0.02 [0.01] −0.02 [0.01]

Parental SES: high (ref. low)
no mobility −0.02 [0.02] −0.01 [0.02]
within RLMs 0.02 [0.01] 0.02 [0.01]
between RLMs −0.00 [0.02] −0.01 [0.01]

Area: Center (ref. South)
no mobility 0.13 *** [0.03] 0.09 *** [0.03]
within RLMs −0.08 * [0.03] −0.07 * [0.03]
between RLMs −0.05 + [0.03] −0.02 [0.02]

Area: North (ref. South)
no mobility 0.09 ** [0.03] 0.07 ** [0.02]
within RLMs −0.03 [0.03] −0.02 [0.03]
between RLMs −0.06 * [0.03] −0.05 * [0.03]

Area: East (ref. South)
no mobility 0.03 [0.04] 0.05 [0.03]
within RLMs −0.09 * [0.04] −0.09 * [0.03]
between RLMs 0.05 + [0.03] 0.04 [0.02]

Residential relocation (ref. no)
no mobility −0.41 *** [0.02]
within RLMs 0.06 *** [0.02]
between RLMs 0.35 *** [0.02]

Observations 5537 5537 5537
FMI (max.) 0.18 0.22 0.24
RVI (avg.) 0.09 0.08 0.10

Notes: + p < 0.1; * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001; standard errors in brackets; cluster robust SE; 20 imputations;
N (districts) 349; N (regional labor markets) 137; N (persons) 5537.

References
Aaltonen, Sanna. 2021. Making a living in a provincial hometown: Locality as a structuring landscape for agency. In Structure and

Agency in Young People’s Lives. London: Routledge, pp. 116–29. [CrossRef]
Allmendinger, Jutta. 1989. Educational systems and labor market outcomes. European Sociological Review 5: 231–50. [CrossRef]
BA. 2022. Employees Subject to Social Security Contributions (SvB) at Place of Work by Occupational Sector and Segment. Nuremberg: German

Federal Employment Agency (BA).
Barron, John M. 1975. Search in the Labor Market and the Duration of Unemployment: Some Empirical Evidence. The American

Economic Review 65: 934–42.
BBSR. 2022. Indicators and Maps of Spatial and Urban Development, INKAR Edition 2022. Bonn: Federal Institute for Research on Building,

Urban Affairs and Spatial Development (BBSR).
Beicht, Ursula, and Verena Eberhard. 2009. Regionale Mobilität von Ausbildungsstellenbewerbern und -bewerberinnen—Ergebnisse

der BA/BIBB-Bewerberbefragung 2008. In Datenreport Zum Berufsbildungsbericht. Edited by Bundesinstitut für Berufsbildung.
Bonn: BIBB, pp. 82–86.

Bernard, Josef, Annett Steinführer, Andreas Klärner, and Sylvia Keim-Klärner. 2023. Regional opportunity structures: A research
agenda to link spatial and social inequalities in rural areas. Progress in Human Geography 47: 103–23. [CrossRef]

Blossfeld, Hans-Peter, and Hans-Günther Roßbach, eds. 2019. Edition ZfE: Vol. 3. Education as a Lifelong Process, 2nd ed. Wiesbaden:
Springer Fachmedien Wiesbaden. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429324314-10
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordjournals.esr.a036524
https://doi.org/10.1177/03091325221139980
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-658-23162-0


Soc. Sci. 2023, 12, 277 19 of 21

Blossfeld, Pia. 2017. Labor Market Entry in Germany before and after the Financial Crisis: An Analysis of Duration of Labor Market
Entry, Quality of First Job, and Fixed-Term Employment. In Young People’s Development and the Great Recession: Uncertain Transitions
and Precarious Futures. Edited by Ingrid Schoon and John Bynner. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 208–32. [CrossRef]

Bogai, Dieter, Holger Seibert, and Doris Wiethölter. 2008. Duale Ausbildung in Deutschland: Die Suche nach Lehrstellen macht junge
Menschen mobil. IAB-Kurzbericht 9: 1–9.

Cadwallader, Martin. 1989. A conceptual framework for analysing migration behaviour in the developed world. Progress in Human
Geography 13: 494–511. [CrossRef]

Chen, Yong, and Stuart S. Rosenthal. 2008. Local amenities and life-cycle migration: Do people move for jobs or fun? Journal of Urban
Economics 64: 519–37. [CrossRef]

Czaika, Mathias. 2015. Migration and Economic Prospects. Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies 41: 58–82. [CrossRef]
Détang-Dessendre, Cécile, and Carl Gaigné. 2009. Unemployment duration, city size, and the tightness of the labor market. Regional

Science and Urban Economics 39: 266–76. [CrossRef]
Détang-Dessendre, Cécile, and Ian Molho. 1999. Migration and Changing Employment Status: A Hazard Function Analysis. Journal of

Regional Science 39: 103–23. [CrossRef]
Détang-Dessendre, Cécile, Carine Drapier, and Hubert Jayet. 2004. The Impact of Migration on Wages: Empirical Evidence from

French Youth. Journal of Regional Science 44: 661–91. [CrossRef]
Détang-Dessendre, Cécile, Florence Goffette-Nagot, and Virginie Piguet. 2008. Life Cycle and migration to urban and rural ares:

Estimation of a mixed logit model on french data. Journal of Regional Science 48: 789–824. [CrossRef]
Eberhard, Verena, Andreas Kreweth, and Joachim G. Ulrich. 2006. Mangelware Lehrstelle: Zur aktuellen Lage der Ausbildungsplatzbewerber

in Deutschland. Berichte zur beruflichen Bildung 279. Bielefeld: Bertelsmann.
Eberhard, Verena, Mona Granato, Philip Herzer, Stephanie Matthes, Annalisa Schnitzler, Rafael Schratz, Joachim G. Ulrich, and

Ursula Weiß. 2018. Betriebe ohne Azubis, Jugendliche ohne Ausbildungsstellen. Ausbildungsmarkt in der Krise? Ergebnisse des BIBB
-Expertenmonitors 2018 zu Berufsorientierung und Passungsproblemen auf dem Ausbildungsmarkt. Bonn: BIBB.

Edwards, Jeffrey R., Robert D. Caplan, and Richard V. Harrison. 2002. Person-Environment Fit Theory: Conceptual Foundations,
Empirical Evidence, and Directions for Future Research. Theories of Organizational Stress 31: 28–67.

Esser, Hartmut. 1990. „Habits“, „Frames“ und „Rational Choice“. Zeitschrift für Soziologie 19: 231–47. [CrossRef]
Esser, Hartmut. 1999. Soziologie: Spezielle Grundlagen. Band 1: Situationslogik und Handeln. Frankfurt: Campus-Verlag.
Evans, Karen. 2002. Taking Control of their Lives? Agency in Young Adult Transitions in England and the New Germany. Journal of

Youth Studies 5: 245–69. [CrossRef]
Evans, Karen. 2007. Concepts of bounded agency in education, work, and the personal lives of young adults. International Journal of

Psychology 42: 85–93. [CrossRef]
Fielding, Anthony J. 1992. Migration and Social Mobility: South East England as an Escalator Region. Regional Studies 26: 1–15.

[CrossRef]
Frick, Joachim R., and Jan Goebel. 2008. Regional Income Stratification in Unified Germany Using a Gini Decomposition Approach.

Regional Studies 42: 555–77. [CrossRef]
Ganesch, Franziska, Matthias Dütsch, and Olaf Struck. 2019. Regionale Mobilität am Arbeitsmarkt. Individuelle, betriebliche und

wirtschaftsstrukturelle Determinanten von Mobilität und Einkommen. KZfSS Kölner Zeitschrift für Soziologie und Sozialpsychologie
71: 181–210. [CrossRef]

Ganzeboom, Harry B. G. 2010. A New International Socio-Economic Index (ISEI) of Occupational Status for the International Standard
Classification of Occupation 2008 (ISCO-08) Constructed with Data from the ISSP 2002–2007. Paper presented at Annual
Conference of International Social Survey Programme, Lisbon, Portugal, May 1; Available online: http://www.harryganzeboom.
nl/Pdf/2010%20-%20Ganzeboom-ISEI08-ISSP-Lisbon-(paper).pdf (accessed on 1 May 2010).

Granato, Mona, Bettina Milde, and Joachim G. Ulrich. 2018. Passungsprobleme auf dem Ausbildungsmarkt: Eine vertiefende Analyse
für Nordrhein-Westfalen 8. Social Science Open Access Repository (SSOAR) VIII: 114. Available online: https://nbn-resolving.org/
urn:nbn:de:0168-ssoar-67184-2 (accessed on 23 February 2023).

Granato, Nadia, Anette Haas, Silke Hamann, and Annekatrin Niebuhr. 2015. The impact of skill-specific migration on regional
unemployment disparities in Germany. Journal of Regional Science 55: 513–39. [CrossRef]

Haldimann, Lukas, Marieke Heers, and Patrick Rérat. 2021. Between stuckness and stillness: Why do young adults not undertake
temporary mobility? Population, Space and Place 27: e2461. [CrossRef]

Herzer, Philip, and Joachim G. Ulrich. 2020. Wie die regionale Mobilität von Jugendlichen zur Besetzung von Ausbildungsplätzen
beiträgt. BIBB Report 2020: 1–19.

Hillmert, Steffen, Andreas Hartung, and Katarina Weßling. 2017. A Decomposition of Local Labour-Market Conditions and Their
Relevance for Inequalities in Transitions to Vocational Training. European Sociological Review 33: 534–50. [CrossRef]

Hoffmann, Linda, and Alexandra Wicht. 2023. Replication material: »Should I stay or should I go?« Prevalence and predictors of
spatial mobility among youth in the transition to vocational education and training in Germany. Datenfile Version 1.0.0. In
Archiving BASIS. Cologne: GESIS Data Services for the Social Sciences. [CrossRef]

Holland, John L. 1997. Making Vocational Choices: A Theory of Vocational Personalities and Work Environments. Odessa: Psychological
Assessment Resources.

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316779507.010
https://doi.org/10.1177/030913258901300402
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jue.2008.05.005
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2014.924848
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.regsciurbeco.2009.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9787.00125
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0022-4146.2004.00353.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9787.2008.00571.x
https://doi.org/10.1515/zfsoz-1990-0401
https://doi.org/10.1080/1367626022000005965
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207590600991237
https://doi.org/10.1080/00343409212331346741
https://doi.org/10.1080/00343400701543181
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11577-019-00620-y
http://www.harryganzeboom.nl/Pdf/2010%20-%20Ganzeboom-ISEI08-ISSP-Lisbon-(paper).pdf
http://www.harryganzeboom.nl/Pdf/2010%20-%20Ganzeboom-ISEI08-ISSP-Lisbon-(paper).pdf
https://nbn-resolving.org/urn:nbn:de:0168-ssoar-67184-2
https://nbn-resolving.org/urn:nbn:de:0168-ssoar-67184-2
https://doi.org/10.1111/jors.12178
https://doi.org/10.1002/psp.2461
https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcx057
https://doi.org/10.7802/2548


Soc. Sci. 2023, 12, 277 20 of 21

International Labor Office. 2012. International Standard Classification of Occupations 2008 (ISCO-08): Structure, Group Definitions and
Correspondence tables. International Standard Classification of Occupations: V. 1. Geneva: International Labour Office.

Jost, Oskar, Holger Seibert, and Doris Wiethölter. 2019. Regionale Mobilität von Lehrlingen: Auszubildende in MINT-Berufen pendeln
besonders häufig. IAB-Kurzbericht 2019: 1–8. Available online: http://hdl.handle.net/10419/216693 (accessed on 23 February
2023).

Kalter, Frank. 1997. Wohnortwechsel in Deutschland: Ein Beitrag zur Migrationstheorie und zur empirischen Anwendung von Rational-Choice-
Modellen. Wiesbaden: VS Verlag für Sozialwissenschaften. [CrossRef]

Kalter, Frank. 2000. Theorien der Migration. In Handbuch der Demographie 1. Berlin/Heidelberg: Springer, pp. 438–75. [CrossRef]
Kaufmann, Vincent, Manfred M. Bergman, and Dominique Joye. 2004. Motility: Mobility as capital. International Journal of Urban and

Regional Research 28: 745–56. [CrossRef]
Kaufmann, Vincent, Yann Dubois, and Emmanuel Ravalet. 2018. Measuring and typifying mobility using motility. Applied Mobilities 3:

198–213. [CrossRef]
Konietzka, Dirk. 2002. Die soziale Diffrenzierung der Übergangsmuster in den Beruf. KZfSS Kölner Zeitschrift für Soziologie und

Sozialpsychologie 54: 645–73. [CrossRef]
Kosfeld, Reinhold, and Alexander Werner. 2012. Deutsche Arbeitsmarktregionen—Neuabgrenzung nach den Kreisgebietsreformen

2007–2011. Raumforschung Und Raumordnung—RuR 70: 49–64. [CrossRef]
Kristen, Cornelia, Melanie Olczyk, and Gisela Will. 2016. Identifying Immigrants and Their Descendants in the National Educational

Panel Study. In Methodological Issues of Longitudinal Surveys: The Example of the National Educational Panel Study. Edited by
Hans-Peter Blossfeld, Jutta von Maurice, Michael Bayer and Jan Skopek. Wiesbaden: Springer Fachmedien Wiesbaden, pp.
195–211.

Kroneberg, Clemens, and Frank Kalter. 2012. Rational Choice Theory and Empirical Research: Methodological and Theoretical
Contributions in Europe. Annual Review of Sociology 38: 73–92. [CrossRef]

Lee, Everett S. 1966. A theory of migration. Demography 3: 47–57. [CrossRef]
Lemistre, Philippe, and Marie-Benoît Magrini. 2011. Job Qualification, Distance between Towns and Geographical Relocation for

French Youth. Urban Studies 48: 2141–61. [CrossRef]
Lemistre, Philippe, and Nicolas Moreau. 2009. Spatial Mobility and Returns to Education: Some Evidence from a Sample of French

Youth. Journal of Regional Science 49: 149–76. [CrossRef]
Lippmann, Steven A., and John J. McCall. 1976. The Economics of Job Search: A Survey. Economic Inquiry 14: 155–89. [CrossRef]
Little, Roderick J. A., and Donald B. Rubin. 2002. Statistical Analysis with Missing Data. New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc. [CrossRef]
Magrini, Marie-Benoît, and Philippe Lemistre. 2013. Distance-Income Migration Trade-off of Young French Workers: An Analysis per

Education Level. Regional Studies 47: 282–95. [CrossRef]
Massey, Douglas S., Joaquin Arango, Graeme Hugo, Ali Kouaouci, Adela Pellegrino, and J. Edwards Taylor. 1993. Theories of

International Migration: A Review and Appraisal. Population and Development Review 19: 431. [CrossRef]
Matthes, Britta, Holger Meinken, and Petra Neuhauser. 2015. Berufssektoren und Berufssegmente auf Grundlage der KldB 2010. In

Bundesagentur für Arbeit Statistik. Nuremberg: Bundesagentur für Arbeit Statistik.
Matthes, Stephanie, and Joachim G. Ulrich. 2018. Löst mehr Mobilität die Passungsprobleme auf dem Ausbildungsmarkt? Berufsbildung

in Wissenschaft und Praxis: BWP 47: S.6–7.
Matthes, Stephanie, Joachim G. Ulrich, Elisabeth M. Krekel, and Günther Walden. 2014. Wenn Angebot und Nachfrage immer seltener

zusammenfinden. Wachsende Passungsprobleme auf dem Ausbildungsmarkt: Analysen und Lösungsansätze. Bonn: Bundesinstitut für
Berufsbildung.

Mood, Carina. 2010. Logistic Regression: Why We Cannot Do What We Think We Can Do, and What We Can Do About It. European
Sociological Review 26: 67–82. [CrossRef]

Mulder, Clara H., and Thomas J. Cooke. 2009. Family ties and residential locations. Population, Space and Place 15: 299–304. [CrossRef]
NEPS. 2021. Study Overview: NEPS Starting Cohort 4—Grade 9: School and Vocational Training—Educational Pathways of Students in Grade 9

and Higher. Waves 1 to 12. Bamberg: Leibniz Institute for Educational Trajectories (LIfBi).
NEPS Network. 2021. National Educational Panel Study, Scientific Use File of Starting Cohort Grade 9. Bamberg: Leibniz Institute for

Educational Trajectories (LIfBi). [CrossRef]
Nießen, Désirée, Alexandra Wicht, Ingrid Schoon, and Clemens M. Lechner. 2022. “You Can’t Always Get What You Want”: Prevalence,

Magnitude, and Predictors of the Aspiration–Attainment Gap After the School-to-Work Transition. Contemporary Educational
Psychology, Advance online publication. [CrossRef]

Paulus, Wiebke, and Britta Matthes. 2013. The German Classification of Occupations 2010—Structure, Coding and Conversion Table.
FDZ-Methodenreport 8: 2013.

Reichelt, Malte, and Martin Abraham. 2017. Occupational and Regional Mobility as Substitutes: A New Approach to Understanding
Job Changes and Wage Inequality. Social Forces 95: 1399–426. [CrossRef]

Rojewski, Jay W. 2005. Occupational Aspirations: Constructs, Meanings, and Application. In Career Development and Counseling: Putting
Theory and Research to Work. Edited by Stephen D. Brown and Robert W. Lent. New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc., pp. 131–54.

Rouwendal, Jan. 1999. Spatial job search and commuting distances. Regional Science and Urban Economics 29: 491–517. [CrossRef]
Ryan, Richard M., and John H. Lynch. 1989. Emotional Autonomy versus Detachment: Revisiting the Vicissitudes of Adolescence and

Young Adulthood. Child Development 60: 340. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

http://hdl.handle.net/10419/216693
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-663-11886-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-57097-1_9
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0309-1317.2004.00549.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/23800127.2017.1364540
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11577-002-0103-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13147-011-0137-8
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-soc-071811-145441
https://doi.org/10.2307/2060063
https://doi.org/10.1177/0042098010382675
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9787.2008.00574.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1465-7295.1976.tb00386.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781119013563
https://doi.org/10.1080/00343404.2011.579595
https://doi.org/10.2307/2938462
https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcp006
https://doi.org/10.1002/psp.556
https://doi.org/10.5157/NEPS:SC4:12.0.0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2022.102091
https://doi.org/10.1093/sf/sow105
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0166-0462(99)00002-2
https://doi.org/10.2307/1130981
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/2924656


Soc. Sci. 2023, 12, 277 21 of 21

Rye, Johan F. 2011. Youth migration, rurality and class: A Bourdieusian approach. European Urban and Regional Studies 18: 170–83.
[CrossRef]

Savage, Leonard J. 1954. The Foundations of Statistics. New York: John Wiley.
Schlimbach, Tabea, Jan Skrobanek, Emilia Kmiotek-Meier, and Volha Vysotskaya. 2018. Capturing agency in different educational

settings. A comparative study on youth perceptions of mobility-framing structures. Migration Letters 16: 15–29. [CrossRef]
Schoon, Ingrid. 2021. The interplay of structure and agency in the school-to-work transition. In Structure and Agency in Young People’s

Lives: Theory, Methods and Agendas. Edited by Magda Nico and Ana Caetano. London: Routledge, pp. 45–60. [CrossRef]
Schoon, Ingrid, and Jutta Heckhausen. 2019. Conceptualizing Individual Agency in the Transition from School to Work: A Social-

Ecological Developmental Perspective. Adolescent Research Review 4: 135–48. [CrossRef]
Schoon, Ingrid, and Samantha Parsons. 2002. Teenage Aspirations for Future Careers and Occupational Outcomes. Journal of Vocational

Behavior 60: 262–88. [CrossRef]
Shanahan, Michael J. 2000. Pathways to Adulthood in Changing Societies: Variability and Mechanisms in Life Course Perspective.

Annual Review of Sociology 26: 667–92. [CrossRef]
Sjaastad, Larry A. 1962. The Costs and Returns of Human Migration. Journal of Political Economy 70, Pt 2: 80–93. [CrossRef]
Speare, Alden. 1971. A cost-benefit model of rural to urban migration in Taiwan. Population Studies 25: 117–30. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Stark, Oded. 1991. The Migration of Labor. Oxford: Blackwell.
StataCorp. 2021. Stata Statistical Software: Release 17. College Station: StataCorp LLC.
Stawarz, Nico, Oliver Arránz Becker, and Heiko Rüger. 2022. Work-related internal migration and changes in mental and physical

health: A longitudinal study using German data. Health & Place 75: 102806. [CrossRef]
Ulrich, Joachim G., Bettina Ehrenthal, and Elfriede Häfner. 2006. Regionale Mobilitätsbereitschaft und Mobilität der Ausbildungsstel-

lenbewerber. In Berichte zur Beruflichen Bildung: Vol. 279. Mangelware Lehrstelle: Zur Aktuellen Lage der Ausbildungsplatzbewerber in
Deutschland. Edited by Verena Eberhard, Andreas Kreweth and Joachim G. Ulrich. Bielefeld: Bertelsmann, pp. 99–120.

Wagner, Michael. 1989. Räumliche Mobilität im Lebensverlauf: Empirische Untersuchung sozialer Bedingungen der Migration. Stuttgart: Enke.
Waibel, Stine. 2019. Does Spatial Mobility in Young Adulthood Matter? Indirect and Direct Effects of Spatial Mobility During Education

on Occupational Status. BiB Working Paper 1: 35.
Wicht, Alexandra, Per Kropp, and Barbara Schwengler. 2020. Are functional regions more homogeneous than administrative regions?

A test using hierarchical linear models. Papers in Regional Science 99: 135–64. [CrossRef]
Williams, Rick L. 2000. A Note on Robust Variance Estimation for Cluster-Correlated Data. Biometrics 56: 645–46. [CrossRef]
Windzio, Michael. 2004. Kann der regionale Kontext zur “Arbeitslosenfalle” werden? Kölner Zeitschrift Für Soziologie Und Sozialpsycholo-

gie 56: 257–78. [CrossRef]
Windzio, Michael. 2008. The ‘Exit Option’ of Labour Migration from East to West Germany. In IMISCOE Research. Migrants and Markets:

Perspectives from Economics and the Other Social Sciences. Edited by Holger Kolb and Henrik Egbert. Amsterdam: Amsterdam
University Press, pp. 56–80. [CrossRef]

Wolf, Klaus, Christian Langhagen-Rohrbach, Michael Haberstroh, Annette Stylau, and Alexander Theiss. 2004. Regionale Mobil-
ität jugendlicher Auszubildender in Hessen: Untersuchung zum Einfluss der Mobilität auf das Lehrstellensuch-und-wahlverhalten von
Jugendlichen aus dem Landkreisen Lahn-Dill und Hersfeld-Rotenburg. Frankfurt am Main: Institute für Kulturgeographie, pp. 1–25.

Wolpert, Julian. 1965. Behavioral aspects of the decision to migrate. Papers in Regional Science 15: 159–69. [CrossRef]
Wright, Raymond E. 1995. Logistic Regression. In Reading and Understanding Multivariate Statistics, 1st ed. Edited by Laurence G.

Grimm and Paul R. Yarnold. Washington: American Psychological Association, pp. 217–44.

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https://doi.org/10.1177/0969776410390747
https://doi.org/10.33182/ml.v16i1.635
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429324314-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40894-019-00111-3
https://doi.org/10.1006/jvbe.2001.1867
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.26.1.667
https://doi.org/10.1086/258726
https://doi.org/10.1080/00324728.1971.10405788
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22091720
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2022.102806
https://doi.org/10.1111/pirs.12471
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0006-341X.2000.00645.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11577-004-0034-z
https://doi.org/10.1515/9789048501359-004
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1435-5597.1965.tb01320.x

	Introduction 
	Previous Research and Theorizing 
	Push Factors of Spatial Mobility 
	Individual Occupational Orientations 
	Regional Opportunity Structures 

	Binding Factors of Spatial Mobility 

	The Present Study 
	Materials and Methods 
	Data 
	Measures 
	Dependent Variable 
	Focal Independent Variables 
	Control Variables 

	Analytic Strategy 

	Results 
	Prevalence of Spatial Mobility 
	Predictors of Spatial Mobility 

	Discussion 
	Summary of Key Findings 
	Limitations and Directions towards Future Research 

	Conclusions 
	Appendix A
	References

