
Beyond The City
Remote Working and Residential Relocations in The UK

Conor O’Driscoll and Federica Rossi

27-08-2025, ERSA, Athens, Greece

O’Driscoll and Rossi (2025)



Motivation and Theoretical Background
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Theoretical Background
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●Urban/Regional Economics (i.e., Rosen-Roback and Bid-Rent):

● Individuals and firms choose locations based on trade-offs between wages, rents, and 

amenities. WFH alters this equilibrium by decoupling job and residential locations.

●Determinants of Internal Migration

● Migration decisions are influenced by employment, housing, family, and life-course factors. 

WFH introduces a new driver: flexibility in job location decoupled from residence.

●Agglomeration Economies

● Urban density supports productivity, knowledge spillovers, and innovation. Remote work 

may erode these benefits or shift agglomeration from physical to digital spaces.



Where Are We Then?

●To what extent does WFH impact the the decision to relocate?

● SPOILER: A small bit; not as much now as it did during COVID.

●To what extent does WFH impact the destination people relocate to?

● SPOILER: Positively associated with suburbanization, if anything. But no clear 

evidence that this is shaped by rural/urban out-migration.
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Design, Data, and Definitions
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The Strategy

●Stage 1: Does WFH impact the probability of relocating?

● Binary Indicator: Moved address since previous survey wave.

●Stage 2: Does WFH impact the destinations individuals move to?

● Nominal Indicator: Moved to i) City, ii) Suburb or Independent Town, iii) Rural or 

Peripheral Area.

●Main Independent Variable: WFH “Frequently” * Year Dummies.
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Measuring WFH Frequently

●A dummy indicator constructed from three survey items:

1. Main workplace location (i.e., home, employer’s premises, mobile);

2. Does employer offer WFH arrangements (yes/no);

3. Does individual regularly engage in WFH (yes/no).

●Definition of “Regular” and “Frequently” left up to the discretion of the 

interviewer and interviewee.

● Hybrid Work Arrangements = Fully Remote?
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The Method: First-Stage

socio-demographic controls

●Mixed-Effects Binary Logistic Regression.

● Random individual-level intercepts (𝛼𝑖) and Region (𝛾𝑟) and Year (𝛿𝑡) Fixed-Effects.

● Individual-level socio-demographic controls (𝒙𝑖𝑡
⊤ 𝛽).

𝑙𝑜𝑔𝑖𝑡 𝑃 𝑦𝑖𝑡 = 1 =  𝒙𝑖𝑡
⊤ 𝛽 + 𝑊𝐹𝐻𝑖𝑡 ∗ 𝛿𝑡 + 𝛼𝑖 + 𝛾𝑟 + 𝜀𝑖𝑡

● Fixed-Effects Binary Logistic Regression and Linear Probability Models used for 

robustness checks.
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The Method: Second-Stage

socio-demographic controls

● Mixed-Effects Multinomial Logistic Regression.

● Random individual-level intercepts (𝛼𝑖) and Region (𝛾𝑟) and Year (𝛿𝑡) Fixed-Effects.

● Individual-level socio-demographic controls (𝒙𝑖𝑡
⊤ 𝛽).

● Alternative-specific covariates (𝒛𝑖𝑡
⊤ 𝜃𝑗).

𝑃𝑖𝑗𝑡 =
exp(𝒙𝑖𝑗𝑡

⊤ 𝛽 + 𝒛𝑖𝑡
⊤ 𝜃𝑗 + 𝑊𝐹𝐻𝑖𝑡 ∗ 𝛿𝑡  +  𝛼𝑖  +  𝛾𝑟)

σ
𝑗=1
𝐽

exp(𝒙𝑖𝑗𝑡
⊤ 𝛽 + 𝒛𝑖𝑡

⊤ 𝜃𝑗  +  𝑊𝐹𝐻𝑖𝑡 ∗ 𝛿𝑡  +  𝛼𝑖  +  𝛾𝑟)

● Mixed-Effects Binary Logistic Regression and Linear Probability Models used for 

robustness checks.

O’Driscoll and Rossi (2025)



UK Household Longitudinal Survey (2019-2023)

● UKHLS captures a range of social, economic and attitudinal information about the lives of 

(all) members of 40,000 households through an annual, computer-assisted, personal 

interview.

● Individual-level panel data (2019-2023) geocoded at the Lower Layer Super Output Area 

level. 

● 2,597 individuals for the first stage and 577 retained for the second stage.
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Spatial Data

● Torres and McArthur (2024) compute spatial accessibility indicators at the LSOA level (i.e., distance 

to nearest city, share of employment opportunities accessible within 15 minutes).

● Fleischmann and Arribas-Bel (2022) compute spatial signatures (i.e., geographical characterisations 

of urban form) across the UK at LSOA level.

● This dataset allows me to compute a measure of land-use mixing, but it also allows me to document the 

predominant land-use class in a given area.

● Ballantyne and Beragen (2024) count the number (and type) of points-of-interest across the UK at 

the LSOA level.
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Results, Discussion, and Conclusion
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Baseline Estimates: Aggregate Trends
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What Does This Mean?

●Average effects show no significant link between working-from-home 

frequently and locational mobility, but this masks divergent trends. 

● Individuals unable to WFH experienced reduced mobility (particularly in 2020), 

marked by lower odds of relocating to cities or suburbs. 

● Frequent remote workers became more mobile, especially toward suburban areas, 

reflecting increased spatial flexibility and lifestyle re-evaluation. 

O’Driscoll and Rossi (2025)



WFH: A Form of Mobility Capital?

● WFH provides greater freedom to optimise lifestyle and housing choices.

● Those tied to in-person jobs face constraints in relocating or accessing better 

neighbourhoods.

● WFH capacity acts as a sorting mechanism, reinforcing social and spatial inequalities.
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Thank you!
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