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Migration for family and labour market outcomes in
Sweden

Brian Joseph Gillespie 1, Clara H. Mulder1 and Michael J. Thomas2
1University of Groningen, 2Statistics Norway

Using information on stated motives for migrating among working-age individuals in the 2007 Swedish

Motives for Migration survey (N = 1,852), we use multinomial logistic regression to examine whether and

how moves for family reasons are linked to labour market outcomes in ways that differ from migration

initiated for other motives, including more overtly labour-related factors. The results indicate that family-

based migration is associated with worse labour market outcomes than migration for employment or

other reasons. Additionally, family-motivated migrants with co-resident children are more likely to

experience labour market deterioration than those without children. Among those who were unemployed

before moving, those who reported family as a motive for moving were significantly more likely to be

employed after the move. These results help us better assess how families and social networks impact

economic outcomes—negatively in some circumstances and positively in others.

Keywords: family; internal migration; labour market outcomes; migration motives; reasons for moving

[Submitted November 2019; Final version accepted June 2020]

Introduction

Internal migration—a permanent or semi-permanent
relocation within national borders—is an important
mechanism for facilitating human capital develop-
ment and labour market flexibility. Traditional
models assume that long-distance moves are motiv-
ated by employment and educational considerations
(e.g. higher wages, better labour market prospects,
and educational opportunities), while shorter-dis-
tance moves are associated with life course tran-
sitions, such as family formation/dissolution and
housing adjustments (Clark and Huang 2003; Kulu
and Milewski 2007). Recent research has pointed to
a more nuanced picture, though, with social and
family considerations appearing to be important
factors underpinning migration (Gillespie and
Mulder 2020), even at distances of 100 km or more
(Thomas et al. 2019).
Following calls for a more thorough examination

of the family in decisions to move (Mulder 2018),
we examine whether and how migrating for family-
related reasons is associated with labour market out-
comes that differ from those of other forms of
migration, including work-led migration. Since occu-
pational improvements represent more than just

wage increases, we also assess changes in individuals’
career opportunities and work tasks. Unlike previous
studies that have considered returns to migration
generally (e.g. Ham et al. 2011; Newbold and
Brown 2012) or labour migration in particular (e.g.
Yankow 2003; Jinkins and Morin 2018), we consider
individuals’ stated reasons for migrating and how
such reasons uniquely impact migrants’ subsequent
labour market outcomes.

Human capital models of migration

Human capital models of migration generally focus
on individuals’ decisions to move and how decisions
to do so are contingent on economic cost–benefit
analyses of moving vs. staying. This suggests, to
some extent, that changes in labour market circum-
stances—typically measured by income or employ-
ment status—are the primary reason that working-
age individuals decide to migrate. These ‘investment
models’ have dominated classical and contemporary
models of internal migration (see Korpi and Clark
2017, p. 238, for a discussion).
The classical theoretical model of migration treats

the decision to migrate as an investment in human
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capital: individuals migrate if the present value of
real income in a destination, minus the cost of
moving, exceeds what could be earned at the place
of origin (Sjaastad 1962). In support of this approach,
research has indeed found a wage growth premium
to migration, especially among men (Rodgers and
Rodgers 2000; Yankow 2003; Mulder and van Ham
2005; Ham et al. 2011; Korpi and Clark 2017), and
large cities tend to yield higher rewards to human
capital than rural areas (Ahlin et al. 2014). Also, in
line with human capital perspectives, the highly edu-
cated are much more likely to migrate than less edu-
cated individuals (e.g. Lundholm 2007).
Yet, it is also true that migration patterns within

many Western countries appear to run counter to
the expectations of these neoclassical models. In
the United Kingdom, the most dominant contempor-
ary migration flows are from urban cores to suburban
and rural peripheries (Lomax et al. 2014), while in
the United States the positive relationship between
regional income and population growth turned nega-
tive in the 1970s and has failed to return to signifi-
cance ever since, suggesting little evidence of a
disproportionate flow of migrants towards high-
income locations (Glaeser and Gottlieb 2009).
Recent studies have demonstrated how the growing
affordability crises that characterize many of the
most economically dynamic locations may discou-
rage movement of potential employees to places of
high productivity and wages (Glaeser and Gyourko
2018; Hsieh and Moretti 2019).
From the perspective of micro-level studies, the

likelihood of experiencing positive pecuniary
returns appears to be strongly differentiated by
migrants’ age and education (Yankow 1999, 2003;
Korpi and Clark 2015), with economic gains most
common among the young and highly educated, as
well as those who explicitly state that their migration
was for labour market purposes, as opposed to other
reasons (Böheim and Taylor 2007; Morrison and
Clark 2011).
According to the family migration literature, sex

differences also exist. Partnered women typically
have a higher propensity to suffer negative labour
market outcomes after migration, in terms of
employment or earnings, than their husbands—
although these negative effects tend to be short-
lived (Clark and Davies Withers 2002). These sex
differences go beyond differences in human capital
(Cooke 2003), and are likely related to gendered
socialization, which in turn might be associated with
gendered motivations for migration. In a separate
paper using the same data (but a different sub-
sample), men’s propensity to report employment-

related migration was indeed found to be higher,
while women reported other motives, including
proximity to family (Gillespie and Mulder 2020).
Thus, incorporating motives into analyses of
migration and labour market outcomes might help
to explain some of the sex differences observed in
the literature.

Family ties

Although economic perspectives have provided
important contributions to the explanation of
internal migration and its interactions with human
capital and labour market outcomes, it is important
to recognize how migrants might be willing to
forego purely economic gains in return for other
more social or family-related benefits. As Rodgers
and Rodgers (2000, p. 118) noted: ‘There may also
be nonmonetary benefits, such as access to a more
pleasant environment, and nonmonetary costs, such
as time required to learn about the new location,
loss of social and family support groups, and disrup-
tion to children’s schooling’. Sjaastad (1962, p. 85)
also identified the importance of non-monetary
factors, particularly among those who are ‘generally
reluctant to leave familiar surroundings, family, and
friends’. However, he mentioned that these psychic
costs would be ‘difficult to quantify’ and were there-
fore left out of his theoretical framework.
As family ties are a crucial source of emotional and

instrumental support, and recognizing that lives are
lived within networks of social relationship and
exchange, recent theoretical developments have
called for the incorporation of family ties into
research on migration behaviour (Mulder 2018). Pre-
vious studies have noted how individuals might sacri-
fice economic returns in order to improve other
returns, such as the quality of their environment. In
a similar way, family ties can be understood to act
as an important ‘compensating differential’ (Rosen
1986). Indeed, survey studies have suggested that
migrants are as much concerned about adjusting con-
sumption or realigning social relationships as they
are about making specific economic gains (Chen
and Rosenthal 2008; Morrison and Clark 2011; Nie-
domysl 2011). In many cases, while ‘employment
may enter the decision-making matrix… it is not
necessarily the primary motivation’ (Korpi and
Clark 2017).
It stands to reason that migrants moving explicitly

for work-related reasons will experience more posi-
tive labour market outcomes than migrants who
cite other, less overtly economic, reasons for
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moving. Among these non-economic motives (e.g.
housing, environmental), migration for family might
be thought especially detrimental to labour market
outcomes, with social and familial roles and responsi-
bilities constraining individual choices and poten-
tially restricting opportunities for migrations that
could otherwise prove beneficial from an employ-
ment or occupational perspective.
The role of wider family ties in influencing individ-

ual migration decisions and outcomes has been
observed, for example, in the case of adult children
migrating in response to the care needs of older
parents (Artamonova et al. in press; Mason 2004),
siblings paving the way (Mulder et al. in press), or
individuals migrating towards family in response to
their own care needs (e.g. after a birth, separation,
or widowhood) (Thomas and Dommermuth 2020).
In each of these cases, despite the various potential
emotional, instrumental, and care-related benefits,
migration for family might require economic sacri-
fices and costs. Thus, at least in the short term, we
could expect migration for family reasons to be
associated with negative labour market returns.

Hypothesis 1: Among employed men and women,
migration for family will be associated with worse
labour market outcomes than migration for work-
related and other reasons.

That said, family ties to a location can strengthen
place-based utility (Lansing and Mueller 1967),
whereby social resources can increase individuals’
chances of improving their social status (Lin 1999).
Family members are often tied to specific geographi-
cal locations, and may bolster the advantages of
moving if they can help migrants access resources
at that location. This location-specific capital—
resources that are bound to a specific area—might
form a benefit for migrating to that area, especially
for individuals with co-resident children.
On one hand, potentially mobile parents can tap

their family network as a social resource. Moving
towards family might lead to more or better child-
care, meaning that individuals can express more
workplace flexibility and engagement (e.g. working
more hours). On the other hand, those with co-resi-
dent children may particularly value contact with
family or family care, and moving close to family
might compete with their labour market perform-
ance, or they might be more inclined to sacrifice
good jobs for family care or contact. Therefore, we
propose competing hypotheses for the role of co-resi-
dent children in moderating the association between
family-related moves and labour market outcomes:

Hypothesis 2a: Family-motivated migration will be
associated with improved labour market outcomes
for migrants with co-resident children compared
with moves for work or other reasons.

Hypothesis 2b: Family-motivated migration will be
associated with worse labour market outcomes for
migrants with co-resident children compared with
moves for work or other reasons.

In addition to general labour market outcomes,
some researchers have identified social and familial
networks as an important source of information for
finding and securing employment (Lin 1999; Bähr
and Abraham 2016). Unemployed individuals in par-
ticular might strengthen ties to their close family in
order to access job-related resources that are not
available through professional channels (Spilim-
bergo and Ubeda 2004). Thus, in contrast to Hypoth-
esis 1, among the unemployed, we expect movement
for family reasons to mitigate barriers to
employment.

Hypothesis 3: For unemployed individuals, the likeli-
hood of post-migration employment will be higher if
they report moving for family reasons than for other
motives.

Data and method

Data for this study are based on the Swedish Motives
for Migration survey (see Niedomysl and Malmberg
2009; Niedomysl 2011). Data were collected
through a postal questionnaire in 2007, in collabor-
ation with Statistics Sweden. The survey was
designed to tap into household-level migration
experiences in Sweden, by collecting information
including primary, secondary, and location-based
migration motivations, employment status, and
demographic characteristics. Because of the use of
multiple measures to assess migration motives, this
unique survey is among the most comprehensive
treatments of the topic.
The questionnaire was sent to a stratified sample

of 10,000 Swedish adults who had moved at least
20 km in the previous year. The sample was drawn
from a total population of 244,704 Swedish individ-
uals who had made such moves. The sample groups
were stratified by sex, age (four groups between 18
and 74 years old), and migration distance (four cat-
egories). After two reminders, 49 per cent of the
migrants returned a completed questionnaire. Regis-
ter information from Statistics Sweden was linked to
the data and a data weight assigned for each
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respondent, thus giving them an appropriate weight
based on their share of the total migrant population
in 2006.
With the use of sampling weights, we controlled—

as much as possible—for disproportionate distri-
butions on important demographic characteristics in
the sample. In terms of representativeness, females
were more likely than males to complete the
survey; older individuals were more likely to com-
plete it than younger people; native-born Swedes
were more likely than foreign-born individuals;
lower-income respondents were less likely than
those with higher incomes; and unmarried people
were less likely than other marital groups. The
sample weights were designed by Statistics Sweden
in order to correct for these unequal representations.
Data from the Swedish population register at the
time of the survey were matched to the survey data
at the individual level by Statistics Sweden. From
the register data, we derived information about
household income and immigrant status.
There were several restrictions on the full data set

(N = 4,909). For the first models, we restricted the
sample to individuals of working age (18–65) who
reported having been employed before and after
the move (i.e. students and currently unemployed
or retired individuals were excluded). This yielded
an analytic sample of 1,852 individuals. Subsequent
analyses were based on a different subset of individ-
uals who reported being unemployed before moving
(N = 232); this did not include those in other labour
force classifications, such as retirement, disability,
or enrolled in education.

Dependent variable

The dependent variable measured changes in labour
market outcomes associated with the move. A survey
item asked, ‘How has the move affected your work
conditions regarding… ?’ Three items were pro-
vided: (1) Salary; (2) Work opportunities; and (3)
Interesting work tasks. The Likert-type response
options were: (1) Much better; (2) Somewhat
better; (3) Unchanged; (4) Somewhat worse; and
(5) Much worse. The responses were reverse coded
so that higher scores indicated improvements in
labour market outcomes. The responses were col-
lapsed into three overall categories, representing
labour market deterioration (coded as ‘1’), no
change (coded as ‘2’), or improvement (coded as
‘3’). The responses were then summed to create a
scale, ranging from ‘3’ to ‘9’, with higher scores indi-
cating better labour market outcomes. Confirmatory

factor analysis validated the use of the composite
measure (α = 0.78).

Primary independent variables

Respondents’ reasons for moving were based on
three items that asked about primary, secondary,
and directional reasons for moving. The first item
asked, ‘What was the most important reason for
your move?’ A second item followed up on the first
and asked about ‘other important reasons for
moving’. Later in the survey, a third item assessed
directional reasons for the move by asking individ-
uals about their particular reasons for moving ‘to
this specific place/region’. All three questions were
open-ended, allowing respondents to report any
number of reasons in their own words. The reasons
were then coded and classified into four groups:
work only (the reference category), family only,
neither work nor family, and both work and family.
Subsequent models on the subsample of individ-

uals who were unemployed before moving con-
sidered whether or not family was mentioned as
any reason for moving (i.e. primary, secondary, or
location-based) and coded as ‘1’, else ‘0’.

Control variables

At the individual level, we included measures for age
and sex (female = ‘1’, male = ‘0’). Education was an
ordered variable classifying individuals as having an
elementary school education, high school, some
college, or a college degree. A dichotomous
measure for marital status indicated whether the
respondent was married after the migration took
place, coded as ‘1’, else ‘0’. Housing tenure marked
individuals’ post-migration housing situation as
owner-occupied (the reference category), renting,
or some other type of housing situation. Income
was based on information on respondents’ logged
household income (in Swedish krona) in 2005
(before moving).
Based on aggregate data from Statistics Sweden,

regional variables identified post-migration attrac-
tions at the municipal level. The continuous variables
included logged average municipal housing cost,
unemployment rate, and average gross income
(logged). An urbanicity measure was based on the
Swedish Association of Local Authorities and
Regions (SKL) classification, which categorizes
areas based on their population and commuting pat-
terns. The nine categories were: large city, suburban
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municipality, medium-sized town, medium-sized
commuter municipality, medium-sized commuter
town with low commuter population, small town,
commuting municipality near a small town, rural
municipality, and rural municipality with visitor
industry. Higher values correspond to more rural
areas. A dichotomous measure indicated whether
or not there was a higher education institution in
the post-migration municipality.

Analytic strategy

We first employed a Heckman model for selection
into post-move employment using the unemploy-
ment rate at the post-migration municipality as the
selection instrument. The Rho for the model was
non-significant (ρ = 0.04, p = 0.68), indicating that
the selection model did not improve on standard
regression models. Therefore, the analyses in this
paper are based on multinomial logistic regression,
assessing whether individuals’ reasons for moving
are associated with improvement or deterioration
in labour market outcomes compared with the refer-
ence category (no change in labour market out-
comes). An additional model includes an
interaction between having co-resident children and
motives for moving. Subsequent analyses use logistic
regression to examine whether family-motivated
migration among the unemployed is associated with
post-migration employment. To facilitate intuitive
interpretation, we present and discuss the results
with ‘work-related’ motives as the reference cat-
egory. However, when comparisons with ‘other’
motives are either theoretically interesting or statisti-
cally significant, we also discuss—but do not present
in the tables—results with ‘family’ motives as the
reference category.

Results

Descriptive statistics

When compared with previous research on labour
market outcomes of migration, our results differ
somewhat from previous findings from New
Zealand. Morrison and Clark (2011) found that
39.6 per cent of their sample reported no change in
salary after moving, but our results indicate that a
majority (56.4 per cent) reported no change in
labour market outcome. Nearly 29 per cent of the
New Zealand sample reported a decrease in

income, while only 8.7 per cent in the Swedish
sample reported labour market deterioration.
Labour market improvement was similar in the

two samples, with Morrison and Clark (2011)
noting that 31.1 per cent of their sample experienced
a rise in income compared with 33 per cent of the
Swedish sample who reported improved labour
market outcomes. The differences might be related
to the different operationalization of labour market
outcomes between the two studies. They might also
reflect the different income distributions, statutory
wages, and labour market organization/expectations
in the two countries.

Bivariate analyses

Table 1 presents descriptive statistics as well as
results of bivariate analyses, comparing different
migrant groups across the three overall categories
of the dependent variable. The lowest section of the
table shows clear differences between individuals’
reasons for moving—work only, family only, work
and family, or neither—and their labour market out-
comes (χ2 = 239, df = 6, p < 0.001). Meanwhile, those
who reported family as a reason for moving (across
all questions) appear to differ from migrants with
other motives across the categories of the outcome
variable (χ2 = 9.2, df = 2, p < 0.01).
Regarding sex, the results are partially in line with

the family migration literature: women experienced
slightly more labour market deterioration but also
slightly more improvement than men (χ2 = 9.2, df =
2, p < 0.01). There were also significant differences
between men and women in their reported motives
for moving (results not shown in table). For
example, the propensity to report employment-
related migration was higher among men, while
women reported other motives more often, including
family, work and family in combination, or some
other reason (χ2 = 12.71, df = 3, p = 0.005).

Multivariate analyses

Table 2 presents the results of a multinomial logistic
regression predicting changes in labour market out-
comes associated with migration motives, with the
reference category being that labour market out-
comes stayed the same. Individuals who moved for
family reasons only were more likely than those
who moved for work only to experience labour
market deterioration. Those who moved for family
only or for other reasons (neither work nor family)
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Table 1 Sample characteristics: internal migrants in Sweden, 2007 (N = 1,852)

Full sample: mean (SD)
or column percentage

Labour market outcome: mean (SD) or
row percentage

DifferenceDeteriorated Stayed same Improved

Labour market outcomes
Deteriorated 8.7
Stayed the same 56.4
Improved 34.9

Individual-level variables
Sex ***

Male 51.8 8.02 57.6 34.4
Female 48.2 9.42 55.2 35.4

Age 40.7 (13.3) 42.3 (13.7) 43.6 (13.3) 35.5 (11.5) ***
Education 2.8 (1.1) 2.8 (1.1) 2.8 (1.1) 2.9 (1.1) *
Marital status ***

Unmarried 65.4 8.8 53.0 38.3
Married 34.6 8.6 63.0 28.4

Parental status
No children 68.6 8.5 55.5 36.0
Children 31.4 9.1 58.4 32.5

Housing tenure ***
Own 57.0 8.7 63.8 27.5
Rent 38.6 8.0 47.9 44.1
Other 4.5 14.5 36.1 49.4

Household income (log) 12.5 (0.68) 12.4 (0.74) 12.6 (0.64) 12.4 (0.71) ***

Municipal-level variables
Average housing cost (log) 7.5 (0.6) 7.3 (0.6) 7.4 (0.6) 7.5 (0.6) ***
Unemployment rate 10.7 (2.5) 11.1 (2.8) 10.6 (2.6) 10.8 (2.3)
Average gross income (log) 8.7 (1.6) 8.4 (1.4) 8.5 (1.5) 9.1 (1.6) ***
Universities in the municipality ***

No universities 58.6 9.2 62.4 28.4
Universities 41.4 8.0 48.0 44.1

Urbanicity 4.1 (2.4) 4.5 (2.3) 4.2 (2.4) 3.8 (2.4) ***

Migration motives
Primary reason –

Work 24.7 3.9 34.5 61.6
Partner’s work 3.1 13.8 43.1 43.1
Area 17.8 10.9 58.4 30.7
Housing 22.8 7.8 78.4 13.7
Love 15.2 11.0 57.3 31.7
Relationship dissolution 5.6 6.8 67.0 26.2
Family ties 4.6 17.4 50.0 32.6
Other social 2.9 9.3 55.6 35.2
Education 0.3 – – –

Age and health 0.4 – – –

Other 2.6 14.6 60.4 25.0
Family reasons (across all questions) **

No family reason 81.2 7.8 57.5 34.8
Any family reason 18.8 12.6 52.0 35.3

All reasons ***
Family ties only 11.6 15.0 60.3 24.8
Work only 34.2 6.6 38.3 55.1
Family ties and work 7.2 9.0 38.8 52.2
Other 46.9 8.6 71.4 20.0

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001.
Notes: Unweighted and unimputed data. Empty cells (indicated by –) contain fewer than five cases. SD refers to the standard deviation.
Further details on variables can be found in the ‘Data and method’ section.
Source: Authors’ analysis using data from Swedish Motives for Migration survey, 2007.
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were also less likely than those who moved for work
only to experience a labour market improvement.
These findings are in line with Hypothesis 1—that
family moves would be associated with worse
labour market outcomes for those who move for
family-related reasons than those who move for
employment or other reasons. Regarding the
control variables, those who moved to an area with
universities were more likely to experience labour
market deterioration than those who moved to
areas without universities. Older individuals were
less likely to experience labour market enhance-
ments and those who moved into rental situations
were more likely to do so.
The results of the interactions presented in Table 3

provide support for Hypothesis 2b, with migrants
with co-resident children who reported family as a
reason for moving being much more likely to
report a labour market deterioration than those
migrating without children and citing family
reasons. Along the same lines, in results not shown,
employment-motivated migrants with co-resident
children were significantly less likely to report
labour market improvement than those without chil-
dren. The results for covariates are similar to those in
Table 2.

The findings in Table 4 provide support for our
third hypothesis—that the likelihood of post-move
employment among unemployed individuals would
be higher for those moving for family reasons than
those who moved for reasons other than family. In
the logistic model, individuals who reported family
as a reason for moving were more than three times
more likely to report being employed after the
move. Only one control variable was significantly
associated with post-migration employment—better
educated individuals were more likely to be
employed after moving.

Discussion

Long-distance moves, which are often undertaken
for employment-related reasons, are an important
mechanism behind social mobility and offer possibili-
ties for career advancement and opportunities to
avoid unemployment. A common suggestion in
early models of internal migration was that migrants
make rational assessments of their circumstances and
move to capitalize on skill-specific wages at other
destinations, motivated by higher wages or the
promise of better labour market prospects.

Table 2 Multinomial logistic regression for labour market outcomes, internal migrants in Sweden, 2007 (N = 1,852)

Labour market outcome (reference: Stayed the same)

Deteriorated Improved

Individual-level variables
Female 1.02 1.03
Age 0.99 0.96***
Education 1.02 0.97
Marital status 0.88 1.32
Children 1.09 0.87
Housing tenure

Own (reference) – –

Rent 1.31 1.23
Other 1.55 2.66**

Household income (log) 0.86 0.79*

Municipal-level variables
Average housing cost (log) 1.25 1.48
Unemployment rate 1.14 1.04
Average gross income (log) 0.84 0.99
Universities 2.20* 1.04
Urbanicity 1.04 1.38

Migration motives
Family ties only 2.11* 0.44***
Work only (reference) – –

Family ties and work 1.62 1.21
Other 0.73 0.23***

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001.
Notes: Unweighted and unimputed data. Clustered at the municipal level.
Source: As for Table 1.
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However, following calls for broader perspectives
that incorporate family members outside the house-
hold (Cooke 2008; Mulder and Cooke 2009), recent
theories about migration have highlighted the impor-
tance of other factors in individuals’ decisions to
move, particularly the family (Mulder 2018).
Our findings suggest that, compared with those

who move for employment reasons or other non-
family reasons, migrants who move for family-
related reasons are more likely to experience
deterioration in their labour market outcomes and
less likely to experience labour market improve-
ments. Individuals who choose to migrate towards
family might prioritize family or environmental ame-
nities over occupational advancement. In other
words, there might be a self-selection of individuals
with low labour market commitment and low earn-
ings potential into family-motivated migration. We
therefore find broad support for the notion that

family plays an important role in labour market out-
comes. Without accounting for the effects of family
ties, estimates of the effects of migration on labour
market outcomes might be biased.
We did not find a main effect for sex, although

based on the literature on ‘trailing spouses’, we
might have expected a negative effect of migration
on labour market outcomes for women. This
finding might be linked to women’s tendency to
report different motives from men, in this case
family-related motives (see also Gillespie and
Mulder 2020).
In support of Hypothesis 2b, we also found nega-

tive labour market outcomes for family-motivated
individuals with co-resident children. Migrants with
co-resident children may particularly value contact
with family or they might be more inclined to sacri-
fice good jobs for family contact. At the same time,
individuals with children might take a longer time

Table 3 Multinomial logistic regression for labour market outcomes with interaction between motives for migration and
co-resident children, internal migrants in Sweden, 2007 (N = 1,852)

Labour market outcome (reference: Stayed the same)

Deteriorated Improved

Individual-level variables
Female 1.06 1.01
Age 0.99 0.95***
Education 1.01 0.98
Marital status 0.89 1.35†

Children 0.95 0.22
Housing tenure

Own (reference)
Rent 1.31 1.21
Other 1.63 2.53**

Household income (log) 0.85 0.82†

Municipal-level variables
Average housing cost (log) 1.22 1.50
Unemployment rate 1.14* 1.04
Average gross income (log) 0.84 0.99
Universities 2.16* 1.37
Urbanicity 1.04 1.05

Migration motives
Family ties only 1.24 0.52*
Work only (reference) – –

Family ties and work 1.58 2.15*
Other 0.65 0.23***

Interactions
Reason × Children

Family ties only × Children 4.22* 0.61
Work only × Children – –

Family ties and work × Children 1.68 0.23**
Other × Children 1.69 1.07

†p < 0.10; *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001.
Notes: Unweighted and unimputed data. Clustered at the municipal level.
Source: As for Table 1.
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to settle or to find a suitable job that allows them to
balance work and family commitments. However,
our short observation window does not allow us to
test this possibility.
We also found support for our third hypothesis—

that the likelihood of employment for previously
unemployed individuals will be higher if they move
for family reasons vs. other reasons. The family
seems to be a source of information for finding and
securing employment. Individuals might be accessing
family-based job resources that are not available
through professional channels. In this context,
family-motivated migration mitigates barriers to
employment.
From a policy perspective, these results help us

better assess how families and social networks
attract labour and impact economic outcomes. It
also gives us a better sense of the mechanisms
behind social mobility. In the context of population
ageing and welfare state retrenchment in many
Western nations, this finding should be heeded by
academics and policymakers alike. The assumption
that migration is primarily motivated by economic
factors, and is a key mechanism in the efficient func-
tioning of labour markets, requires a bit more
nuance. Family-related factors bear similar promi-
nence to work-related factors as motives for
migrating (Thomas et al. 2019) and, importantly, it

seems that the labour market outcomes following
the two motives are different. This need not be inter-
preted as a negative for governments, as family-led
migration involves non-monetary benefits for indi-
viduals and governments (e.g. provision of informal
care) and could be a crucial factor as we seek to
address current and future pressures on care pro-
vision among an ageing population.

Limitations and directions for future research

The results should be interpreted in the context of
the Swedish housing and labour market, which
likely differs from those in other countries. We did
not have information on actual wage differentials
before and after moving; rather we used self-
reported labour market outcomes. However,
because a better job is reflected in more than just a
higher salary, we included two additional measures
to tap into labour market outcomes: career opportu-
nities and interesting work tasks. Our findings on the
relationship between family moves and self-reported
labour market outcomes are correlational only. The
New Zealand survey used by Morrison and Clark
(2011) asked respondents whether or not their econ-
omic and labour market changes were a result of the
move.

Table 4 Logistic regression for post-migration employment among internal migrants who were unemployed before
moving, Sweden 2007 (N = 232)

Employed after migration

Individual-level variables
Female 0.85
Age 1.00
Education 1.91***
Marital status 1.44
Children 1.08
Housing tenure

Own (reference) –

Rent 1.12
Other 0.47

Household income (log) 0.92

Municipal-level variables
Average housing cost (log) 2.40
Unemployment rate 1.07
Average gross income (log) 0.94
Universities 1.06
Urbanicity 1.13

Migration motive
Family (across all questions; reference = all other reasons) 3.39*

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001.
Notes: Unweighted and unimputed data. Clustered at the municipal level.
Source: As for Table 1.
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Insofar as the effects take longer than one year to
set in, we could not capture long-term effects in our
cross-sectional data. For example, Glaeser and Mare
(2001) found that income gains due to migration
were not always instantaneous, but often took
several years. Pecuniary benefits, in particular, are
mostly long-term, if defined as the resulting increase
in lifetime earnings of movers and their families net
of any immediate and temporary income losses associ-
ated with the move (see, e.g. Yankow 1999; Mulder
and van Ham 2005). Of course, this notion might
also hold for those who move for family reasons. In
other words, negative labour market outcomes
might stabilize over time for family-motivated
migrants (e.g. as children grow up).
Migration for family reasons might also be associ-

ated with a higher likelihood of unemployment or
dropping out of the labour force. We were unable
to investigate labour market outcomes in such
cases, since people would not mention work as a
motive for moving. Thus, labour market deterio-
ration among employed individuals tells only part
of the story. It would be useful for future research
to explore the population of migrants who forego
employment.
An entirely separate literature has examined the

impact of moving on individual-level behavioural,
health, and educational outcomes (Gillespie 2017).
However, some of these processes might indeed be
instigated by changes in labour market outcomes
associated with migration. Future research should
explore this possibility.
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