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Abstract

We analyze couples’ joint decisions about emigration and labor force participation using survey data on

Danish emigrants, combined with full-population administrative data. Couples are most likely to emigrate if

the male partner or both partners hold a college degree and least likely to emigrate if neither of the partners

is college educated. Probability that a dual-earner couple emigrates increases with the primary earner’s

income. In most couples, both partners work before emigration, while after migrating outside the Nordic

countries almost half of the women stay at home. Survey responses reveal that men mainly migrate for work

reasons and women for family reasons. Our findings suggest that the dual-earner model may not be strongly

ingrained among emigrating couples. Instead, female labor force participation abroad varies widely between

different destinations.
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1 Introduction

A couple considering migration might face a trade-off in whose career to prioritize. Previous research on internal

migration has found that couple migration is typically associated with career gains for men, with women often

leaving the labor market or at least reducing the hours worked (Mincer, 1978; Frank, 1978; Blackburn, 2010;

Tenn 2010). As partners may differ in the international transferability of their education and in their language

skills, international migration is likely to impose even more difficult trade-offs than internal migration (Borjas

and Bronars, 1991; Foged, 2016). How couples make their migration decisions is of increasing importance in

globalized economies, affecting investments in education and the international allocation of talent as well as firm

competitiveness. Furthermore, if women would expect a high probability of emigrating due to their partner’s

job opportunities, this would reduce their incentives to invest in their own career.

In this paper, we study couples’ migration and labor force participation choices. We use our own survey data

on Danes who had emigrated and did not return to Denmark, combined with administrative panel data on the

whole population living in Denmark. The key questions in our survey asked respondents why they emigrated

and what their occupational position was just after migration and at the time of the survey. Those respon-

dents who emigrated with a partner were also asked about their own and their partner’s preference towards

emigration. Ours is the first paper that analyzes couples’ joint decisions on whether to emigrate and whether to

pursue a dual- or single-earner model abroad. It is also the first paper that provides direct evidence on partners’

preferences to emigrate and their labor force participation before migration and abroad. Previous work (see

Antecol, 2000; Fernández, 2007; Fernández and Fogli, 2009; Blau et al., 2011) has found that female labor force

participation tends to be higher among families coming from countries with historically stronger female labor

force attachment, suggesting that female labor force participation should remain high in couples migrating from

highly egalitarian countries. However, there is no research linking pre-migration and post-migration outcomes

in the context of international family migration.

Our survey targeted Danes who had emigrated between 1987 and 2002, stayed abroad until the end of 2007, and

were at least 18 years old at the time of the emigration and at most 59 at the beginning of 2007. The survey

had 2,154 female and 2,103 male respondents. When asked about their main motivation to emigrate, 47% of

female respondents listed a consideration related to partner or family and 22% a consideration related to own

work. Among male respondents, 54% emigrated due to own work and 19% for reasons related to partner or

family.

In our main analysis, we restrict attention to couples in which both partners are Danish citizens without im-

migrant background as joint migration decisions of couples in which one partner returns to his or her home

country might be qualitatively different. We analyze couples in which neither partner returned to Denmark

until the end of 2007. Our empirical analysis delivers the following main takeaways. First, the gender difference
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in main reasons to emigrate among partners in couples is even stronger than among all emigrants. Among male

respondents, own work was the main reason to emigrate for 74% and family for 5%. Among female respondents,

family reasons were the main reason to emigrate for 54% and own work for 21%. Second, couples are most

likely to emigrate if the male partner or both partners hold a college degree and least likely to emigrate if

neither of the partners is college educated. Third, the probability that a dual-earner couple emigrates increases

with the primary earner’s income both in couples with a male primary earner and in couples with a female

primary earner. Fourth, we find that in dual-earner couples, the probability that the female partner is a tied

mover (who emigrates mainly for family reasons) increases with the male partner’s pre-migration earnings, and

the probability that the male partner is a tied mover decreases with his pre-migration earnings. Fifth, we find

that female labor force participation drops considerably among couples that migrate to non-Nordic countries, in

which social norms and economic incentives, like more expensive or less available child care, are more supportive

of a single-earner model. Female labor force participation remains about the same among couples that migrate

to other Nordic countries that are culturally, linguistically, and socially very close to Denmark. In contrast to

female labor force participation, male labor force participation does not decrease among migrant couples abroad.

The differences in labor force participation rates between non-migrant and migrant couples before emigration

are small.

Earlier migration research has focused extensively on migration from poorer to richer countries, but migration

flows between rich countries are also substantial. In 2017, 22.8 million persons born in one of the EU15 coun-

tries lived outside their country of origin. Out of those, 43% lived in another EU15 country and an additional

12% in the United States (United Nations, 2017). The pattern of emigration from Denmark is rather similar.

In 2017, over a quarter million Danes lived outside Denmark (corresponding to about 5% of the Danish-born

population), with 51% of the migrants living in other EU15 countries and 13% in the US (United Nations,

2017). Emigration rates from Denmark are neither exceptionally low nor exceptionally high when comparing

across European countries. In 2012, the emigration rate among the 25 to 54 year old native-born population

was 0.33% in Denmark, 0.18% in Germany, 1.19% in Ireland, 0.37% in the Netherlands, 0.13% in Spain, and

0.29% in Sweden (Eurostat, 2021).

The few papers that have analyzed international migration in the family context have looked at labor force

participation or earnings only in the destination country (Borjas and Bronars, 1991; Cobb-Clark, 1993), or only

in the country of origin (Junge et al., 2014; Foged, 2016), while we analyze choices in both destination and

origin country.1 Of these papers, Borjas and Bronars (1991) concluded that the self-selection of migrants who

came to the United States with their partner is not as strong with respect to their individual characteristics as

the self-selection of single migrants. Cobb-Clark (1993), instead, found that women who migrated to the United

States as household members earn significantly higher income than women who migrated alone. Junge et al.
1There is an extensive literature on the effects of temporary migration of family members on those left behind in the home

country, for example through remittances. For a survey see Docquier and Rapoport (2006).
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(2014) establish that the probability of couple emigration increases with the primary earner’s income, both in

couples with male primary earner and in couples with female primary earner. Primary earners in couples are

more strongly self-selected with respect to their income than singles of the same gender. Foged (2016) shows

that couple migration from Denmark is more likely if the difference in earnings potential between partners is

very high. She concludes that the overall findings are consistent with gender-neutral migration, at least for

families with large differences in earnings potential. None of these papers has information on labor force par-

ticipation both before and after emigration. In this paper, we are able to analyze labor force participation both

before and after emigration.

Goldin (2006) called women’s increased labor force participation "the most significant change in labor markets

during the past century". The Nordic countries have pioneered this change promoted by generously subsidized

child care services, and also by heavy income taxation at the individual level. As historical forces have been

found to have long-lasting effects on female labor force participation (see Goldin, 1991; Alesina et al., 2013;

Teso, 2019), we would expect couples migrating from the Nordic countries to be especially likely to maintain a

dual-earner model also in case of emigration. Yet, we find that female labor force participation among couples

migrating outside the Nordic countries dropped from 87.4% in Denmark to 50.3% immediately after migration

before recovering to 61.8% in 2008. The decrease in female labor force participation is even stronger among

couples in which both partners worked full-time before emigration. Female labor force participation drops

markedly also among couples migrating to non-Nordic EU countries and Switzerland. The decrease in female

labor force participation in those countries cannot be explained by visa restrictions as Danish citizens are al-

lowed to work without restrictions. There are three potential explanations for this decrease, that may coexist

with visa restrictions in countries outside the EU: larger linguistic and cultural distance, different norms and

institutions that encourage a shift from a dual-earner model to the partner with lower earnings staying at home,

and couples that prefer a single-earner model being more likely to emigrate outside the Nordic countries (see

Bertrand et al. (2015) on gender norms).

It is important to note that gender gaps in earnings persist also in Denmark. Smith et al. (2011) find a sub-

stantial gender gap in earnings in top corporate jobs. Kleven et al. (2019) show that while the overall gender

gap in earnings in Denmark decreased from 46 percent in 1980 to 24 percent in 2013, the child-related gender

gap increased from 18 to 20 percent, forming most of the gender gap in earnings in recent years. Following the

birth of the first child, mothers are less likely to become managers and more likely to switch to the public sector,

relative to fathers. They estimate that the birth of the first child reduces the female labor force participation

rate in the long run by 13 percent. Fluchtmann et al. (2021) estimate that most of the residual gender wage

gap can be explained by differences in what type of jobs men and women apply for.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 describes our data. Section 3 presents our

empirical analysis. Section 4 concludes.
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2 Data

We study emigration of couples using Danish full-population administrative data which we link with own sur-

vey data at the individual level. The first part of our analysis draws on full-population administrative data for

migrants and non-migrants. Our main administrative panel data sources are the population register, education

register, income register, and migration register. Danish residents are obliged by law to report emigration to

the authorities in case they stay abroad for more than six months (Statistics Denmark, 2016). Additionally,

Danish tax laws provide incentives for migrants to register when they emigrate. The migration register con-

tains the date of migration for each individual and the corresponding country of destination. All residents in

Denmark are required to have a social security number which is necessary in everyday life, including opening a

bank account, receiving wages and salaries or social assistance, visiting a doctor or being registered at school.

Using an anonymized identifier based on this social security number, we link information from the different

administrative sources.

To study motivations to emigrate and labor force participation abroad, we planned a survey of emigrants from

Denmark that was carried out by Statistics Denmark in 2008. Statistics Denmark used the full population

and migration register to identify all Danish citizens who had emigrated in one of the emigration year-pairs

1987/1988, 1992/1993, 1997/1998, or 2001/2002, and had not returned by the end of 2007. Emigrants had to

be aged 18 or older when they emigrated, and at most 59 at the beginning of 2007. In total, 4,257 emigrants

responded to the survey. Our survey data contains information on several characteristics such as household

composition and work situation for the respondent and his or her partner. A central feature for our analysis is

that respondents were asked about their household and work situation regarding three points in time: 1) just

before emigration from Denmark, 2) immediately after emigration and 3) at the time of the survey in 2008.

Survey respondents were also asked about their main motivation to emigrate: 47% of all female respondents

and 19% of all male respondents stated family reasons as the main motivation to emigrate.

We link all male and female partners who are married or live at the same address at the beginning of the years

from which our survey sample was drawn. Cohabitation before or instead of marriage is a common phenomenon

in the Scandinavian countries (Kiernan, 2004). We did not find any same-gender partnerships among our survey

respondents and therefore restricted the analyzed population in the administrative data to male-female couples.

We require both partners to be older than 18 on January 1st of the year we observe them in the administrative

data and at most 59 on January 1st of 2007 which is the upper age restriction for being included in our survey.

Both partners have to be Danish citizens, born in Denmark and without immigrant backgrounds.2 We pool the

register data for the different years and include all couples that fulfill the mentioned restrictions in a given year.

Our target population encompasses partners in couples that left Denmark according to the administrative data
2Immigrant background is defined as having parents who were both born abroad or one parent being born abroad if information

on the other parent is missing.
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in one of the years considered for our survey. In addition, we require that both partners migrated within the

same year to the same destination country and neither partner returned to Denmark until the end of 2007.

In our administrative data we observe 1,250 male and 1,250 female partners in migrant couples according to

this definition. Our analysis excludes couples having migrated to Greenland or the Faroe Islands because these

are autonomous territories of Denmark. In the target population our survey reached 218 female and 213 male

partners in 359 couples. This amounts to about 10% of all 4,257 respondents in the survey sample. The reason

for restricting the analysis to partners who migrated together is that the administrative data does not allow

identifying whether a cohabiting couple in which only one partner emigrates continues having a long-distance

relationship or has broken up.3 In our survey, we also had a question on whether the respondent migrated to

live together with a partner already living abroad, as well as another question on whether the respondent had

a partner who stayed in Denmark, but later migrated to live with the respondent. Using these questions, we

can identify among respondents who did not migrate with a partner in the same year to the same destination

country 18 respondents who migrated to live with a Danish partner who already lived abroad and 22 respon-

dents whose partner stayed in Denmark and emigrated later to live with the respondent. As split migration is

qualitatively different and these groups are too small to analyze separately, we restrict the analysis to partners

who migrated during the same calendar year.

Table 1 presents descriptive statistics based on register data for the target population of couples, for those

couples in which at least one partner responded to our survey as well as male and female respondents in these

migrant couples separately. Further representativeness analyses are presented in Appendix A (Tables A1 and

A2). Overall, the distribution of characteristics among couples in which at least one partner responded to the

survey and the target population is rather similar. A somewhat lower share of survey respondents emigrated in

1987/88 compared with the emigrations in the administrative data. Otherwise, the shares of migrant couples

having emigrated in the different year-pairs is not very different between the target population and couples in

the survey sample. The same holds for migration to different destination countries. We distinguish between

four destination country groups: other Nordic countries, non-Nordic EU countries and Switzerland, the United

States and the rest of the world.4 Following Costa and Kahn (2000) we distinguish different "power" types of

couples reflecting the partners’ levels of education. In power couples both partners have a college education

which we define as having at least medium tertiary education according to the register data. In male and female

power couples, only one partner holds a college degree and in low power couples neither partner has completed

college education. We observe a somewhat higher share of power couples and somewhat lower share of low power

couples among our respondents than in the target population. The shares of male and female power couples are

very similar among the survey respondents and the target population of migrant couples. There are no large
3We show in Table B1 the number of all emigration events from couples satisfying our restrictions, including joint migration

events and events in which only the female or only the male partner emigrates, without restriction to the duration of stay abroad.
After that, we show how often either both partners or only the female or only male partner returns to Denmark within 5 years.
Overall, in 22% of couples that emigrate together, both partners stay abroad more than 5 years. Therefore, it is important to note
that our analysis on long-term emigration focuses on a minority of all couples that emigrate together. In 69% of all couples from
which neither partner returned to Denmark within 5 years, both partners stayed abroad also in 2007.

4For simplicity, we refer to non-Nordic EU countries and Switzerland from now on as non-Nordic EU countries.
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Table 1: Representativeness of survey respondents.

All migrant Migrant couples Female Male
couples in survey respondents respondents

Cohort
1987/1988 13.3 8.6*** 8.5 6.9
1992/1993 11.8 14.5* 16.0 14.7
1997/1998 23.4 26.7* 24.9 25.7
2001/2002 51.5 50.1 50.7 52.7

Destination
Nordic countries 25.8 22.6* 21.1 23.4
Non-Nordic EU and Switzerland 40.2 43.2 41.8 44.5
United States 11.0 15.6*** 17.4 14.2
Rest of the world 22.9 18.7** 19.7 17.9

Power type
Low power couples 44.6 31.8*** 27.7 30.7
Female power couples 10.0 11.4 11.3 11.9
Male power couples 19.8 22.0 24.4 18.4
Power couples 25.6 34.8*** 36.6 39.0

Children
Youngest child 0-6 48.1 52.7** 52.8 52.6
Youngest child 7+ 15.3 9.2*** 9.2 8.5

Labor force status
Female in labor force in Denmark 86.8 88.3 87.6 90.1
Male in labor force in Denmark 92.6 93.3 92.7 93.9
Dual-earner couples in Denmark 37.8 43.5*** 43.1 45.1

Observations 1,250 359 218 213
Source: Survey and register data.
Notes: The target population are Danish partners in couples that were cohabiting or married in Denmark and
emigrated in 1987, 1988, 1992, 1993, 1997, 1998, 2001, or 2002 to the same destination according to administrative
data and neither partner returned until the end of 2007 (depicted in column 1). Both partners were Danish citizens,
without immigrant background, aged 18 or above in the year of emigration and at most 59 in 2007. The presence
of children refers to the year of emigration. The power type in a couple is defined by whether the partners had a
college education in the year of emigration. In low power couples neither partner is college educated, in female (male)
power couples only the female (male) is college educated, and in power couples both are. In dual-earner couples
both partners worked more than 75% of the full-time equivalent in the previous year. Labor force participation is
based on register data as described in Appendix A. The second column provides information on couples in which
at least one partner responded to our survey. The third and fourth column provide the characteristics of female
and male respondents in our survey, respectively. The survey was implemented by Statistics Denmark in 2008. The
table reports shares in percent. Stars in column 2 denote t-test significance level at which values for couples in the
survey are different from those for couples in which neither partner is a survey respondent: *** 1% level, ** 5%
level, * 10% level.
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Table 2: Labor force participation in Denmark among non-migrant and migrant couples.

Male Female
labor force labor force
participation participation Observations

Non-migrant couples 96.4 90.7 4,545,370
Migrant couples 92.6 86.8 1,250

Nordic countries 91.6 88.5 323
Non-Nordic EU and Switzerland 91.9 86.5 503
United States 95.7 86.2 138
Rest of the world 93.7 85.6 286

Source: Register data.
Notes: Included are all non-migrant and migrant couples in Denmark in 1987, 1988, 1992,
1993, 1997, 1998, 2001, or 2002, who were cohabiting or married, both partners were Danish
citizens without immigrant background, aged 18 or above in the year of observation and
at most 59 in 2007. In migrant couples both partners migrated in one of the given years
to the same destination and neither partner returned until the end of 2007 according to
administrative data. Non-migrant couples did not emigrate according to the register data
in a given year. Labor force participation refers to occupational position in a given year
according to register data. The table reports labor force participation rates in percent.

differences in these characteristics between male and female survey respondents in our sample. To account for

any potential bias due to the nature of the sampling design or non-response behavior we show our main analysis

for robustness with a weighted sample which is presented and explained in more detail in Appendix B.

Central variables in our empirical analysis refer to the partners’ occupational position in Denmark and abroad.

We define labor force participation in Denmark in accordance with administrative data on an individual’s la-

bor market status at the end of a year. Labor force participation includes employment, self-employment and

unemployment. To define labor force participation abroad we use a question in our survey on the respondent’s

or the partner’s occupational position, including information on being outside the labor force. A respondent

or partner is considered as being out of labor force if the selected answer to the respective survey question on

own or partner’s occupational position was "spouse staying at home", "retiree", or "student".5 We present our

survey questions and variable definitions in detail in Appendix A. We use information on annual earnings and

partners’ labor market attachment in Denmark according to the administrative data in the year prior to the

year of analysis. This allows us to retrieve reliable information on earnings for those emigrating during the

subsequent year. Earnings are defined as annual gross income from employment plus non-negative freelance

income.6 We only consider earnings measures for dual-earner couples in which both partners work full-time.

According to the administrative data this is defined as working more than 75% of the full-time equivalent in a

given year.

Table 2 presents male and female labor force participation rates for migrant and non-migrant couples in Den-

mark. The numbers of observations refer to couples satisfying the mentioned restrictions during the years
5In Appendix A, Table A3, we show that for our survey respondents, labor force participation rates are very similar when

comparing survey responses on labor force participation in Denmark before emigration with information in the register data. Our
results would not be affected if excluding students and retirees from the analysis. It should be noted that labor force participation
rates in Table 2 are higher than the official labor force participation rate in Denmark (e.g., as reported to Eurostat and OECD),
which is based on the Danish labor force survey and not on the administrative income and tax registers. We elaborate on these
differences and show how labor force participation rates change as a result of different restrictions on the population in Table A4.

6Annual earnings are measured in Danish kroner and deflated using the consumer price index (base year 2000).
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selected to sample the survey participants. Labor force participation rates are somewhat lower among migrant

couples. Overall, we do not find strong evidence for sorting into different destinations in terms of pre-migration

labor force participation. In Table B2, we additionally report the share of employed and full-time employed

male and female partners among non-migrant and migrant couples. Among migrant and non-migrant couples,

the share of female partners who work full-time in Denmark is around 20% lower than the share of male partners

who work full-time.

3 Empirical Analysis

3.1 Self-selection of emigrant couples

In this section, we analyze the self-selection of couples into emigration using full population register data, sepa-

rately for all couples and dual-earner couples in Denmark. We analyze self-selection focusing on two important

characteristics: education and earnings. When analyzing all couples, our main interest is how the probability

of emigration depends on whether the partners are college educated. Among dual-earner couples we focus on

self-selection with respect to the partners’ earnings.

We estimate a logistic regression with a binary dependent variable which is equal to one if both partners emi-

grate in the same year to the same destination country and neither partner returns to Denmark until the end of

2007, in a similar approach as in the analysis of the probability of emigration by gender in Borjas et al. (2019).

Using logistic regressions ensures a lower bound of zero and an upper bound of one for predicted emigration

probabilities.7

Table 3, panel A, reports coefficient estimates and odds ratios from the regression including all couples. We

include dummy variables for different power types, the reference category being low power couples in which

neither partner holds a college degree. In columns 3 and 4, we additionally include dummy variables for each

partner’s labor force participation in Denmark. The results show that couples in which at least one partner is

college educated are more likely to emigrate than low power couples. In terms of odds ratios, for male power

couples and power couples the estimated odds of migrating are about four times higher than among low power

couples. Being out of the labor force for either partner goes along with a higher joint emigration probability.

This is in line with Mincer (1978) who argues that single-earner couples are more likely to migrate as they do

not face dual-earners’ co-location problems. Having children is associated with statistically significantly lower

emigration probabilities.
7By construction, non-migrating couples are in the data in each year they satisfy the restrictions, while migrating couples are in

the data only once. This results in lower estimated probability of emigration than if non-migrant couples would be in the data only
once, but does not change any qualitative results as we have a very large number of non-migrant couple-year observations. Also,
note that couples that migrate in a given year could be included among non-migrating couples in earlier years in case they satisfied
all restrictions then. Finally, non-migrant couples are included in Table 3 independently of whether they subsequently break up.
The results would be qualitatively similar if restricting also the analysis of non-migrant couples to couples that stay together. Our
results remain also robust if we only require that both partners among migrant couples stay abroad at least five years.
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Table 3: Logistic regressions: Joint emigration of partners from Denmark.

A: All couples

Coefficient Odds ratio Coefficient Odds ratio
Male power couples 1.396*** 4.038*** 1.415*** 4.115***

(0.08) (0.314) (0.08) (0.320)
Female power couples 0.265*** 1.304*** 0.298*** 1.347***

(0.10) (0.132) (0.10) (0.137)
Power couples 1.321*** 3.749*** 1.376*** 3.958***

(0.07) (0.272) (0.07) (0.291)
Female out of labor force 0.394*** 1.483***

(0.09) (0.132)
Male out of labor force 0.867*** 2.379***

(0.12) (0.275)
Youngest child 0-6 -0.294*** 0.745*** -0.284*** 0.753***

(0.07) (0.0544) (0.07) (0.0548)
Youngest child 7+ -0.556*** 0.573*** -0.532*** 0.587***

(0.10) (0.0551) (0.10) (0.0563)

Pseudo R-squared 0.045 0.048
Observations 4,474,254 4,474,254

B: Dual-earner couples

All dual- Male primary Female primary
earner couples earner earner

Coefficient Odds ratio Coefficient Odds ratio Coefficient Odds ratio
Male log earnings 1.880*** 6.552*** 2.077*** 7.981*** -0.245*** 0.783***

(0.15) (1.013) (0.12) (0.961) (0.09) (0.0675)
Female log earnings 0.432 1.541 0.252 1.287 2.054*** 7.802***

(0.33) (0.514) (0.40) (0.518) (0.31) (2.399)
Youngest child 0-6 -0.407*** 0.665*** -0.396*** 0.673*** -0.602** 0.548**

(0.12) (0.0793) (0.13) (0.0881) (0.30) (0.163)
Youngest child 7+ -0.739*** 0.478*** -0.811*** 0.445*** -0.317 0.728

(0.15) (0.0737) (0.17) (0.0758) (0.38) (0.277)

Pseudo R-squared 0.070 0.078 0.048
Observations 1,888,022 1,555,834 331,305
Source: Register data.
Notes: Included are all non-migrant and migrant couples in Denmark in 1987, 1988, 1992, 1993, 1997, 1998,
2001, or 2002, who were cohabiting or married, both partners were Danish citizens without immigrant
background, aged 18 or above in the year of observation and at most 59 in 2007. The power type in
a couple is defined by the partners’ college education. In low power couples neither partner is college
educated, in female (male) power couples only the female (male) is college educated, and in power couples
both are. In dual-earner couples (panel B) both partners worked more than 75% of the full-time equivalent
in the previous year. Earnings refer to labor income from employment plus non-negative freelance income
earned during the previous year. Earnings are in Danish kroner and deflated using the consumer price
index (base year 2000). Results report logistic regression coefficient estimates (log odds), and odds ratios.
Standard errors are clustered at the household level and reported in parentheses. The dependent variable is
equal to 1 if both partners emigrated in the given year to the same destination and neither partner returned
until the end of 2007 according to administrative data. The number of migration events is 1250 among all
couples and 473 among dual-earner couples. Constant and dummies for female age, male age and calendar
year are included. Stars denote levels at which coefficients are statistically significantly different from zero:
*** 1% level, ** 5% level, * 10% level.
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In panel B, we restrict the analysis to dual-earner couples, requiring that both partners work full-time in the

labor market in a given year. Columns 1 and 2 show that the probability of emigration increases with both

partners’ earnings, measured by log earnings, and especially with the earnings of the male partner. The estimates

have to be interpreted as conditional on having chosen a dual-earner model in Denmark. Importantly, our main

qualitative findings for all dual-earner couples in columns 1 and 2 are similar to those in panel A in which we

analyze all couples, independently of their labor force participation in Denmark. We then divide the population

of dual-earner couples into male and female primary earner couples. Columns 3 to 6 show that the probability

that a couple emigrates, responds to positively to the earnings of the primary earner. The coefficient estimates

for the secondary earner’s income are not statistically significant in couples with a male primary earner. In

couples with a female primary earner, instead, the probability of emigration decreases with the male secondary

earner’s income.

3.2 Main motivations to emigrate

We present the distribution of male and female respondents’ answers to the survey question regarding their

main motivation to emigrate in Table 4. We find that 53.7% of female respondents emigrated for family rea-

sons, while 74.2% of male respondents emigrated for work reasons. There is a major gap in main motivations

to emigrate between partners in couples migrating to other Nordic countries and partners in couples migrating

to non-Nordic countries: 59.3% of female respondents but only 3.0% of male respondents migrating to non-

Nordic countries emigrated mainly because of family reasons, while the share among female (male) respondents

migrating to other Nordic countries was 35.3% (13.3%). The share of female partners having migrated for fam-

ily reasons is 60.6% among dual-earner couples, which is higher than in the overall sample of female respondents.

Already Mincer (1978) pointed out that family ties may result in a situation in which one of the partners

migrates as a tied mover. He defines tied mover as a partner whose net loss from migration is smaller in ab-

solute value than the other partner’s gain so that there is a net family gain from migrating. If, instead, the

absolute value of the potential loss of the partner who would prefer not to migrate exceeds the potential gain

for the partner who would have preferred to migrate, then a couple that maximizes its joint utility does not

migrate. The partner who would have preferred to migrate is then a tied stayer. As our survey data covers

only migrants, we can study tied movers but not tied stayers. Tied movers can be identified by them replying

that considerations related to partner or family was their main reason to emigrate. When cross-tabulating main

reasons to emigrate in couples in which both partners answer the survey, it is never the case that both partners

would reply that they emigrated for family reasons. This is in line with operationalizing being a tied mover as

having partner and family as the main reason to emigrate.

In Table 5 we analyze separately for male and female partners in our survey data which factors are associated
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Table 4: Main motivation to emigrate.

All couples All couples Dual-earner
emigrating emigrating to couples All couples
to Nordic non-Nordic emigrating emigrating
countries countries from Denmark from Denmark

Female respondents
Own work 21.6 21.0 16.0 21.1
Family 35.3 59.3 60.6 53.7
Other 43.1 19.8 23.4 25.2

Observations 51 167 94 218
Male respondents
Own work 66.7 76.2 71.9 74.2
Family 13.3 3.0 8.3 5.2
Other 20.0 20.8 19.8 20.7

Observations 45 168 96 213
Source: Survey data.
Notes: Included are male and female survey respondents, who emigrated in 1987, 1988, 1992, 1993, 1997,
1998, 2001, or 2002, were cohabiting or married before migration in Denmark, both partners were Danish
citizens without immigrant background, aged 18 or above in the year of observation and at most 59 in 2007.
Migration refers to both partners having emigrated in the given year to the same destination according to
administrative data and neither partner having returned until the end of 2007. Results in columns 1 and 2
are reported according to the initial destination country based on the migration register data. In dual-earner
couples both partners worked more than 75% of the full-time equivalent in the previous year. The table
reports shares in percent of respondents’ main motivations to emigrate according to answers to the survey
question as described in Appendix A. Other reasons to emigrate can be divided into studies (including
improving language skills), adventure (including sabbatical) and a residual, not specified answer category.

with the likelihood for the respondent being a tied mover. Our results show that the female partner is more

likely to be a tied mover in male power couples. In dual-earner couples before emigration, the likelihood for the

female partner being a tied mover increases with male log earnings. The likelihood for the male partner being

a tied mover decreases with male log earnings. The effect of female log earnings is statistically insignificant.

These results extend previous research on internal migration that has found that couple migration is typically

associated with career gains for men (Blackburn, 2010; Tenn 2010) to international migration.
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Table 5: Linear probability regressions: Tied movers (family migrants) among male and female survey respon-
dents.

Dual-earner couples
All couples in Denmark

Female Male Female Male
tied mover tied mover tied mover tied mover

Male power couples 0.189* -0.060
(0.11) (0.04)

Female power couples -0.049 0.051
(0.12) (0.06)

Power couples 0.131 -0.032
(0.09) (0.04)

Female out of labor force in DK 0.023 -0.055
(0.11) (0.05)

Male out of labor force in DK -0.144 0.019
(0.14) (0.07)

Male log earnings 0.292* -0.199**
(0.16) (0.09)

Female log earnings -0.245 0.078
(0.19) (0.10)

R-squared 0.081 0.087 0.219 0.230
Observations 218 213 94 96
Sources: Survey and register data.
Notes: Included are male and female survey respondents, who emigrated in 1987, 1988, 1992, 1993, 1997,
1998, 2001, or 2002, were cohabiting or married before migration in Denmark, both partners were Danish
citizens without immigrant background, aged 18 or above in the year of observation and at most 59 in 2007.
Migration refers to both partners having emigrated in the given year to the same destination according to
administrative data and neither partner having returned until the end of 2007. Results are reported according
to the initial destination country based on the migration register data. In dual-earner couples both partners
worked more than 75% of the full-time equivalent in the previous year. The power type in a couple is defined
by the partners’ college education according to survey data in 2008. In low power couples (reference category)
neither partner is college educated, in female (male) power couples only the female (male) is college educated,
and in power couples both are. Labor force participation in Denmark is defined according to the register
data. The table reports linear probability coefficient estimates. The dependent variable is equal to one if the
respondent answered "family reasons" in the survey as own main motivation to emigrate. The survey question
on main motivation to emigrate is explained in Appendix A. Constant and dummies for female age, male
age and emigration year are included. Stars denote levels at which coefficients are statistically significantly
different from zero: *** 1% level, ** 5% level, * 10% level.

3.3 Preferences towards emigration

Respondents were also asked whether both partners were in favor of emigration, or if either partner was indif-

ferent or would have preferred not to migrate. Table 6 shows that the majority of respondents reported that

they and their partner had equally strong preference to emigrate.8 The share of couples in which both partners

had equally strong preferences towards joint emigration is similarly high among couples having migrated to the

Nordic countries as it is among those having migrated outside the Nordic countries. This can be observed despite

the large share of female respondents who emigrated for family reasons to the non-Nordic countries. Among

couples having migrated to another Nordic country the share of female partners with a stronger migration

preference is slightly higher and the share of male partners with a stronger migration preference is slightly lower

compared to couples having migrated to the non-Nordic countries. The distribution of the partners’ migration

preferences among dual-earner couples is very similar to that among all couples in the sample.
8A concern in Table 6 might be a bias due to misreporting of the partner’s preference depending on the characteristics of the

partner who answered the questionnaire. Using the administrative data, we were able to identify couples in which both the male
and the female answered our survey and analyzed both partners’ mutual assessment of migration preferences in this subsample.
Table B3 shows that in 89.4% of the cases, the partners’ answers on their respective migration preferences were matches. If there
were deviations one partner mostly reported equal preferences while the other stated stronger migration preferences of the male or
female partner. Thus, we assume that joint migration preferences are correctly assessed by one partner for most of the remaining
observations in our sample. Table 6 reports the answer by the female respondent for those couples in which both partners replied.
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Table 6: Comparing partners’ preferences on emigration.

All couples All couples Dual-earner
emigrating emigrating to couples All couples
to Nordic non-Nordic emigrating emigrating
countries countries from Denmark from Denmark

Equal preferences 54.2 55.3 55.3 55.1
Stronger male preference 31.9 37.3 36.2 36.1
Stronger female preference 13.9 7.4 8.5 8.9

Observations 72 244 141 316
Source: Survey data.
Note: Included are male and female survey respondents, who emigrated in 1987, 1988, 1992,
1993, 1997, 1998, 2001, or 2002, were cohabiting or married before migration in Denmark, both
partners were Danish citizens without immigrant background, aged 18 or above in the year of
emigration and at most 59 in 2007. Both partners migrated together in one of the given years
to the same destination according to the administrative data, did not return until the end of
2007 and both partners stayed together until 2008 when the survey was conducted. Results in
columns 1 and 2 are reported according to the initial destination country based on the migration
register data. If both partners answered the survey, only the female respondent’s answers are
reported and each couple is only included once. In dual-earner couples both partners worked
more than 75% of the full-time equivalent in Denmark in the year before emigration. The shares
of partners’ migration preferences are reported in percent and based on respondents’ answers to
the survey question as described in Appendix A.

Table 3 showed that the probability that a couple emigrates increases with the primary earner’s income. The

effect of the secondary earner’s income is unclear in couples with a male primary earner and negative in couples

with a female primary earner. In Table 7, we use a multinomial logit regression to analyze migration preferences

among couples that emigrated. We ask how couple characteristics are related to the probability that a couple

exhibited a stronger male preference or a stronger female preference, compared to the reference category of equal

migration preferences. In panel A, we present coefficient estimates and relative risk ratios for all couples, in

panel B we present coefficient estimates and corresponding relative risk ratios for dual-earner couples. Ideally,

we would like to separately analyze couples with a male and couples with a female primary earner in Table

7. However, the number of dual-earner couples with a female primary earner among our survey respondents

is too small to separately analyze couples with female primary earners. Therefore, we estimate the model for

all dual-earner couples together. Among all couples, male power couples are more likely to have emigrated

with a stronger male preference, while the female partner having been out of labor force in Denmark predicts

a stronger female preference. Among dual-earner couples, a stronger female preference to emigrate is especially

rare when the male partner has high earnings. As the male partner has usually higher earnings, this testifies

about the primacy of the primary earner in emigration decisions.
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Table 7: Multinomial logit regressions: Partners’ emigration preferences.

A: All couples

Stronger male Stronger female
preference preference

Coefficient Relative risk ratio Coefficient Relative risk ratio
Male power couples 0.618* 1.856* 0.027 1.028

(0.36) (0.663) (0.65) (0.673)
Female power couples 0.378 1.460 0.186 1.205

(0.43) (0.622) (0.77) (0.925)
Power couples -0.149 0.861 0.297 1.346

(0.33) (0.284) (0.54) (0.727)
Female out of labor force in DK -0.578 0.561 1.043* 2.836*

(0.46) (0.255) (0.53) (1.509)
Male our of labor force in DK -0.048 0.954 0.328 1.388

(0.52) (0.494) (0.74) (1.021)

Pseudo R-squared 0.039
Observations 316

B: Dual-earner couples

Stronger male Stronger female
preference preference

Coefficient Relative risk ratio Coefficient Relative risk ratio
Male log earnings in DK 0.629 1.876 -2.769** 0.0627**

(0.58) (1.087) (1.30) (0.0816)
Female log earnings in DK -0.025 0.975 0.880 2.410

(0.70) (0.681) (1.40) (3.379)

Pseudo R-squared 0.095
Observations 141
Source: Survey and register data.
Notes: Included are male and female survey respondents, who emigrated in 1987, 1988, 1992, 1993, 1997, 1998,
2001, or 2002, were cohabiting or married before migration in Denmark, both partners were Danish citizens without
immigrant background, aged 18 or above in the year of emigration and at most 59 in 2007. Both partners migrated
in the given year to the same destination according to administrative data and both partners stayed abroad together
until 2008 when the survey was conducted. The power type in a couple is defined by the partners’ college education
according to survey data in 2008. In low power couples (reference category) neither partner is college educated,
in female (male) power couples only the female (male) is college educated, and in power couples both are. Labor
force participation in Denmark is defined according to the register data. Couples in which male and female partner
answered the survey are only included once. In dual-earner couples (panel B) both partners worked more than 75%
of the full-time equivalent in Denmark in the year before emigration. Reported are coefficient estimates and relative
risk ratios of multinomial logit regression with three outcome categories: equal migration preferences, stronger male
preference, stronger female preference. The reference category are equal migration preferences. Partners’ migration
preferences are based on respondents’ answers to the survey question as described in Appendix A. Constant and
dummies for female age, male age and emigration year are included. Stars denote levels at which coefficients are
statistically significantly different from zero: *** 1% level, ** 5% level, * 10% level.
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3.4 Emigration and female labor force participation abroad

This subsection analyzes couples’ labor force participation abroad compared to before migration in Denmark.

As our survey asked about labor force participation just before and just after migration and at the time of the

survey in 2008, we can study changes in labor force participation over three points in time. Comparing labor

force participation in Denmark with labor force participation just after migration tells the short-term change

after migration. As the survey took place 5 to 21 years after emigration, comparing labor force participation

at that time with labor force participation before migration gives medium to long-term change after migration,

and comparing it with labor force participation just after migration informs us about adjustments while abroad.

We focus on changes in female labor force participation in this section as male labor force participation rates

remained at high levels among the couples abroad (see Table B4 in Appendix B). This reflects the high share

of male respondents with work reasons as their main motivation to emigrate.

Table 8 shows female labor force participation rates in different subpopulations of couples emigrating from

Denmark. Columns 1 and 4 are based on register data and include all couples for which at least one partner

answered the survey. Columns 2, 5 and 7 are based on survey data of respondents only. Columns 3, 6 and 8 refer

to survey data for both partners in couples in which at least one partner answered the survey.9 In line with our

findings in Table 2, Table 8 shows for survey respondents that female labor force participation before migration

does not differ much between couples subsequently migrating to different destination countries. Female labor

force participation rates drop dramatically among couples emigrating outside the Nordic countries, from 87.4%

in Denmark to 50.3% immediately after migration. The decline in the female labor force participation rate is

more modest among couples migrating to other Nordic countries, but there is still a significant decline. This is in

line with our finding that work reasons dominate among men but not among women, also for couples migrating

to other Nordic countries. The female labor force participation rate somewhat recovers while abroad, which

likely reflects the initial migration being motivated by the male partner’s job, and the female initially staying

out of the labor force. However, among couples having migrated to the United States, female labor force par-

ticipation rate remains below 50%. We also checked whether fertility decisions of the couples differ according to

the country of residence but we did not find any systematic difference. Overall, Table 8 shows that female labor

force participation drops persistently, in particular among couples migrating outside other Nordic countries. As

a comparison for the magnitude of the effects we identify, Kleven et al. (2019) estimate that the birth of the first

child reduces the female labor force participation rate in Denmark in the long run by 13%. The decreases that

we find after emigration are much larger, although only for the highly self-selected group of emigrating couples.10

While there is only little difference in pre-migration female labor force participation among couples migrating to
9Among couples in which both partners answered the survey, we only include female respondents. However, our results are

robust to excluding either the male or the female respondent for these couples. Furthermore, in some cases the initial emigration
country differs from the country of residence in 2008 because couples migrated onwards to another country.

10In Table 8, we consider couples with children immediately after emigration if the couple had a child that was registered already
before emigration in Denmark. In Table B11 we show that female labor force participation rates among couples with children
immediately after migration are very similar if we additionally include couples that report in 2008 to have a child that was born
abroad in the year of emigration or the year after emigration.
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Table 8: Female labor force participation among couples in the survey.

Dual-earner
All couples Couples with children couples in DK

Immediately Immediately Immediately
In after Abroad In after Abroad after Abroad

Destination country DK migration in 2008 DK migration in 2008 migration in 2008
All 88.3 56.9 67.7 86.0 48.9 63.4 54.3 64.7
Nordic countries 91.4 78.4 84.8 89.1 66.7 80.9 89.5 83.8
Non-Nordic countries 87.4 50.3 61.8 85.2 43.8 57.7 45.3 58.8
Non-Nordic EU
and Switzerland 89.0 50.5 67.1 89.4 46.6 62.7 50.0 66.2
United States 85.7 48.4 47.5 80.0 28.6 44.7 25.0 34.8
Rest of the world 85.1 51.3 62.5 80.9 50.0 58.1 43.5 60.0

Observations 359 218 359 222 135 276 94 156
Source: Survey and register data.
Notes: Included are male and female survey respondents, who emigrated in 1987, 1988, 1992, 1993, 1997, 1998, 2001, or 2002,
were cohabiting or married before migration in Denmark, both partners were Danish citizens without immigrant background,
aged 18 or above in the year of observation and at most 59 in 2007. In migrant couples, both partners migrated in the given
year to the same destination according to administrative data and neither partner returned until the end of 2007. Columns 1
and 4 report female labor force participation rates before emigration according to register data. Columns 2, 5 and 7 report
female labor force participation rates of the female survey respondents for their own situation immediately after migration.
Columns 3, 6 and 8 report female labor force participation rates in 2008 based on answers provided by male and female survey
respondents for both partners. In couples in which the male and female partner answered the survey female respondents’
anwers are included. Definition of labor force participation according to register data and according to the survey question on
the respondent’s or partner’s occupational position abroad are described in Appendix A. In dual-earner couples both partners
worked more than 75% of the full-time equivalent in Denmark (DK) in the year before emigration.

different destinations, we observe big differences in post-migration choices in different destinations. This might

be driven by institutional differences between destination countries and by couples’ self-selection in unobservable

characteristics into migration. Surprisingly, female labor force participation rates in non-Nordic destinations

immediately after migration and in 2008 are somewhat lower in couples that were dual-earner couples in Den-

mark than in couples that were not dual-earner couples. This reversal is driven primarily by couples migrating

to the United States, and may be related to visa restrictions.

Dustmann et al. (2013) find that recent immigrants to the United Kingdom tend to be in lower occupational

categories than earlier immigrants, despite being better educated. Inspired by this, we also analyzed in what

type of occupations respondents in our survey worked in 2008, by which time any temporary downgrading

should be history. We grouped occupational positions (or status outside the labor force) of both partners into

three groups: low- or medium-skilled, high-skilled, or not working. (Detailed explanations on which replies were

included into which category are provided in Appendix A, under the heading "Occupational position".) We

cross-tabulate in Table B5 how common different combinations of pre-migration situation in Denmark and the

situation in 2008 were among female partners. The share of women working in low-skilled or medium-skilled

occupations is considerably lower in 2008, while the share of women not working and the share of women

working in high-skilled occupations has increased. Among women who worked in low-skilled or medium-skilled

occupations before migration, 37% have switched to not working, and 15% to high-skilled occupations. Among

women, 38% who were in a high-skilled occupation in Denmark were either in a low-skilled or medium-skilled

16



occupation or not working in 2008. For men, we combine groups "low- or medium-skilled" and "not working" as

there are very few men not working in 2008. Table B6 shows that the majority of men who were in low-skilled

or medium-skilled occupations or not working in Denmark were in a high-skilled job abroad in 2008. Only

11% of men who were in a high-skilled occupation in Denmark were either in a low-skilled or medium-skilled

occupation or not working in 2008. To sum up, the share of men (women) working in high-skilled occupations

increased from 55% (19%) in Denmark to 74% (27%) abroad in 2008.11

Next, we analyze how observable characteristics are related to female labor force participation immediately after

migration. Therefore, we restrict our sample to couples in which the female partner answered the survey. We

estimate a linear regression model to explain female labor force participation immediately after migration. The

results presented in Table 9 analyze variation in female labor force participation abroad in a linear probability

framework conditioning on individual and couple characteristics. We do not restrict labor force participation of

the partners before migration in the first specifications in columns 1 and 2. According to specification 1, female

partners in male power couples are less likely to participate in the labor force abroad. Female partners with

younger children are less likely to participate in the labor force abroad. Including dummy variables for the desti-

nation groups in specification 2 shows that female labor force participation is more likely among couples having

migrated to a Nordic country. In columns 3 and 4, we restrict our sample to female respondents in dual-earner

couples before migration in Denmark. For dual-earner couples in Denmark, female labor force participation

after migration is increasing with the female partner’s pre-migration earnings. The probability that the female

participates in the labor force abroad decreases with higher earnings of the male partner before migration in

Denmark. In Appendix B we show that our results that the probability of female labor force participation after

migration is increasing with female pre-migration earnings and is higher in the Nordic countries are also robust

to weighting respondents with the inverse probability for being in our sample given the target population we

observe in the full population register data. The estimated effect of male partner’s pre-migration earnings on

the female partner’s labor force participation immediately after migration, is not statistically significant.

In Table 10, we analyze how observable characteristics are related to female labor force participation abroad in

2008. We estimate a similar model as before in Table 9. We now include male and female survey respondents

in the sample because each respondent was asked about own and the partner’s current labor force participation

at the time of the survey. All variables in the model refer to the year 2008. The first columns of Table 10

shows that female labor force participation in 2008 is particularly low in male power couples. Furthermore,

estimation results in Table 10 reveal that the presence of children is negatively associated with female labor force

participation. Estimates for the residence country dummies in 2008 show that female labor force participation

in the Nordic countries is more likely than in the non-Nordic countries. Female labor force participation is
11Table B7 additionally shows that among female respondents who were in a high-skilled occupation before emigration, only

57.1% were in a high skilled occupation immediately after emigration and 66.7% were in a high-skilled occupation in 2008. 93.3% of
male respondents in a high-skilled occupation before emigration were also in a high skilled occupation immediately after migration
and 93.3% were in a high-skilled occupation in 2008.
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Table 9: Linear probability regressions: Female labor force participation immediately after migration.

Dual-earner Dual-earner
All All couples couples

couples couples in Denmark in Denmark
Male power couples -0.175* -0.110

(0.10) (0.10)
Female power couples 0.121 0.134

(0.12) (0.12)
Power couples -0.081 -0.025

(0.09) (0.09)
Male log earnings -0.322** -0.302*

(0.16) (0.16)
Female log earnings 0.494** 0.416**

(0.20) (0.20)
Youngest child 0-6 -0.205*** -0.217*** -0.207 -0.169

(0.08) (0.08) (0.13) (0.13)
Youngest child 7+ 0.056 0.053 0.027 -0.015

(0.15) (0.14) (0.21) (0.21)
Nordic countries 0.261*** 0.410***

(0.09) (0.13)
United States 0.035 -0.022

(0.10) (0.19)
Rest of the world 0.067 0.067

(0.09) (0.12)

R-squared 0.141 0.180 0.167 0.366
Observations 218 218 94 94
Source: Survey and register data.
Notes: Included are female survey respondents, who emigrated in 1987, 1988, 1992,
1993, 1997, 1998, 2001, or 2002, were cohabiting or married before migration in Den-
mark, both partners were Danish citizens without immigrant background, aged 18 or
above in the year of emigration and at most 59 in 2007. Both partners migrated in
the given year to the same destination according to administrative data and neither
partner returned until the end of 2007. The reference category for destinations in
columns 2 and 4 are non-Nordic EU countries and Switzerland. The power type in a
couple is defined by the partners’ college education. In low power couples (reference
category) neither partner is college educated, in female (male) power couples only
the female (male) is college educated, and in power couples both are. In dual-earner
couples both partners worked more than 75% of the full-time equivalent in the year
before emigration. Earnings refer to labor income from employment plus non-negative
freelance income earned during the year before emigration. Earnings are in Danish
kroner and deflated using the consumer price index as reported by Statistics Den-
mark (base year 2000). Female labor force participation immediately after migration
is defined according to the survey question on the respondent’s occupational position
immediately after migration as described in Appendix A. Results report linear prob-
ability model coefficient estimates with the dependent variable being equal to 1 if the
female partner participated in the labor force immediately after migration. Robust
standard errors are reported in parentheses. Constant and dummies for female age,
male age and emigration year are included. Stars denote levels at which coefficients
are statistically significantly different from zero: *** 1% level, ** 5% level, * 10%
level.
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Table 10: Linear probability regressions: Female labor force participation in 2008.

Dual-earner Dual-earner
All All couples couples

couples couples in Denmark in Denmark
Male power couples -0.115* -0.072

(0.07) (0.07)
Female power couples 0.113 0.113

(0.12) (0.11)
Power couples 0.044 0.062

(0.06) (0.06)
Male log earnings -0.317** -0.266**

(0.12) (0.12)
Female log earnings 0.354** 0.332**

(0.15) (0.15)
Youngest child 0-6 in 2008 -0.182** -0.167* -0.125 -0.104

(0.09) (0.09) (0.11) (0.10)
Youngest child 7+ in 2008 -0.115* -0.093 -0.151 -0.153

(0.07) (0.07) (0.14) (0.13)
Nordic countries 0.181*** 0.175*

(0.06) (0.10)
United States -0.206*** -0.276**

(0.07) (0.12)
Rest of the world -0.038 0.004

(0.07) (0.11)

Emigration 1987/88 0.051 0.102 0.234 0.231
(0.11) (0.11) (0.22) (0.21)

Emigration 1992/93 0.012 0.064 -0.180 -0.121
(0.09) (0.09) (0.16) (0.16)

Emigration 1997/98 -0.074 -0.033 -0.075 -0.045
(0.07) (0.07) (0.10) (0.10)

R-squared 0.107 0.172 0.187 0.262
Observations 316 316 141 141
Source: Survey and register data.
Notes: Included are male and female survey respondents, who emigrated in 1987, 1988,
1992, 1993, 1997, 1998, 2001, or 2002, were cohabiting or married before migration in
Denmark, both partners were Danish citizens without immigrant background, aged 18 or
above in the year of emigration and at most 59 in 2007. Both partners migrated in the
given year to the same destination according to administrative data and both partners
stayed abroad together until 2008 when the survey was conducted. Results are reported
according to the country of residence in 2008. The reference category in column 2 and 4
are non-Nordic EU countries and Switzerland. The power type in a couple is defined by
the partners’ college education according to survey data in 2008. In low power couples
(reference category) neither partner is college educated, in female (male) power couples
only the female (male) is college educated, and in power couples both are. In dual-earner
couples both partners worked more than 75% of the full-time equivalent in the year before
emigration. Earnings refer to labor income from employment plus non-negative freelance
income earned during the year before emigration. Earnings are in Danish kroner and
deflated using the consumer price index as reported by Statistics Denmark (base year
2000). Female labor force participation in 2008 is defined according to the survey question
on the respondent’s and partner’s occupational position in 2008 as described in Appendix
A. Couples in which male and female partner answered the survey are only included once.
The reference category for emigration cohorts is 2001/02. Results report linear probability
model coefficient estimates with the dependent variable being equal to 1 if the female
partner participated in the labor force in 2008. Robust standard errors are reported in
parentheses. Constant and dummies for female age in 2008, male age in 2008 are included.
Stars denote levels at which coefficients are statistically significantly different from zero:
*** 1% level, ** 5% level, * 10% level.
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particularly low among couples in the United States. Table B12 shows that these results are also robust when

including a dummy for female labor force participation before migration in the regressions. In columns 3 and

4 in Table 10, we restrict our sample to dual-earner couples before migration in Denmark. For those couples

that were dual-earner couples in Denmark, female labor force participation in 2008 increases with earnings of

the female partner before migration and decreases with earnings of the male partner before migration. These

patterns are similar to our findings for female labor force participation immediately after migration in Table 9.

Table 8 revealed higher average female labor force participation abroad in 2008 compared to the situation im-

mediately after migration. This raises a follow-up question: Do female labor force participation rates recover

within a few years, or is the recovery a long process? To address this question, we report in Table 10 emigration

year-pairs as additional explanatory variables. Note that duration abroad until 2008 depends linearly on the

emigration year in our data. Therefore, we cannot disentangle cohort effects from the effect of duration of stay.

Nonetheless, observing a statistically significant relationship between earlier emigration year-pairs and higher

female labor force participation in 2008 would be indicative of female labor force participation rates recovering

over time. However, the estimated effects of emigration year-pairs are always statistically insignificant. This

indicates that the recovery of female labor force participation rates reported in Table 8 takes place during the

first five years after emigration. In Table B13 we show that the results in Table 10 are robust when estimating

the regression only for the sample of female respondents as in Table 9. In Table B14, we also analyze how

female labor force participation immediately after migration and in 2008 depends on the occupational positions

of female and male partners before migration in Denmark. As the occupational position is strongly correlated

with education, Table B14 does not include the power type of a couple. The results show that female labor

force participation after migration is more likely if the female partner had a high-skilled job before emigration

and less likely if the male partner had a high-skilled job before emigration.

Counterfactual analysis

Our analyses in the previous subsections showed that female labor force participation decreases dramatically

in non-Nordic destination countries immediately after migration. In the medium to long term of 5 to 21 years,

female labor force participation recovers by 17 percentage points in the non-Nordic EU countries, but still re-

mains 22 percentage points lower than before migration in Denmark. In the United States, female labor force

participation decreases immediately after migration by 38 percentage points to 48% and stays at that level also

in the medium to long term. However, these results are based only on migrating couples. This leaves as an

important question: What is the effect of couple migration on female labor force participation? Unfortunately,

we do not have any natural experiment that would allow deriving causal estimates on this. However, we can

compare changes in female labor force participation among migrant couples with those among non-migrant

couples after controlling for observable characteristics to provide at least suggestive estimates.
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In the counterfactual analysis we estimate linear probability regressions with female labor force participation as

dependent variable and dummy variables to identify migrants living in different destination country groups. We

include time varying information on partners’ education, the presence of children, and partners’ age at a given

point in time. We then compare migrants and non-migrants who are matched in their observable characteristics

to estimate how female labor force participation would have developed among migrants if they had not migrated

and if the female labor force participation among them would have developed in the same way with respect to

their observable characteristics as among non-migrants.

To do this, we selected couples in Denmark in 2001, who fulfilled the age and no immigrant background re-

strictions as imposed throughout our analysis (see Table 2). From this population we constructed two groups:

migrant couples with both partners emigrating in 2001 or 2002 to the same destination and neither partner

returning until the end of 2007 according to administrative data and at least one partner answering the survey,

and non-migrant couples who show up in the register data in 2001 and 2008 in Denmark. We include in our

analysis variables for 2001 based on register data, and variables for 2008 based on register data for non-migrant

couples and on survey data for migrant couples. The sample of migrant couples is weighted following the

propensity cell method described in Cochran (1968) and Lewis (2012), see Appendix B.

A time dummy controls for average period effects. We define time-constant country group dummies for migrant

couples according to their residence country in 2008 and interact these dummies with the year dummy for 2008.

This allows us to capture differences between non-migrant and migrant couples in Denmark in 2001 and evaluate

the differences between destination groups in 2008 and non-migrant couples after controlling for the mentioned

observable characteristics.

The results are shown in Table B10. While emigration to other Nordic countries has no statistically significant

effect on female labor force participation in 2008 according to our counterfactual analysis, emigration to any other

destination is associated with a strong decrease in female labor force participation compared to the reference

group of non-migrant couples in 2008. Among female partners in dual-earner couples in 2001, the counterfactual

analysis suggests that emigration to non-Nordic EU countries decreased female labor force participation in 2008

by 37% and emigration to the United States by 66%, with the decrease in the rest of the world being 55%.

However, an analysis comparing the non-migrant population as counterfactual with migrants that are similar in

terms of observable characteristics cannot account for any selection on unobservable characteristics. Therefore,

these estimations should be interpreted only as suggestive evidence.

3.5 Theoretical framework to explain the findings

Although the main focus of this paper is empirical, we present in the Appendix C a theoretical model that can

explain the patterns we find. We analyze a Nash bargaining model that recognizes that household members
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have their own preferences, engage in bargaining, and can separate if no agreement is reached (Chiappori, 1988,

1992; Apps and Rees, 1988; Browning et al., 2014). Earlier literature has provided empirical evidence in favor

of applying bargaining models to intra-household decision making in various contexts (Udry, 1996; Lundberg

et al., 1997). Our main question is how the probability of joint emigration and the decision on whether both

partners work in the labor market or one specializes in household production depend on the partners’ labor

market options and the valuation of household production. Our model allows both returns to human capital and

the valuation of household production to differ between the origin and the destination country. The valuation of

household production depends on a couple-specific term that in turn reflects factors like the presence of children,

and country-level institutional factors, like the availability and pricing of child care and social norms related

to whether both partners typically work. Our bargaining model of couple migration is in line with the insight

by Stark and Bloom (1985) that analyzing family migration "shifts the focus of migration theory from individ-

ual independence (optimization against nature) to mutual interdependence (optimization against one another)".

Our model predicts that the likelihood that a dual-earner couple emigrates increases with the primary earner’s

human capital stock. If the couple would also pursue a dual-earner model abroad, the probability of emigration

increases also with the secondary earner’s human capital stock. Furthermore, our model delivers predictions

concerning whether emigration is a shared preference or if one of the partners would have preferred not to

emigrate. The probability of emigration so that both partners are in favor of it is predicted to increase with

both partners’ human capital stock. The probability that the secondary earner would have preferred not to

emigrate increases with the human capital stock of the primary earner. The model also covers the case in which

the primary earner would have preferred not to emigrate. If the relative valuation of home production abroad

is sufficiently high, the share of dual-earner couples decreases after migration.

4 Conclusion

In this paper, we analyzed couples’ joint decisions on emigration and labor force participation. We combined

survey and full-population administrative data which allows gaining novel insights into the partners’ motivations

to emigrate and their labor force participation abroad. Despite Denmark having one of the highest female labor

force participation rates, we found large gender differences in the main motivations to emigrate and in female

labor force participation abroad. Men mainly migrate for their work, while women migrate for their family.

These patterns are less pronounced among migrants to other Nordic countries, in which the institutional setting

is rather similar to Denmark. These differences translate into major differences in occupational position. The

share of men working in high-skilled occupations increased from 55% in Denmark before emigration to 74%

abroad in 2008. The share of women working in high-skilled occupations increased from 19% in Denmark before

emigration to 27% abroad in 2008.
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We also find that Danish couples emigrating to non-Nordic countries have much lower levels of female labor

force participation than Danish couples emigrating to other Nordic countries. This holds both in the short

term, immediately after migration, and in the medium to long term, 5-21 years after migration. In non-Nordic

countries, female labor force participation drops to around 50% immediately after emigration. In non-Nordic

EU countries, where Danish citizens can work without any restrictions, the decrease in female labor force partic-

ipation is as pronounced as in other non-Nordic destinations. Female labor force participation partially recovers

in the medium to long term in non-Nordic EU countries, but not in the United States. The decrease in female

labor force participation in non-Nordic countries can reflect various factors, ranging from couple self-selection

to the effect of institutions, and lower applicability of Danish education in the rest of the world than in other

Nordic countries.

It is important to note that our analysis is confined to a small subset of couples who seem to permanently

leave Denmark and stay together abroad. It may be the case that those couples that emigrate together and

stay together have a higher household surplus from being together, which would make it easier for them to

agree on an arrangement in which one partner (in practice mostly the female partner) specializes in household

production. Switching from a dual- to a single-earner model might be less common among couples that sub-

sequently split up. Future research must show whether our results generalize to couple migration from other

countries, and when including also couples that subsequently split up. Other topics for further research include

the role of different fields of education and skills that could affect both emigration decision and destination

choice. Different industry structures across countries could imply that even high-skilled partners with different

types of education would differ in their optimal locations.

We also found evidence that couples self-selected into emigration according to their division of labor in Den-

mark: couples were more likely to emigrate in case one partner, in most cases the female, had been out of the

labor force. However, differences in female labor force participation in Denmark between non-migrant couples

and couples later migrating to different destinations are small compared to the decline in female labor force

participation among the migrant couples outside the Nordic countries. Our empirical analysis of dual-earner

couples also showed that the probability that the male partner is a tied mover (migrating for family reasons)

decreases and the probability that the female partner is a tied mover increases with the male partner’s pre-

migration earnings. As an important caveat, it should be noted that preferences towards joint emigration in

our study have been elicited after migration. If life experiences, like migration, would change preferences and

attitudes in retrospect, ex post reports could be distorted. This is a general problem with any surveys that

collect information on attitudes and preferences ex post.

Female labor force participation abroad is also linked to couple’s pre-migration characteristics. Among dual-

earner couples in Denmark the likelihood for female labor force participation abroad increases with earnings of

the female partner and decreases with earnings of the male partner before emigration. In the light of increasingly
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international competition for talent, this might reduce incentives for females to invest in their careers if they

expect to accompany their partner as tied movers later in life.

References

Alesina, A., P. Giuliano and N. Nunn, On the origin of gender roles: women and the plough. Quarterly Journal

of Economics, 128(2): 469-530, 2013.

Antecol, H., An examination of cross-country differences in the gender gap in labor force participation rates.

Labour Economics, 7(4): 409-426, 2000.

Apps, P. F. and R. Rees, Taxation and the household. Journal of Public Economics, 35(3): 355-369, 1988.

Bertrand, M., E. Kamenica and J. Pan, Gender identity and relative income within households. Quarterly

Journal of Economics, 130(2): 571-614, 2015.

Blackburn, M.L., Internal migration and the earnings of married couples in the United States. Journal of

Economic Geography, 10(1): 87-111, 2010.

Blau, F. D., L. M. Kahn and K. L. Papps, Gender, source country characteristics, and labor market assimilation

among immigrants. Review of Economics and Statistics, 93(1): 43-58, 2011.

Borjas, G. J. and S.G. Bronars, Immigration and the family. Journal of Labor Economics, 9(2): 123-148, 1991.

Borjas, G. J., I. Kauppinen and P. Poutvaara, Self-selection of emigrants: Theory and evidence on stochastic

dominance in observable and unobservable characteristics. Economic Journal, 129(617): 143-171, 2019.

Browning, M., P.-A. Chiappori and Y. Weiss, Economics of the family. Cambridge: Cambridge Univ. Press,

2014.

Chiappori, P.-A., Rational household labor supply. Econometrica, 56(1): 63-90, 1988.

Chiappori, P.-A., Collective labor supply and welfare. Journal of Political Economy, 100(3): 437-67, 1992.

Cobb-Clark, D., Immigrant selectivity and wages: The evidence for women. American Economic Review, 83:

986-993, 1993.

Cochran, W., The effectiveness of adjustment by subclassification in removing bias in observational studies.

Biometrics, 24: 295-313, 1968.

Costa, D. L. and M. E. Kahn, Power couples: Changes in the locational choice of the college educated,

1940-1990. Quarterly Journal of Economics, 115(4): 1287-1315, 2000.

Docquier, F., and H. Rapoport, The Economics of migrants’ remittances. Handbook on the Economics of

Giving, Reciprocity and Altruism, 2006.

24



Dustmann, C., T. Frattini and I. P. Preston, The effect of immigration along the distribution of wages. Review

of Economic Studies, 80: 145-173, 2013.

Eurostat, Emigration by five year age group, sex and country of birth, available at:

http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/en/data/database (last accessed: 10 October 2021), 2021.

Fernández, R., Women, work, and culture. Journal of the European Economic Association, 5(2-3): 305-332,

2007.

Fernández, R. and A. Fogli, Culture: An empirical investigation of beliefs, work, and fertility. American

Economic Journal: Macroeconomics, 1(1): 146-177, 2009.

Fluchtmann, J., A. M. Glenny, N. Harmon and J. Maibom, The gender application gap: do men and women

apply for the same jobs? Manuscript, University of Copenhagen, 2021.

Foged, M., Family migration and relative earnings potentials. Labour Economics, 42: 87-100, 2016.

Frank, R. H., Family location constraints and the geographic distribution of female professionals. Journal of

Political Economy, 86(1): 117-130, 1978.

Goldin, C., The role of WWII in the rise of women’s employment. American Economic Review, 81: 741-756,

1991.

Goldin, C., The quiet revolution that transformed women’s employment, education, and family. American

Economic Review, 96(2): 1-21, 2006.

Junge, M., M. D. Munk and P. Poutvaara, International migration of couples. IZA Discussion Paper No. 8352,

2014.

Kiernan, K., Unmarried cohabitation and parenthood in Britain and Europe. Law and Policy, 26(1): 33-55,

2004.

Kleven H. J., C. Landais and J. E. Soegaard, Children and gender inequality: evidence from Denmark.

American Economic Journal: Applied Economics, 11, 181-209, 2019.

Lewis, T., Weighting adjustment methods for nonresponse in surveys. WUSS proceedings, 162, 2012.

Lundberg, S. J., R. A. Pollak and T. J. Wales, Do husbands and wives pool their resources? Evidence from

the United Kingdom child benefit. Journal of Human Resources, 32(3): 463-480, 1997.

Mincer, J., Family migration decisions. Journal of Political Economy, 86: 749-773, 1978.

Smith, N., V. Smith and M. Verne, The gender pay gap in top corporate jobs in Denmark - glass ceilings,

sticky floors or both? International Journal of Manpower, 32(2): 156-177, 2011.

Stark, O. and D. E. Bloom, The new economics of labor migration. American Economic Review 75(2): 173-178,

1985.

25



Statistics Denmark, Documentation of statistics for migration to and from Denmark 2016.

Teso, E., The long-term effect of demographic shocks on the evolution of gender roles: evidence from the

transatlantic slave trade. Journal of the European Economic Association, 17(2): 497-534, 2019.

Tenn, S., The relative importance of the husband’s and wife’s characteristics in family migration, 1960-2000.

Journal of Population Economics, 23: 1319-1337, 2010.

Udry, C., Gender, agricultural production, and the theory of the household. Journal of Political Economy,

104(5): 1010-1046, 1996.

United Nations, Department of Economic and Social Affairs, Trends in international migrant stock: Migrants

by destination and origin. United Nations database, POP/DB/ MIG/Stock/Rev.2017, 2017.

26



Online Appendix A
Survey data and representativeness analysis
Register data were accessed at the Statistics Denmark server and include administrative data on the full
population in Denmark. The data is maintained and provided by Statistics Denmark and derived from
the administrative registers of governmental agencies. The survey data collection was carried out in 2008
by Statistics Denmark. Statistics Denmark used full population registers from 1987 to 2007 to identify all
Danish citizens who had emigrated in 1987, 1988, 1992, 1993, 1997, 1998, 2001 or 2002, were aged at least
18 on their day of emigration and at most 59 at the beginning of 2007, and had not returned to Denmark.
The survey only included emigrants without immigrant background. In web surveys, each respondent
had a personalized link that allowed combining responses with population registers. Respondents were
informed of the survey’s purpose and of how their replies would be used.

A major challenge in reaching Danes living abroad is that there is no address data for them in Danish reg-
isters. The target population of all emigrants who satisfied the above-mentioned restrictions was 17,309.
9,415 of those had a parent or sibling living in Denmark with contact information. Statistics Denmark
contacted the parents or siblings of all of these individuals. Relatives provided email addresses of 6,984
emigrants. After several tests, the final web-based questionnaire was sent to all emigrants in June 2008,
followed by three reminders sent to those who did not reply. By the end of data collection in August
2008, 4,257 had replied.

The target population for our analysis encompasses partners in couples that emigrated in the same year
to the same destination country, according to the administrative data, and fulfill the individual restric-
tions to be included in the survey. We require that the emigrant couples in our analysis were cohabiting
or married before emigration. According to these restrictions, our target population consists of 1,250
female and 1,250 male partners; among these the survey was answered by 218 females and 213 males. In
addition to our representativeness analysis in the data section, Tables A1 and A2 show how our sample
is selected in two more steps. For our target population, Statistics Denmark found a contact person for
826 female and 822 male partners in Denmark. Among those, Statistics Denmark obtained valid email
addresses for 347 females and 357 males. We present individual characteristics of those partners with a
parent or sibling living in Denmark and those who provided valid email addresses to receive the link to
the online questionnaire. Those that migrated in earlier years or were older at the time of migration are
somewhat under-represented already among the group for which Statistics Denmark found a contact in
Denmark. Among those for whom no contact in Denmark was found, a larger share of relatives might
have moved away or passed away at the time when the survey was conducted. Response rates of those
who could be contacted do not reveal any bias according to observable characteristics.

1



Table A1: Representativeness of female partners: in target population, with a parent or sibling in
Denmark, with obtained valid email addresses, in survey.

In target With contact With valid
population in DK email Respondents

Emigration year
1987/1988 13.3 9.0 7.5 8.5
1992/1993 11.8 13.0 13.3 16.0
1997/1998 23.4 25.1 25.7 24.9
2001/2002 51.5 53.0 53.6 50.7

Destination
Nordic countries 25.8 26.8 24.5 21.1
Non-Nordic EU + Switzerland 40.2 41.2 41.5 41.8
United States 11.0 11.4 14.7 17.4
Remaining countries 22.9 20.7 19.3 19.7

Power type
Low power couples 44.6 43.0 34.6 27.7
Female power couples 10.0 10.0 12.4 11.3
Male power couples 19.8 20.1 17.6 24.4
Power couples 25.6 26.9 35.5 36.6

Age group male
18-25 4.8 5.8 4.3 4.3
26-30 19.8 23.2 27.4 26.3
31-35 33.3 37.4 37.5 37.8
36-40 19.8 19.3 18.4 16.7
41+ 22.3 14.3 12.4 14.8

Age group female
18-25 9.5 11.0 9.8 8.1
26-30 27.2 32.5 34.0 36.8
31-35 30.4 33.1 34.0 33.5
36-40 16.2 16.0 15.6 13.9
41+ 16.6 7.5 6.6 7.7

Children
Youngest child 0-6 48.1 52.2 47.8 52.8
Youngest child 7+ 15.3 10.8 10.4 9.2

Observations 1,250 826 347 218
Source: Statistics Denmark.

Notes: The target population are female partners in couples that were cohabiting or married in Denmark
and emigrated in 1987, 1988, 1992, 1993, 1997, 1998, 2001, or 2002, to the same destination according
to administrative data and neither partner returned until the end of 2007 (depicted in Column 1). Both
partners were Danish citizens, without immigrant background, aged 18 or above in the year of emigration
and at most 59 in 2007. Age of the partners and the presence of children refers to the year of emigration. The
power type in a couple is defined by whether the partners had college education in the year of emigration.
In low power couples neither partner is college educated, in female (male) power couples only the female
(male) is college educated, and in power couples both are. The second column refers to female partners
with contact information in Denmark, the third column refers to female partners with valid email address
for the survey, the fourth column refers to female respondents in our survey. The survey was implemented
by Statistics Denmark in 2008.
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Table A2: Representativeness of male partners: in target population, with a parent or sibling in Denmark,
with obtained valid email addresses, in survey.

In target With contact With valid
population in DK email Respondents

Emigration year
1987/1988 13.3 7.9 7.0 6.9
1992/1993 11.8 12.2 14.9 14.7
1997/1998 23.4 26.3 27.5 25.7
2001/2002 51.5 53.7 50.7 52.8

Destination
Nordic countries 25.8 26.6 20.7 23.4
Non-Nordic EU + Switzerland 40.2 39.3 43.1 44.5
United States 11.0 11.7 14.3 14.2
Remaining countries 22.9 22.4 21.9 17.9

Power type
Low power couples 44.6 41.0 32.8 30.7
Female power couples 10.0 10.8 11.0 11.9
Male power couples 19.8 21.3 22.9 18.4
Power couples 25.6 26.9 33.3 39.0

Age group male
18-25 4.8 5.7 5.3 4.8
26-30 19.8 24.6 28.3 30.8
31-35 33.3 38.8 38.9 37.5
36-40 19.8 18.7 18.8 16.4
41+ 22.3 12.2 8.7 10.6

Age group female
18-25 9.5 10.8 7.8 7.7
26-30 27.2 31.6 34.2 35.6
31-35 30.4 33.1 35.9 32.7
36-40 16.2 15.2 14.3 14.9
41+ 16.6 9.3 7.8 9.1

Children
Youngest child 0-6 48.1 52.3 55.7 52.6
Youngest child 7+ 15.3 9.7 7.6 8.5

Observations 1,250 822 357 213
Source: Statistics Denmark.

Notes: The target population are male partners in couples that were cohabiting or married in Denmark
and emigrated in 1987, 1988, 1992, 1993, 1997, 1998, 2001, or 2002, to the same destination according
to administrative data and neither partner returned until the end of 2007 (depicted in Column 1). Both
partners were Danish citizens, without immigrant background, aged 18 or above in the year of emigration
and at most 59 in 2007. Age of the partners and the presence of children refers to the year of emigration. The
power type in a couple is defined by whether the partners had college education in the year of emigration. In
low power couples neither partner is college educated, in female (male) power couples only the female (male)
is college educated, and in power couples both are. The second column refers to male partners with contact
information in Denmark, the third column refers to male partners with valid email address for the survey,
the fourth column refers to male respondents in our survey. The survey was implemented by Statistics
Denmark in 2008.
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Survey questions
Main motivation to emigrate

Our analysis on the respondent’s main motivation to emigrate is based on the survey question ”What
was the main purpose of emigrating?” The answer options were 1 ”Own post/station”, 2 ”Post/station
of spouse or partner”, 3 ”A fixed term appointment”, 4 ”Obtain a job abroad, the employment oppor-
tunities weren’t good in Denmark”, 5 ”Obtain a higher salary” , 6 ”Obtain a more interesting job”, 7
”Regular studies”, 8 ”Exchange studies”, 9 ”Improve my language skills”, 10 ”Migrate with a partner”,
11 ”Migrate to live with a partner already in the country” , 12 ”Other family reasons” , 13 ”Sabbatical”,
14 ”Adventure”, and 15 ”Other reasons”. Options 1, 3, 4, 5 and 6 were classified as work-related reasons
and 2, 10, 11 and 12 were classified as partner- or family-related reasons of migration. In the regressions,
the rest of the options are pooled in the omitted category other reasons.

Preferences towards joint emigration

We analyze partners’ preferences towards emigration based on answers to the following survey question:
”Which of the following best describes your and your partner’s opinion about emigrating?” The answer
options were 1 ”We both wanted to emigrate to the same extent”, 2 ”We both wanted to emigrate, but
I was more strongly in favor of emigrating”, 3 ”We both wanted to emigrate, but my partner was more
strongly in favor of emigrating”, 4 ”I wanted to emigrate, but my partner did not have a strong opinion
on either way”, 5 ”My partner wanted to emigrate, but I did not have a strong opinion on either way”, 6
”I wanted to emigrate, but my partner would have preferred to stay in Denmark”, 7 ”My partner wanted
to emigrate, but I would have preferred to stay in Denmark”, 8 ”My partner stayed in Denmark”, 9 ”My
partner already lived abroad”, 10 ”Neither of us had a strong opinion on either staying in Denmark or
emigrating”.

Occupational position

For the analysis of labor force participation just after emigration we use the survey question on occupa-
tional position to obtain information whether a respondent participated in the labor force after emigration:
”What was your primary occupation just after emigration? Primary occupation is defined as the type of
occupation where you spend most of your working time. Profession is defined as an occupation, which
usually involves prolonged academic training, formal qualifications and membership of a professional or
regulatory body.” The answer options were 1 ”Farmer with paid help”, 2 ”Farmer”, 3 ”Self-employed
workman or craftsman with paid help”, 4 ”Self-employed workman or craftsman”, 5 ”Self-employed in a
profession (e.g. doctor, dentist, lawyer)”, 6 ”Self-employed in trade”, 7 ”Another type of self-employed”,
8 ”Top management (e.g. decision making, planning and management)”, 9 ”High-skilled worker (e.g.
physicist, actuary, construction engineer, doctor and architect)”, 10 ”Medium-skilled worker (e.g. lab-
oratory technician, programmer, photographer and nurse)”, 11 ”Low skilled worker (e.g. office work,
customer service, rescue work) or workman or craftsman”, 12 ”Unskilled worker”, 13 ”Assisting spouse
(paid)”, 14 ”Spouse”, 15 ”Apprentice”, 16 ”Student”, 17 ”PhD student”, 18 ”Temporarily unemployed”,
19 ”Retired”, 20 ”Other, write precise occupation, also if it is foreign”. For our analysis we consider those
who answered ”Spouse” (14), ”Student” (16), ”Retired” (19) as being out of the labor force. For 2008 as
well as for the time just before emigration, the question on occupation was asked for the respondent as
well as for the partner if the respondent was in a long-term relationship. In the analyses using survey
information on the skill categories of occupations we define the categories ”Self-employed in a profession”
(5), ”Top management” (8) and ”High-skilled worker” (9) as high-skilled occupations; we define ”Spouse”
(14), ”Student” (16), ”Retired” (19), and ”Temporarily unemployed” (18) as not working; the remaining
categories are coded as medium-/low-skilled occupations.
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Labor force participation according to register and survey data
We analyze labor force participation of couples in Denmark using information from the administrative
employment register, which covers the full population and is reported annually at the end of November
referring to the main labor force status in that year as reported in the labor market account data. Labor
force participation rates according to the administrative registers are close but not equal to the official
statistics which are based on the Danish labor force survey, a quarterly survey on a sample of 85,000
Danes who are asked questions on their attachment to the labor force. In Table A3, we show that for our
survey respondents, labor force participation rates are very similar when comparing survey responses on
labor force participation in Denmark before emigration with information in the register data. In Table
A4, we show how the share of females and males out of labor force changes when imposing different
restrictions on the population stepwise from Group 1 (defined for each covered year - 1987, 1988, 1992,
1993, 1997, 1998, 2001, 2002 - as the population satisfying age restriction 18 to 55) to Group 5 (partners
in emigrating couples who emigrate to the same country during the same calendar year and both satisfy
the age restrictions to be in the target population of our survey, with neither partner having an immigrant
background which are the restrictions in our analysis).

Table A3: Labor force participation of couples in the survey in Denmark according to survey and register
data.

Male labor force participa-
tion rate before emigration

Female labor force participa-
tion rate before emigration

According to
register data

93.3 88.3

According to
survey data

95.3 88.9

Observations 359 359
Source: Survey and register data.

Table A4: Labor force participation of males and females according to register data with different popu-
lation restrictions.

Male Female
labor force labor force

partici- partici-
Group Restriction pation rate Observations pation rate Observations

1 Aged 18-55 in the year of
analysis

89.6 8,473,767 83.9 8,148,467

2 Satisfies survey age restric-
tion

89.0 6,480,876 84.4 6,203,669

3 As Group 2, but also Dan-
ish citizen with no immi-
grant background

90.6 6,057,219 86.2 5,826,033

4 Married or cohabiting in
opposite-sex couples; both
partners satisfy restrictions
of Group 3

96.4 4,535,370 90.7 4,535,370

5 Couples satisfying restric-
tions of Group 4, with both
partners emigrating to the
same country during the
same calendar year

92.6 1,250 86.8 1,250

Source: Register data.
Notes: Group 1 includes all persons aged 18-55 and residing in Denmark in a given year according to the
population register including the years 1987, 1988, 1992, 1993, 1997, 1998, 2001 and 2002.
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Online Appendix B
Additional empirical results
Couple migration in the register data

Table B1: Migration events according to the Danish migration register.

a) International migration events (excl. Faroe Islands and Greenland) among
couples in a given year (pooled):

Female does Female
not migrate migrates Total

Male does not migrate 4,530,054 3,072 4,533,126
Male migrates 5,407 8,087 13,494

Total 4,535,461 11,159 4,546,620
Among the 8,087 couples in which partners migrate in the same register year,
7,935 migrate to the same destination country.

b) Couples that emigrate to the same destination in the same year:
Female returns No return of
within 5 years female within 5 years Total

Male returns within 5 years 5,708 78 5,786
No return of male within 5 years 354 1,795 2,149

Total 6,062 1,873 7,935

c) Couples that stay abroad 5+ years:
Female returns No return of

before end female until
of 2007 end of 2007 Total

Male returns before end of 2007 442 23 465
No return of male until end of 2007 80 1,250 1,330

Total 522 1,273 1,795
Source: Register data.

Notes: The population includes couples in the register data in 1987, 1988, 1992, 1993, 1997, 1998,
2001, or 2002, who were cohabiting or married, both partners were Danish citizens without immigrant
background, aged 18 or above in the given year and at most 59 in 2007.
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Employment status of male and female partners in the register data

Table B2: Share of male and female partners in employment and full-time employment in Denmark.

Male Female
Male partner Female partner

partner full-time partner full-time
employed employed employed employed Observations

Non-migrant couples 84.4 75.1 79.5 55.2 4,545,370
Migrant couples 82.6 70.9 71.9 49.8 1,250

Nordic countries 76.8 64.7 70.6 46.4 323
Non-Nordic EU and Switzerland 82.1 72.2 73.6 52.5 503
United States 92.0 76.1 77.5 49.3 138
Rest of the world 85.3 73.1 67.8 49.0 286

Source: Register data.
Notes: Included are all non-migrant and migrant couples in Denmark in 1987, 1988, 1992, 1993, 1997, 1998, 2001, or
2002, who were cohabiting or married, both partners were Danish citizens without immigrant background, aged 18
or above in the year of observation and at most 59 in 2007. In migrant couples both partners migrated in one of the
given years to the same destination and neither partner returned until the end of 2007 according to administrative
data. Non-migrant couples did not emigrate according to the register data in a given year. Employment is measured
based on occupational position in a given year according to register data, including employees and not including
self-employed. The table reports rates in percent.

Couples with male and female survey respondent

Table B3: Mutual assessment of partner’s preferences among couples with both partners as survey re-
spondents.

Preferences towards
Stated own and partner’s preferences emigration
Partners’ answers match 89.4%
Partners’ answers don’t match 10.6%

Observations 66
Sources: Survey and register data.

Notes: Calculations are based on 66 couples in which female and male partner both
answered the question on whether emigration was a shared preference or whether
one partner had stronger emigration preferences. Appendix A provides details on the
respective survey question.
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Male labor force participation abroad

Table B4: Male labor force participation among couples in the survey.

In Immediately Abroad
Denmark after migration in 2008

93.3 96.2 97.8

Observations 359 213 359
Source: Survey and register data.

Notes: Included are male and female survey respondents, who emigrated in 1987,
1988, 1992, 1993, 1997, 1998, 2001, or 2002, were cohabiting or married before migra-
tion in Denmark, both partners were Danish citizens without immigrant background,
aged 18 or above in the year of observation and at most 59 in 2007. In migrant
couples, both partners migrated in the given year to the same destination according
to administrative data and neither partner returned until the end of 2007. Column
1 reports male labor force participation rates before emigration according to regis-
ter data. Column 2 reports male labor force participation rates of the male survey
respondents for their own situation after migration. Column 3 reports male labor
force participation rates in 2008 based on answers provided by male and female sur-
vey respondents for both partners. In couples in which the male and female partner
answered the survey female respondents’ answers are included. The definition of la-
bor force participation based on the survey question on the respondent’s or partner’s
occupational position abroad is described in Appendix A.
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Occupational positions of partners in emigrant couples in Denmark and abroad

Table B5: Female occupational position before emigration in Denmark and 2008 abroad.

Occupational position in 2008
Occupational position Low-/medium- High-
before migration Not working skilled skilled Observations

Not working 6.2 4.2 5.1 55
Low-/medium-skilled 24.3 31.4 10.2 233
High-skilled 5.1 2.0 11.6 66

Observations 126 133 95 354
Source: Survey data.

Notes: Included are male and female survey respondents, who emigrated in 1987, 1988, 1992,
1993, 1997, 1998, 2001, or 2002, were cohabiting or married before migration in Denmark,
both partners were Danish citizens without immigrant background, aged 18 or above in the
year of observation and at most 59 in 2007. In migrant couples, both partners migrated in
the given year to the same destination according to administrative data and neither partner
returned until the end of 2007. Table reports cell percentages counted of the 354 respondents
when occupational position category before migration in Denmark is cross-tabulated with
the occupational position category in 2008 abroad. Information is based on responses to the
respective survey question on own and partner’s occupational position before migration and
in 2008 as described in Appendix A.

Table B6: Male occupational position before emigration in Denmark and 2008 abroad.

Occupational position in 2008
Occupational position Not working or High-
before migration low-/medium-skilled skilled Observations

Not working or
low-/medium-skilled 20.2 24.9 156
High-skilled 6.1 48.8 190

Observations 91 255 346
Source: Survey data.

Notes: Included are male and female survey respondents, who emigrated in 1987, 1988, 1992,
1993, 1997, 1998, 2001, or 2002, were cohabiting or married before migration in Denmark,
both partners were Danish citizens without immigrant background, aged 18 or above in the
year of observation and at most 59 in 2007. In migrant couples, both partners migrated in
the given year to the same destination according to administrative data and neither partner
returned until the end of 2007. Table reports cell percentages counted of the 346 respondents
when occupational position category before migration in Denmark is cross-tabulated with
the occupational position category in 2008 abroad. Information is based on responses to the
respective survey question on own and partner’s occupational position before migration and
in 2008 as described in Appendix A.
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Table B7: Occupational downgrading of male and female survey respondents who were in a high-skilled
occupational position before migration.

Respondents in high-skilled position before emigration

Share in Share in
high-skilled high-skilled

position immediately position
after emigration in 2008 Observations

Male respondents 93.2 93.2 117
Female respondents 57.1 66.7 42
Source: Survey data.

Notes: Included are male and female survey respondents who were in a high-skilled occupa-
tional position before emigration, emigrated in 1987, 1988, 1992, 1993, 1997, 1998, 2001, or
2002, were cohabiting or married before migration in Denmark, both partners were Danish
citizens without immigrant background, aged 18 or above in the year of observation and at
most 59 in 2007. In migrant couples, both partners migrated in the given year to the same
destination according to administrative data and neither partner returned until the end of
2007. Information is based on responses to the respective survey question on own occupa-
tional position before migration, immediately after migration and in 2008 as described in
Appendix A. Columns 1 and 2 report shares in percent.

Regression results with sample weighting

The following analysis shows regression specifications for our main analysis using inverse probability
weights which account for the probability that a couple is included in our sample. We construct these
weights following the propensity cell method described in Cochran (1968) and Lewis (2012). In the
administrative population data, we can observe the target population of emigrant couples satisfying the
sampling restriction described in the data section. As the probability for an individual to be included
in our sample of survey respondents depends, for example, on the availability of contact information
and on response behavior, this can potentially induce a bias in our regression results if this sample
selection is non-random. To account for a potential bias in our results we first estimate a logit model
predicting the probability for an individual to be in the sample based on observable characteristics from
the administrative data. We include dummy variables distinguishing between male and female individuals,
5 age category intervals (18-25, 26-30, 31-35, 36-40, 40+), 4 power types, 4 emigration year pairs, as well
as destination country groups used in the main analysis. Weighting of survey responses is based on
the initial destination country of the migrants according to the administrative data. According to the
probabilities predicted by the model we calculate the share of respondents in five strata of equal size
in the migrant population, as suggested by Cochran (1968). The inverse of these shares are then used
as probability weights in the regressions. The results we present below do not show any qualitative
difference to the unweighted regressions in the main text, apart from male log earnings losing statistical
significance when predicting female labor force participation abroad in dual-earner couples, although
the point estimate remains negative. Importantly, female log earnings and dummies for Nordic countries
retain their statistical significance in both tables. The similarity of the results with and without weighting
alleviates the concern that a potential sample selection bias affects our results.
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Table B8: Weighted linear probability regressions: Female labor force participation immediately after
migration.

Dual-earner Dual-earner
All All couples couples

couples couples in Denmark in Denmark
Male power couples -0.157 -0.085

(0.11) (0.12)
Female power couples 0.165 0.176

(0.11) (0.12)
Power couples -0.070 -0.010

(0.09) (0.10)
Male log earnings -0.212 -0.219

(0.17) (0.14)
Female log earnings 0.548** 0.474**

(0.23) (0.21)
Youngest child 0-6 -0.161* -0.156* -0.088 -0.030

(0.09) (0.09) (0.14) (0.14)
Youngest child 7+ 0.145 0.142 0.238 0.188

(0.16) (0.15) (0.21) (0.18)
Nordic countries 0.283*** 0.475***

(0.09) (0.12)
United States 0.094 -0.076

(0.11) (0.18)
Rest of the world 0.088 0.150

(0.11) (0.14)

R-squared 0.134 0.180 0.212 0.344
Observations 218 218 94 94
Source: Survey and register data.

Notes: Included are female survey respondents, who emigrated in 1987, 1988, 1992, 1993,
1997, 1998, 2001, or 2002, were cohabiting or married before migration in Denmark, both
partners were Danish citizens without immigrant background, aged 18 or above in the year
of emigration and at most 59 in 2007. Both partners migrated in the given year to the same
destination according to administrative data and neither partner returned until the end of
2007. The reference category for destinations in columns 2 and 4 are non-Nordic EU countries
and Switzerland. The power type in a couple is defined by the partners’ college education. In
low power couples (reference category) neither partner is college educated, in female (male)
power couples only the female (male) is college educated, and in power couples both are. In
dual-earner couples both partners worked more than 75% of the full-time equivalent in the
year before emigration. Earnings refer to labor income from employment plus non-negative
freelance income earned during the year before emigration. Earnings are in Danish kroner and
deflated using the consumer price index as reported by Statistics Denmark (base year 2000).
Female labor force participation immediately after migration is defined according to the
survey question on the respondent’s occupational position just after migration as described
in Appendix A. Results report weighted linear probability model coefficient estimates with
the dependent variable being equal to 1 if the female partner participated in the labor force
immediately after migration. Robust standard errors are reported in parentheses. Constant
and dummies for female age, male age and emigration year are included. Stars denote levels
at which coefficients are statistically significantly different from zero: *** 1% level, ** 5%
level, * 10% level.

11



Table B9: Weighted linear probability regressions: Female labor force participation in 2008.

Dual-earner Dual-earner
All All couples couples

couples couples in Denmark in Denmark
Male power couples -0.111 -0.080

(0.08) (0.08)
Female power couples 0.132 0.114

(0.10) (0.09)
Power couples 0.057 0.061

(0.06) (0.06)
Male log earnings -0.183 -0.146

(0.13) (0.12)
Female log earnings 0.382** 0.369**

(0.16) (0.16)
Youngest child 0-6 in 2008 -0.201** -0.211** -0.067 -0.083

(0.09) (0.10) (0.12) (0.12)
Youngest child 7+ in 2008 -0.076 -0.051 -0.050 -0.036

(0.07) (0.07) (0.10) (0.09)
Nordic countries 0.170*** 0.207**

(0.06) (0.10)
United States -0.167** -0.229*

(0.08) (0.13)
Rest of the world -0.088 -0.016

(0.09) (0.14)

Emigration 87/88 0.023 0.071 0.253** 0.279**
(0.09) (0.10) (0.12) (0.12)

Emigration 91/92 -0.074 -0.026 -0.219 -0.149
(0.10) (0.10) (0.17) (0.16)

Emigration 97/98 -0.082 -0.048 -0.077 -0.028
(0.07) (0.07) (0.10) (0.11)

R-squared 0.106 0.163 0.168 0.240
Observations 316 316 141 141
Source: Survey data.

Notes: Included are male and female survey respondents, who emigrated in 1987, 1988, 1992,
1993, 1997, 1998, 2001, or 2002, were cohabiting or married before migration in Denmark,
both partners were Danish citizens without immigrant background, aged 18 or above in the
year of emigration and at most 59 in 2007. Both partners migrated in the given year to the
same destination according to administrative data and both partners stayed abroad together
until 2008 when the survey was conducted. Results are reported according to the country of
residence in 2008. The reference category in column 2 and 4 are non-Nordic EU countries
and Switzerland. The power type in a couple is defined by the partners’ college education
according to survey data in 2008. In low power couples (reference category) neither partner is
college educated, in female (male) power couples only the female (male) is college educated,
and in power couples both are. In dual-earner couples both partners worked more than 75%
of the full-time equivalent in the year before emigration. Earnings refer to labor income from
employment plus non-negative freelance income earned during the year before emigration.
Earnings are in Danish kroner and deflated using the consumer price index as reported by
Statistics Denmark (base year 2000). Female labor force participation in 2008 is defined
according to the survey question on the respondent’s and partner’s occupational position in
2008 as described in Appendix A. Couples in which male and female partner answered the
survey are only included once. The reference category for emigration cohorts is 1987/88.
Results report weighted linear probability model coefficient estimates with the dependent
variable being equal to 1 if the female partner participated in the labor force in 2008. Robust
standard errors are reported in parentheses. Constant and dummies for female age in 2008,
male age in 2008 are included. Stars denote levels at which coefficients are statistically
significantly different from zero: *** 1% level, ** 5% level, * 10% level.
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Counterfactual analysis

As a starting point for a counterfactual analysis we select couples in Denmark in 2001, who were cohab-
iting or married, both partners were Danish citizens without immigrant background, aged 18 or above in
2001 and at most 59 in 2007. From this population we construct two groups:

• In migrant couples both partners emigrated in 2001 or 2002 to the same destination and
neither partner returned until the end of 2007 according to administrative data and at least one
partner answered the survey (169 couples). These couples are observed in 2001 in the register
data in Denmark and in 2008 in the survey data abroad.

• Non-migrant couples have to show up in the register data in 2001 and 2008 in Denmark
to be included in the sample.

We obtain a balanced panel with migrant and non-migrant couples observed in two periods: 2001 (in
Denmark) and 2008 (migrant couples abroad and non-migrant couples in Denmark). Variables for 2001
are based on register data, variables for 2008 are based on register data for non-migrant couples and
on survey data for migrant couples. The sample of migrant couples is weighted using the probability
weights calculated from the population of couple-migrants that emigrated in 2001 or 2002 (see Appendix
B: Regression results with sample weighting).

We define time constant country group dummies for migrant couples according to their residence country
in 2008. The power type in a couple is time variant and defined by the partners’ college education in
a given year. In low power couples neither partner is college educated, in female (male) power couples
only the female (male) is college educated, and in power couples both are. Low power couples are the
reference category. Dummy variables capturing the presence of children and the age of the partners refer
to the situation at the time the couples are observed in the data. The dependent variable is female labor
force participation in a given year. Variables are constructed for non-migrant couples using register data
and for migrant couples using register data for 2001 and survey data for 2008 (see Appendix A for details
for the underlying survey questions.).
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Table B10: Weighted linear probability regressions: Female labor force participation among migrant and
non-migrant couples in 2001 and 2008.

Dual-earner
All All couples

couples couples in Denmark 2001
Male power couples 0.004*** -0.009* 0.007***

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Female power couples 0.059*** 0.212*** 0.001***

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Power couples 0.057*** 0.235*** 0.001***

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Residence countries in 2008
(reference group: non-migrant
couples):
Nordic countries -0.073

(0.07)
Non-Nordic EU and Switzerland -0.077

(0.06)
United States -0.129

(0.12)
Rest of the world -0.123

(0.11)

2008 -0.012*** -0.040***
(0.00) (0.00)

2008*Nordic countries -0.001 0.044 -0.16
(0.09) (0.08) (0.11)

2008*Non-Nordic EU and Switzerland -0.191** -0.164* -0.366***
(0.08) (0.09) (0.09)

2008*United States -0.433*** -0.479*** -0.663***
(0.15) (0.17) (0.18)

2008*Rest of the world -0.347** -0.318* -0.550***
(0.14) (0.18) (0.17)

Youngest child 0-6 0.001 -0.040*** 0.008***
(0.01) (0.00) (0.00)

Youngest child 7+ 0.028*** -0.011*** 0.015***
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Couple fixed effects No Yes No

R-squared 0.017 0.011 0.001
Observations 1,057,552 1,057,552 267,524
Source: Survey and register data.

Notes: Included are all couples that are married or cohabiting in the register data in Denmark
in 2001 and 2008 (non-migrant couples), or married or cohabiting in the register data in 2001,
emigrated in 2001 or 2002 and in which at least one partner responded to our survey (migrant
couples). Both partners were Danish citizens without immigrant background, aged 18 or
above in 2001 and at most 59 in 2007. The power type in a couple is defined by the partners’
college education. In low power couples neither partner is college educated, in female (male)
power couples only the female (male) is college educated, and in power couples both are. In
dual-earner couples both partners worked more than 75% of the full-time equivalent in 2000.
Destinations for migrant couples are based on reported country of residence in 2008. Female
labor force participation in Denmark is defined according to the register information on labor
force status and female labor force participation abroad is defined according to the survey
question on the respondent’s occupational position after migration as described in Appendix
A. Results report weighted linear probability coefficient estimates with standard errors in
parentheses clustered at the household level. Constant and dummies for female age and
male age are included. Stars denote levels at which coefficients are statistically significantly
different from zero: *** 1% level, ** 5% level, * 10% level.
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Further robustness analysis on female labor force participation abroad

Table B11: Female labor force participation immediately after migration among survey respondents with
children.

Couples with children Couples with children
registered in Denmark registered in Denmark

Couples with children or born in the year or born in the year of or
registered in Denmark of emigration the year after emigration

All 48.9 48.3 48.7
Nordic countries 66.7 67.7 67.7
Non-Nordic countries 43.8 42.9 43.6
Non-Nordic EU + Switzerland 46.6 45.2 45.3
United States 28.6 31.8 34.8
Rest of the World 50.0 46.4 46.7

Observations 135 143 148
Source: Survey and register data.

Notes: Included are female survey respondents, who emigrated in 1987, 1988, 1992, 1993, 1997, 1998, 2001, or 2002, were
cohabiting or married before migration in Denmark, both partners were Danish citizens without immigrant background,
aged 18 or above in the year of observation and at most 59 in 2007. In migrant couples, both partners migrated in the
given year to the same destination according to administrative data and neither partner returned until the end of 2007.
Columns report female labor force participation rates of the female survey respondents for their own situation immediately
after migration. Definition of labor force participation according to the survey question on the respondent’s occupational
position abroad are described in Appendix A. Column 1 includes female respondents with at least one child being registered
in the household in Denmark in the year of emigration. Column 2 includes all respondents from column 1 plus respondents
reporting to have children in 2008 who were born in the year of emigration. Column 3 includes all respondents from column
2 plus respondents reporting to have children in 2008 who were born in the year after emigration.
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Table B12: Linear probability regressions: Female labor force participation in 2008 and pre-migration
labor force participation in Denmark.

All couples All couples
Female in labor force in DK 0.089 0.082

(0.09) (0.08)
Male power couples -0.116* -0.073

(0.07) (0.07)
Female power couples 0.120 0.120

(0.12) (0.11)
Power couples 0.044 0.063

(0.06) (0.06)
Youngest child 0-6 in 2008 -0.182** -0.168*

(0.09) (0.09)
Youngest child 7+ in 2008 -0.109 -0.088

(0.07) (0.07)
Nordic countries 0.183***

(0.06)
United States -0.203***

(0.07)
Rest of the world -0.036

(0.08)

R-squared 0.110 0.175
Observations 316 316
Source: Survey and register data.

Notes: Included are male and female survey respondents, who emigrated in
1987, 1988, 1992, 1993, 1997, 1998, 2001, or 2002, were cohabiting or married
before migration in Denmark, both partners were Danish citizens without
immigrant background, aged 18 or above in the year of emigration and at most
59 in 2007. Both partners migrated in the given year to the same destination
according to administrative data and both partners stayed abroad together
until 2008 when the survey was conducted. Results are reported according
to the country of residence in 2008. The reference category in column 2 are
non-Nordic EU countries and Switzerland. The power type in a couple is
defined by the partners’ college education according to survey data in 2008.
In low power couples (reference category) neither partner is college educated,
in female (male) power couples only the female (male) is college educated, and
in power couples both are. Female labor force participation before migration
is based on labor force status in the register data and in 2008 on the survey
question on the respondent’s and partner’s occupational position in 2008 as
described in Appendix A. Couples in which male and female partner answered
the survey are only included once. Results report linear probability model
coefficient estimates with the dependent variable being equal to 1 if the female
partner participated in the labor force in 2008. Robust standard errors are
reported in parentheses. Constant and dummies for female age in 2008, male
age in 2008 and emigration cohort are included. Stars denote levels at which
coefficients are statistically significantly different from zero: *** 1% level, **
5% level, * 10% level.
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Table B13: Linear probability regressions: Female labor force participation among female respondents in
2008.

Dual-earner Dual-earner
All All couples couples

couples couples in Denmark in Denmark
Male power couples -0.142* -0.142*

(0.08) (0.08)
Female power couples 0.283** 0.274**

(0.14) (0.14)
Power couples 0.085 0.093

(0.08) (0.08)
Male log earnings -0.318** -0.291*

(0.15) (0.15)
Female log earnings 0.577*** 0.580***

(0.19) (0.19)
Youngest child 0-6 in 2008 -0.266*** -0.237** -0.122 -0.087

(0.10) (0.10) (0.16) (0.16)
Youngest child 7+ in 2008 -0.277*** -0.245*** -0.292** -0.244*

(0.08) (0.08) (0.14) (0.14)
Nordic countries 0.124* 0.104

(0.07) (0.12)
United States -0.205** -0.283*

(0.09) (0.16)
Rest of the world 0.037 0.042

(0.10) (0.14)
Emigration 1987/88 0.158 0.207 0.326 0.344

(0.14) (0.14) (0.27) (0.27)
Emigration 1992/93 0.055 0.099 0.104 0.158

(0.10) (0.10) (0.20) (0.20)
Emigration 1997/98 0.019 0.060 0.054 0.106

(0.08) (0.08) (0.12) (0.12)

R-squared 0.188 0.234 0.317 0.343
Observations 218 218 94 94
Source: Survey and register data.

Notes: Included are female survey respondents, who emigrated in 1987, 1988, 1992, 1993,
1997, 1998, 2001, or 2002, were cohabiting or married before migration in Denmark, both
partners were Danish citizens without immigrant background, aged 18 or above in the
year of emigration and at most 59 in 2007. Both partners migrated in the given year to
the same destination according to administrative data and both partners stayed abroad
together until 2008 when the survey was conducted. Results are reported according to the
country of residence in 2008. The reference category in column 2 and 4 are non-Nordic EU
countries and Switzerland. The power type in a couple is defined by the partners’ college
education according to survey data in 2008. In low power couples (reference category)
neither partner is college educated, in female (male) power couples only the female (male)
is college educated, and in power couples both are. In dual-earner couples both partners
worked more than 75% of the full-time equivalent in the year before emigration. Earn-
ings refer to labor income from employment plus non-negative freelance income earned
during the year before emigration. Earnings are in Danish kroner and deflated using the
consumer price index as reported by Statistics Denmark (base year 2000). Female labor
force participation in 2008 is defined according to the survey question on the respondent’s
and partner’s occupational position in 2008 as described in Appendix A. Couples in which
male and female partner answered the survey are only included once. The reference cate-
gory for emigration cohorts is 2001/02. Results report linear probability model coefficient
estimates with the dependent variable being equal to 1 if the female partner participated
in the labor force in 2008. Robust standard errors are reported in parentheses. Constant
and dummies for female age in 2008, male age in 2008 are included. Stars denote levels
at which coefficients are statistically significantly different from zero: *** 1% level, ** 5%
level, * 10% level.
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Table B14: Linear probability regressions: Female labor force participation abroad and occupational
position before emigration.

Female labor force Female labor force
participation participation

after migration in 2008
Female not working in DK -0.078 -0.076 -0.015 -0.045

(0.09) (0.09) (0.08) (0.08)
Female high-skilled in DK 0.178* 0.181** 0.158** 0.142**

(0.09) (0.09) (0.07) (0.07)
Male not working in DK -0.133 -0.156 -0.00 -0.00

(0.15) (0.15) (0.12) (0.12)
Male high-skilled in DK -0.131* -0.130* -0.096 -0.044

(0.08) (0.08) (0.06) (0.06)
Youngest child 0-6 -0.167** -0.179** -0.184** -0.171**

(0.08) (0.08) (0.09) (0.09)
Youngest child 7+ 0.084 0.066 -0.120* -0.100

(0.15) (0.14) (0.07) (0.07)
Nordic countries 0.289*** 0.191***

(0.08) (0.07)
United States 0.066 -0.207***

(0.10) (0.07)
Rest of the world 0.062 -0.033

(0.09) (0.08)

R-squared 0.142 0.194 0.105 0.174
Observations 215 215 312 312
Source: Survey and register data.

Notes: Included are female survey respondents in columns 1 and 2 and female and male
survey respondents in columns 3 and 4, who emigrated in 1987, 1988, 1992, 1993, 1997,
1998, 2001, or 2002, were cohabiting or married before migration in Denmark, both part-
ners were Danish citizens without immigrant background, aged 18 or above in the year of
emigration and at most 59 in 2007. Both partners migrated in the given year to the same
destination according to administrative data and neither partner returned until the end
of 2007. The reference category for destinations in columns 2 and 4 are non-Nordic EU
countries and Switzerland. Female labor force participation abroad is defined according
to the survey question on the respondent’s (column 1 and 2) or respondent’s and part-
ner’s (column 3 and 4) occupational position as described in Appendix A. Information on
occupational position of the male and female partner before emigration are based on the
corresponding survey question on respondent’s and partner’s occupational position before
emigration. The reference category is low-/medium-skilled occupation. Results report lin-
ear probability model coefficient estimates with the dependent variable being equal to 1 if
the female partner participated in the labor force after migration (column 1 and 2) or in
2008 (column 3 and 4). Robust standard errors are reported in parentheses. Constant and
dummies for female age, male age and emigration year are included. The control variables
for age, children and destination countries refer to the situation after migration (columns
1 and 2) or to the situation in 2008 (columns 3 and 4). Stars denote levels at which coef-
ficients are statistically significantly different from zero: *** 1% level, ** 5% level, * 10%
level.
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Online Appendix C

Household bargaining model on international migration
C1. Assumptions
We consider a household consisting of two adult partners, a and b (and possibly children who do not
make any decisions). In a dual-earner model, both partners work in the labor market. In a single-earner
model, a works in the labor market and b engages in household production. The couple resides initially in
the source country, indexed by 0, and decides whether to migrate to the destination country, indexed by
1. An individual-specific migration cost is denoted by xi, i ∈ {a, b}. If living together, partner i receives
marriage surplus mi. If the couple separates, each partner decides individually whether to migrate. We
denote the human capital of partner i by hi.1 If working in the labor market in country k, k ∈ {0, 1},
partner i earns after-tax wage income yki = γk + ρkhi, where γk ≥ 0 and ρk > 0 are country-specific
components. Valuation of the household production is the product of a couple-specific random variable z,
z ≥ 0, and a country-specific component δk, k ∈ {0, 1}. z captures factors that affect a couple’s valuation
of household production independently of the country of residence; δk captures the effects of different
social norms related to whether both partners work, as well as various complementarities or substitutabil-
ities with publicly provided private goods, like child care. We denote the density function of z by f(z)
and the cumulative distribution function by F (z). As our empirical application focuses on emigration
from Denmark, one of the richest and most egalitarian countries in the world with generously subsidized
child care costs and exceptionally high female labor force participation, we assume γ0 ≥ γ1, ρ1 > ρ0.
These assumptions imply that returns to human capital are higher in country 1 while the earnings at the
bottom of the income distribution are higher in country 0. Therefore, single migrants are self-selected
from the upper part of income distribution. Country-specific valuations of household production satisfy
δ1 > δ0 implying that household production is valued more abroad. One explanation for this regarding
couples with children could be better availability of child care in country 0. We also assume that δ1 > ρ1δ0

ρ0
implying that the difference in the relative valuation of household production between countries 1 and 0
is larger than the difference in the rate of return to human capital. We introduce an indicator variable
Skab = 1 if zδk > ykb implying that a couple pursues a single-earner model if living in country k, k ∈ {0, 1}.

We analyze a Nash bargaining model of the household, with partner a’s bargaining power denoted by α
and partner b’s by 1 − α. In case of divorce, each partner’s utility equals his or her consumption. This
determines the outside option and divorce-threatpoint. We denote partner i’s divorce threatpoint by uDi
and utility in case the partners stay together by uTi . This results in the Nash bargaining problem

max
uT

a ,u
T
b

(uTa − uDa )α(uTb − uDb )1−α,

subject to the resource constraint and the condition that each partner is better off staying in the couple
than divorcing. If the latter condition is not satisfied, the couple breaks up and each partner’s utility
equals consumption as a single in the preferred location.

In case the partners stay together in country 0, the resource constraint equals the sum of wage incomes
and overall marriage surplus (household surplus) if both work and the sum of the working spouse’s wage
income, the valuation of household production in country 0 and overall marriage surplus if one partner
engages in household production. In case the partners migrate together, their total resources available
for consumption equal the sum of wage incomes and household surplus if both work and the sum of the
working spouse’s wage income, the valuation of household production in country 1 and household surplus
if one partner engages in household production, deducted by the sum of the partners’ migration costs.
We assume that xa and xb are uniformly and independently distributed, with xa,b ∼ [0, x̄].

C2. Household bargaining
In the following, we present the Nash bargaining solutions for our theoretical framework in case S0

ab = 0.
We first present solutions for the case that a couple pursues a dual-earner model also in case of emigrating

1Human capital is measured in productivity units. This allows capturing gender differences in returns to human capital.
For example, if women earn, on average, lower returns to their human capital, this translates to fewer productivity units of
human capital.
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(S1
ab = 0).

1. If both partners would emigrate as singles, the Nash bargaining problem is given by

max
c1

a, c
1
b

[c1a +ma − (y1
a − xa)]α [c1b +mb − (y1

b − xb)]1−α,

subject to the resource constraint c1a+c1b = y1
a+y1

b −xa−xb. In equilibrium, each partner consumes
own income net of migration costs and the share of the household surplus distributed according to
bargaining powers:

c1a +ma = y1
a − xa + α(ma +mb); c1b +mb = y1

b − xb + (1− α)(ma +mb).

2. If only one of the partners would emigrate as a single, the decision whether to migrate together,
stay in the country of origin together or separate depends not just on the sum of gains and losses,
but also on whether the losses of the tied mover are smaller than the household surplus. In the
following, we always refer to partner a as the primary earner with ha ≥ hb > 0. The case in which
hb > ha > 0 is available upon request.
A necessary condition for the couple migrating together is that the sum of net gains from migrating
is larger than zero:

y1
a − xa − y0

a +max(zδ1, y1
b )− xb − y0

b > 0. (C1)

If inequality (C1) is satisfied, the couple migrates together if the household surplus is at least as
large as the losses of the tied mover, and separates if the household surplus is lower. If inequality
(C1) is not satisfied, the couple either stays in country 0 together, or separates if the gains from
migration for the partner preferring migration are larger than the household surplus.

If inequality (C1) is satisfied, only a would migrate as a single and both partners would work abroad
(S1
ab = 0), the Nash bargaining problem is given by

max
c1

a, c
1
b

[c1a +ma − (y1
a − xa)]α [c1b +mb − y0

b ]1−α, (C2)

again subject to the resource constraint c1a + c1b = y1
a + y1

b − xa − xb and resulting in allocations

c1a +ma = y1
a − xa + α(y1

b − y0
b − xb) + α(ma +mb);

c1b +mb = y0
b + (1− α)(y1

b − y0
b − xb) + (1− α)(ma +mb).

In the bargaining solution, the losses of partner b are shared between the two partners in the same
ratio as the household surplus. Despite this partial compensation, the tied mover is left worse off
after migration. If the losses of the tied mover exceed the household surplus, the couple separates,
with a migrating alone.

3. The case in which only b would migrate as a single is found by exchanging indices a and b.

Next, we present Nash bargaining solutions for the case that the couple pursues a dual-earner model in
0 and switches to a single-earner model in case of emigrating (S1

ab = 1).

1. If inequality (C1) is satisfied and both partners would emigrate as singles (i.e. y1
a − xa > y0

a,
y1
b − xb > y0

b ), the Nash bargaining problem is given by

max
c1

a, c
1
b

[c1a +ma − (y1
a − xa)]α [c1b +mb − (y1

b − xb)]1−α,

subject to the resource constraint c1a + c1b = y1
a + zδ1 − xa − xb and resulting in allocations

c1a +ma = y1
a − xa + α(zδ1 − y1

b ) + α(ma +mb);
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c1b +mb = y1
b − xb + (1− α)(zδ1 − y1

b ) + (1− α)(ma +mb).

In the bargaining solution, the gains from partner b switching to home production are shared
between the partners in the same ratio as the household surplus.

2. Next, we consider the case in which inequality (C1) is satisfied and only a would emigrate as a
single (implying that y1

a − xa > y0
a, y1

b − xb ≤ y0
b ). The Nash bargaining problem is given by (C2),

but the resource constraint reads as c1a + c1b = y1
a + zδ1 − xa − xb. The equilibrium allocations are

c1a +ma = y1
a − xa + α(zδ1 − y0

b − xb) + α(ma +mb);

c1b +mb = y0
b + (1− α)(zδ1 − y0

b − xb) + (1− α)(ma +mb).

If the gains from switching to single-earner model exceed b’s migration cost, b can gain from migra-
tion despite being tied mover.

3. For the case that inequality (C1) is satisfied, y1
a−xa ≤ y0

a, y1
b −xb > y0

b implying that only b would
emigrate as a single, we get the following solution to the Nash bargaining problem:

c1a +ma = y0
a + α(y1

a + zδ1 − y1
b − y0

a − xa) + α(ma +mb);

c1b +mb = y1
b − xb + (1− α)(y1

a + zδ1 − y1
b − y0

a − xa) + (1− α)(ma +mb).

In this case, the couple divides a’s losses from migration and the additional gains from b switching
to household production abroad. Therefore, our model allows for the case in which the partner
staying at home abroad could be the one preferring emigration more strongly, or even be the only
one who prefers that the couple emigrates.

4. It is even possible that neither a nor b would emigrate as a single but that with S1
ab = 1, inequality

(C1) is satisfied and they would emigrate as couple, where gains arise from switching to the single-
earner model abroad. In that case, the Nash bargaining problem is given by

max
c1

a, c
1
b

[c1a +ma − y0
a]α [c1b +mb − y0

b ]1−α,

subject to the resource constraint:

c1a + c1b = y1
a + zδ1 − xa − xb.

The equilibrium allocations are

c1a +ma = y0
a + α(y1

a + zδ1 − y0
a − y0

b − xa − xb) + α(ma +ma),

c1b +mb = y0
b + (1− α)(y1

a + zδ1 − y0
a − y0

b − xa − xb) + (1− α)(ma +mb).

Note that in this case migration takes place only if it generates a Pareto improvement, as neither
partner could credibly threaten to migrate alone.
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C3. Emigration probabilities when pursuing a dual-earner model abroad
We derive next the probability of couple migration in case the couple would pursue dual-earner model
abroad. We denote the probability of couple migration by P , and decompose it in the following into three
mutually exclusive cases with corresponding probabilities for joint emigration:
- Both partners would emigrate also as singles: both a and b would also migrate as single individ-
uals (P1).
- Joint migration, secondary earner tied mover: only a would migrate as a single, but losses for b
do not exceed the sufficient conditions for joint emigration (P2).
- Joint migration, primary earner tied mover: only b would migrate as a single, but losses for a do
not exceed the sufficient conditions for joint emigration (P3).

We illustrate migration probabilites in figures depicting all possible realizations of migration costs xa and
xb. The downward-sloping line and points below it depict those realizations of migration costs in which
the two partners have a combined net gain from migrating. However, breaking up may be optimal in
case the losses of the tied mover are larger than the household surplus. We define household surplus to
be small if the sum of marriage surpluses by partner a and partner b is smaller than the largest possible
gain from migration alone for partner b. Household surplus is intermediate if it is at least as large as
the largest possible gain from migration alone for partner b, but smaller than the largest possible gain
from migration alone for partner a. Household surplus is large if it is as large or larger than the largest
possible gain from migration alone for partner a.

We do not denote in the figures areas corresponding to break-up as our main focus is on joint migration.
We specify the areas corresponding to break-up in the text at the end of this subsection.

Small household surplus
For the case of a small household surplus and the couple pursuing a dual earner model abroad, we illus-
trate the probabilities P1, P2, and P3 in Figure C1. We decompose probability P2 into two components,
denoted by P2A and P2B in Figure C1 and P3 into two components, denoted by P3A and P3B in Figure C1.

If ha ≥ hb, zδ1 ≤ y1
b and γ1 + ρ1hb − γ0 − ρ0hb > ma +mb (Figure C1)2:

P1 = (γ1 + ρ1ha − γ0 − ρ0ha) (γ1 + ρ1hb − γ0 − ρ0hb) x̄−2 (C3)

P2 = P2A + P2B = (γ1 + ρ1ha − γ0 − ρ0ha −ma −mb) (ma +mb) x̄−2 + 1
2 (ma +mb)2

x̄−2 (C4)

P3 = P3A + P3B = (ma +mb) (γ1 + ρ1hb − γ0 − ρ0hb −ma −mb) x̄−2 + 1
2 (ma +mb)2

x̄−2 (C5)

P = P1 + P2 + P3

The comparative statics with respect to how ha and hb affect P1, P2, P3 and P are given by:

∂P1
∂ha

= (ρ1 − ρ0)(γ1 + ρ1hb − γ0 − ρ0hb)x̄−2 > 0 (C6)
∂P1
∂hb

= (ρ1 − ρ0)(γ1 + ρ1ha − γ0 − ρ0ha)x̄−2 > 0 (C7)

∂P2
∂ha

= (ρ1 − ρ0)(ma +mb)x̄−2 > 0 (C8)
∂P2
∂hb

= 0 (C9)

∂P3
∂ha

= 0 (C10)
∂P3
∂hb

= (ρ1 − ρ0)(ma +mb)x̄−2 > 0 (C11)

∂P
∂ha

= ∂P1
∂ha

+ ∂P2
∂ha

+ ∂P3
∂ha

> 0 (C12)
∂P
∂hb

= ∂P1
∂hb

+ ∂P2
∂hb

+ ∂P3
∂hb

> 0 (C13)

2We only present cases for γ1 + ρ1hb − γ0 − ρ0hb > 0. Results for γ1 + ρ1hb − γ0 − ρ0hb ≤ 0 remain qualitatively similar
and are available upon request.

22



Figure C1: Illustration of migration probabilities if either partner could emigrate alone if having a
sufficiently low migration cost with the other partner having a sufficiently high migration cost and the
couple would pursue dual-earner model also abroad (ha ≥ hb, zδ1 ≤ y1

b and γ1 + ρ1hb − γ0 − ρ0hb >
ma +mb).

Intermediate household surplus
For the case of an intermediate household surplus and the couple pursuing a dual earner model abroad,
we illustrate the probabilities P1, P2, and P3 in Figure C2. We decompose probability P2 into two com-
ponents, denoted by P2A and P2B in Figure C2.

If 0 < γ1 + ρ1hb − γ0 − ρ0hb ≤ ma +mb < γ1 + ρ1ha − γ0 − ρ0ha and S1
ab = 0 (Figure C2):

P1 as in (C3)
P2 as in (C4)
P3 = 1

2 (γ1 + ρ1hb − γ0 − ρ0hb)2x̄−2

P = P1 + P2 + P3

The comparative statics with respect to how ha and hb affect P1, P2, P3 and P are given by:

Partial derivatives for P1 and P2 as in (C6)-(C9)
∂P3
∂ha

= 0
∂P3
∂hb

= (ρ1 − ρ0)(γ1 + ρ1hb − γ0 − ρ0hb)x̄−2 > 0
∂P
∂ha

= ∂P1
∂ha

+ ∂P2
∂ha

+ ∂P3
∂ha

> 0
∂P
∂hb

= ∂P1
∂hb

+ ∂P2
∂hb

+ ∂P3
∂hb

> 0
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Figure C2: Illustration of migration probabilities if only the primary earner could emigrate alone if
having a sufficiently low migration cost with the other partner having a sufficiently high migration cost
and the couple would pursue dual-earner model also abroad (0 < γ1 + ρ1hb − γ0 − ρ0hb ≤ ma + mb <
γ1 + ρ1ha − γ0 − ρ0ha and S1

ab = 0).

Large household surplus
For the case of a large household surplus and the couple pursuing a dual earner model abroad, we illus-
trate the probabilities P1, P2, and P3 in Figure C3. Neither partner emigrates alone as the household
surplus exceeds the maximum gain from emigrating alone.

If ma +mb ≥ γ1 + ρ1ha − γ0 − ρ0ha and 0 < γ1 + ρ1hb − γ0 − ρ0hb and S1
ab = 0 (Figure C3):

P1 as in (C3)

P2 = 1
2 (γ1 + ρ1ha − γ0 − ρ0ha)2x̄−2

P3 = 1
2 (γ1 + ρ1hb − γ0 − ρ0hb)2x̄−2

P = P1 + P2 + P3

The comparative statics with respect to how ha and hb affect P1, P2, P3 and P are given by:

Partial derivatives for P1 as in (C6), (C7)
∂P2
∂ha

= (ρ1 − ρ0)(γ1 + ρ1ha − γ0 − ρ0ha)x̄−2 > 0
∂P2
∂hb

= 0
∂P3
∂ha

= 0
∂P3
∂hb

= (ρ1 − ρ0)(γ1 + ρ1hb − γ0 − ρ0hb)x̄−2 > 0
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∂P
∂ha

= ∂P1
∂ha

+ ∂P2
∂ha

+ ∂P3
∂ha

> 0
∂P
∂hb

= ∂P1
∂hb

+ ∂P2
∂hb

+ ∂P3
∂hb

> 0

Figure C3: Illustration of migration probabilities if neither partner would emigrate alone and the couple
would pursue dual-earner model also abroad (ma+mb ≥ γ1 +ρ1ha−γ0−ρ0ha, 0 < γ1 +ρ1hb−γ0−ρ0hb
and S1

ab = 0).

Conditions for break-up
Break-up arises as equilibrium outcome in the following cases. With small household surplus, partner a
migrates alone if xa < γ1 + ρ1ha − γ0 − ρ0ha −ma −mb and xb > γ1 + ρ1hb − γ0 − ρ0hb +ma +mb, and
partner b migrates alone if xa > γ1 +ρ1ha−γ0−ρ0ha+ma+mb and xb < γ1 +ρ1hb−γ0−ρ0hb−ma−mb.
With intermediate household surplus, partner a migrates alone if xa < γ1 + ρ1ha − γ0 − ρ0ha −ma −mb

and xb > γ1 + ρ1hb − γ0 − ρ0hb +ma +mb. With large household surplus, break-up is never optimal for
either partner.
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C4. Emigration probabilities when pursuing a single-earner model abroad
We derive next the probability of couple migration in case the couple would pursue a single-earner model
abroad. Again, we illustrate migration probabilities in figures depicting all possible realizations of migra-
tion costs xa and xb and a downward-sloping line depicting those realizations of migration costs in which
the two partners have a combined net gain from migrating.

In case the couple pursues a single-earner model abroad, migration probabilities can be decomposed in
four parts. In addition to P1, P2 and P3, this case allows for P4, i.e. neither a nor b would migrate as
a single, but gains from higher output in household production exceed the losses that would arise from
migration if pursuing a dual-earner model abroad. We specify areas corresponding to break-up at the
end of this subsection.

Small household surplus

For the case of a small household surplus and the couple pursuing a single earner model abroad, we
illustrate the probabilities in Figure C4. We decompose probability P2 into three components, denoted
by P2A, P2B , P2Z and P3 into three components, denoted by P3A, P3B , P3Z .

If ha ≥ hb, zδ1 > y1
b and γ1 + ρ1hb − γ0 − ρ0hb > ma +mb (Figure C4):

P1 = (γ1 + ρ1ha − γ0 − ρ0ha) (γ1 + ρ1hb − γ0 − ρ0hb) x̄−2 (C14)

P2 = P2A + P2B + P2Z = (γ1 + ρ1ha − γ0 − ρ0ha −ma −mb) (ma +mb) x̄−2 (C15)
+ 1

2 (ma +mb)2
x̄−2 + (γ1 + ρ1ha − γ0 − ρ0ha) (zδ1 − γ1 − ρ1hb) x̄−2

P3 = P3A + P3B + P3Z = (ma +mb) (γ1 + ρ1hb − γ0 − ρ0hb −ma −mb) x̄−2 + 1
2 (ma +mb)2

x̄−2 (C16)
+ (zδ1 − γ1 − ρ1hb) (γ1 + ρ1hb − γ0 − ρ0hb) x̄−2

P4 = 1
2 (zδ1 − γ1 − ρ1hb)2

x̄−2 (C17)

P = P1 + P2 + P3 + P4

The comparative statics with respect to how ha and hb affect P1, P2, P3, P4 and P are given by:

∂P1
∂ha

= (ρ1 − ρ0)(γ1 + ρ1hb − γ0 − ρ0hb)x̄−2 > 0 (C18)
∂P1
∂hb

= (ρ1 − ρ0)(γ1 + ρ1ha − γ0 − ρ0ha)x̄−2 > 0 (C19)

∂P2
∂ha

= (ρ1 − ρ0)(zδ1 − γ1 − ρ1hb +ma +mb)x̄−2 > 0 (C20)
∂P2
∂hb

= −ρ1(γ1 + ρ1ha − γ0 − ρ0ha)x̄−2 < 0 (C21)

∂P3
∂ha

= 0 (C22)
∂P3
∂hb

= (ρ1− ρ0)(zδ1− γ1− ρ1hb +ma +mb)x̄−2− ρ1(γ1 + ρ1hb− γ0− ρ0hb)x̄−2, sign indeterminate (C23)

∂P4
∂ha

= 0 (C24)
∂P4
∂hb

= −ρ1(zδ1 − γ1 − ρ1hb)x̄−2 < 0 (C25)

∂P
∂ha

= ∂P1
∂ha

+ ∂P2
∂ha

+ ∂P3
∂ha

+ ∂P4
∂ha

> 0 (C26)
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Figure C4: Illustration of migration probabilities if either partner could emigrate alone if having a
sufficiently low migration cost with the other partner having a sufficiently high migration cost and the
couple would pursue single-earner model abroad (ha ≥ hb, zδ1 > y1

b and γ1 +ρ1hb−γ0−ρ0hb > ma+mb).

Intermediate household surplus
For the case of an intermediate household surplus and the couple pursuing a single earner model abroad,
we illustrate the probabilities in Figure C5. We decompose probability P2 into three components, denoted
by P2A, P2B , P2Z and P3 into two components, denoted by P3A, P3Z .
If 0 < γ1 + ρ1hb − γ0 − ρ0hb ≤ ma +mb < γ1 + ρ1ha − γ0 − ρ0ha and S1

ab = 1 (Figure C5):

P1 as in (C14)
P2 as in (C15)
P3 = P3A + P3Z = 1

2 (γ1 + ρ1hb − γ0 − ρ0hb)2
x̄−2 + (zδ1 − γ1 − ρ1hb) (γ1 + ρ1hb − γ0 − ρ0hb) x̄−2

P4 as in (C17)

P = P1 + P2 + P3 + P4

The comparative statics with respect to how ha and hb affect P1, P2, P3, P4 and P are given by:

Partial derivatives for P1, P2 and P4 as in (C18)-(C21), (C24), (C25)

∂P3
∂ha

= 0
∂P3
∂hb

= (ρ1 − ρ0)(zδ1 − γ0 − ρ0hb)x̄−2 − ρ1(γ1 + ρ1hb − γ0 − ρ0hb)x̄−2, sign indeterminate
∂P
∂ha

= ∂P1
∂ha

+ ∂P2
∂ha

+ ∂P3
∂ha

+ ∂P4
∂ha

> 0
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Figure C5: Illustration of migration probabilities if only the primary earner could emigrate alone if having
a sufficiently low migration cost with the other partner having a sufficiently high migration cost and the
couple would pursue single-earner model abroad (0 < γ1+ρ1hb−γ0−ρ0hb ≤ ma+mb < γ1+ρ1ha−γ0−ρ0ha
and S1

ab = 1).

Large household surplus
For the case of a large household surplus and the couple pursuing a single earner model abroad, we
illustrate the probabilities in Figure C6. We decompose probability P2 into two components, denoted by
P2A, P2Z and P3 into two components, denoted by P3A, P3Z .

If ma +mb ≥ γ1 + ρ1ha − γ0 − ρ0ha and 0 < γ1 + ρ1hb − γ0 − ρ0hb and S1
ab = 1 (Figure C6):

P1 as in (C14)

P2 = P2A + P2Z = 1
2 (γ1 + ρ1ha − γ0 − ρ0ha)2

x̄−2

+ (γ1 + ρ1ha − γ0 − ρ0ha) (zδ1 − γ1 − ρ1hb) x̄−2

P3 = P3A + P3Z = 1
2 (γ1 + ρ1hb − γ0 − ρ0hb)2

x̄−2 + (zδ1 − γ1 − ρ1hb) (γ1 + ρ1hb − γ0 − ρ0hb) x̄−2

P4 as in (C17)

P = P1 + P2 + P3 + P4

The comparative statics with respect to how ha and hb affect P1, P2, P3, P4 and P are given by:

Partial derivatives for P1 and P4 as in (C18), (C19), (C24), (C25)
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∂P2
∂ha

= (ρ1 − ρ0)(zδ1 − γ1 − ρ1hb)x̄−2 + (ρ1 − ρ0)(γ1 + ρ1ha − γ0 − ρ0ha)x̄−2 > 0
∂P2
∂hb

= −ρ1(γ1 + ρ1ha − γ0 − ρ0ha)x̄−2 < 0

∂P3
∂ha

= 0
∂P3
∂hb

= (ρ1 − ρ0)(zδ1 − γ0 − ρ0hb)x̄−2 − ρ1(γ1 + ρ1hb − γ0 − ρ0hb)x̄−2, sign indeterminate

∂P
∂ha

= ∂P1
∂ha

+ ∂P2
∂ha

+ ∂P3
∂ha

+ ∂P4
∂ha

> 0

Figure C6: Illustration of migration probabilities if neither partner would emigrate alone and the couple
would pursue single-earner model abroad (ma +mb ≥ γ1 + ρ1ha − γ0 − ρ0ha, 0 < γ1 + ρ1hb − γ0 − ρ0hb
and S1

ab = 1).

Conditions for break-up
Break-up arises as equilibrium outcome in the following cases. With small household surplus, part-
ner a migrates alone if xa < γ1 + ρ1ha − γ0 − ρ0ha −ma −mb and xb > zδ1 − γ0 − ρ0hb + ma + mb,
and partner b migrates alone if xa > γ1 + ρ1ha − γ0 − ρ0ha + zδ1 − γ1 − ρ1hb + ma + mb and
xb < γ1 + ρ1hb − γ0 − ρ0hb − ma − mb. With intermediate household surplus, partner a migrates
alone if xa < γ1 +ρ1ha−γ0−ρ0ha−ma−mb and xb > zδ1−γ0−ρ0hb+ma+mb. With large household
surplus, break-up is never optimal for either partner.
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C5. Testable predictions for emigration probabilities of dual-earner couples
We summarize the comparative statics presented in sections C3 and C4 as three predictions.

Prediction 1. The probability that a dual-earner couple emigrates increases with the primary earner’s
earnings ( ∂P∂ha

> 0).
Prediction 2. The probability that both partners in a dual-earner couple prefer to emigrate increases
with both partners’ earnings (∂P1

∂ha
> 0 and ∂P1

∂hb
> 0).

Prediction 3. The probability that a dual-earner couple emigrates with the secondary earner being a
tied mover increases with the primary earner’s earnings (∂P2

∂ha
> 0).

The intuition for Prediction 1 is that a higher productivity of the primary earner increases the gains from
migration, thereby making it more likely. As shown above, the effect of the secondary earner’s human
capital on the probability of emigration P may go either way. If the secondary earner would continue to
work in case of migration, the probability of migration increases also with the secondary earner’s human
capital. However, if the secondary earner would switch to household production abroad, an increase in
the secondary earner’s human capital would decrease the probability of emigration as it increases the
opportunity cost of migrating and switching to household production. Although we derive these results
above, we refrain from listing the results for the secondary earner as a testable prediction as we cannot
observe counterfactual choices of those couples that did not migrate.

The intuition for the second prediction is that when returns to human capital are higher abroad, an
increase in either partner’s productivity increases the probability that this partner would like to emigrate
as a single, and P1 is the product of these probabilities.

The third prediction arises since when the primary earner’s productivity increases, the probability that
the primary earner’s gains exceed the secondary earner’s losses increases. A similar mechanism is present
for the secondary earner’s productivity if the secondary earner would continue working in case of migra-
tion. However, we showed that if the secondary earner would switch to household production in case of
migration, the effect of hb on P3 can go either way.

Our focus on the Nash-bargaining model allows different individual preferences within the couple concern-
ing the migration decision: a unitary model in which the couple maximizes household aggregate welfare
could not explain why couples emigrate even if one partner is against it, while the Nash-bargaining model
includes these outcomes.

C6. Labor force participation abroad
Regarding labor force participation among emigrant couples, we derive the following result from the the-
oretical framework:

∀ ha, hb, ma, mb ∃z, z : S0
ab = S1

ab = 0 ∀z ≤ z, S0
ab = 0 and S1

ab = 1 when z < z ≤ z and S0
ab = S1

ab = 1
∀z > z.

To show this, define z = γ1+ρ1hb

δ1
and z̄ = γ0+ρ0hb

δ0
; note that S0

ab = 0 ∀z ≤ z̄, S0
ab = 1 ∀z > z̄ and

S1
ab = 0 ∀z ≤ z, S1

ab = 1 ∀z > z.
Claim:

z <z̄

⇔ γ1 + ρ1hb
δ1

<
γ0 + ρ0hb

δ0
⇔ δ0γ1 + δ0ρ1hb <δ1γ0 + δ1ρ0hb

⇔ δ0γ1 − δ1γ0 <(δ1ρ0 − δ0ρ1)hb.

This holds by the assumptions that γ0 ≥ γ1 (wages of unskilled individuals are higher in country 0),
δ1 > δ0 (household production is valued more in country 1 than in country 0), and δ1 >

ρ1δ0
ρ0

(the dif-
ference in the relative valuation of household production between countries 1 and 0 is larger than the
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difference in the rate of return to human capital). If the assumption δ1 > ρ1δ0
ρ0

would not be made, female
labor force participation could increase after emigration.

This result shows that if the valuation of household production is sufficiently low (at most z) then the
couple pursues a dual-earner model in both countries, while if the valuation of household production
is sufficiently high (above z̄), then the couple pursues a single-earner model in both countries. If the
valuation of household production is between these cutoff values, the couple pursues a dual-earner model
in country 0 but switches to a single-earner model in case of migrating to country 1. Therefore, we derive
the following testable prediction:

Prediction 4. The share of dual-earner couples is lower abroad than before migration.

We expect that the value of z is higher for couples with children. This implies that a single-earner model
is more common among couples with children, and that the range of z with which a couple switches from
a dual-earner model in country 0 to a single-earner model in country 1 is wider for couples with children.
If a single-earner model is relatively rare in country 0 this suggests that switching to a single-earner
model in country 1 is likely to be more common among couples with children. We expect that the effect
of children is stronger outside the Nordic countries where child care is less available and more expensive.

C7. Discussion on limitations
In our analysis, we assumed that migration costs xa and xb are distributed independently. However,
migration costs could be positively correlated, due to assortative mating. If migration costs would be
positively correlated, disagreement on emigration would become less likely. In case migration costs would
be perfectly correlated, our analysis would take place on the 45-degree line in the figures we depict,
on which xa = xb This would mean that the case in which the primary earner is a tied mover would
disappear, while secondary earner could still be a tied mover.

At the cost of complexity, we could also allow positive but no perfect correlation. In that case, the prob-
ability mass would no longer be uniformly distributed. Instead, calculating probabilities would require
integrating over the distribution of assumed joint distribution of xa and xb. We refrain from this to
derive analytical solutions, but our model could be solved numerically with any assumptions concerning
the joint distributions of xa and xb.

The main motivation for our assumption δ1 > ρ1δ0
ρ0

is to derive testable predictions that allow explaining
the patterns we observe in the data. If this assumption would not be made, female labor force partici-
pation could increase after emigration. Such a model would not explain our stylized finding that female
labor force participation decreases after emigration to non-Nordic countries, while the assumption we
make generates predictions that are in line with the data.

Our focus on the Nash-bargaining model allows different individual preferences within the couple concern-
ing the migration decision: a unitary model in which the couple maximizes household aggregate welfare
could not explain why couples emigrate even if one partner is against it, while the Nash-bargaining model
includes these outcomes.

If hb > ha and in case that S1
ab = 0, corresponding results can be obtained by switching indices. Due to

gender norms (see Bertrand et al. 2015), the partner with a comparative advantage in the labor market
might specialize in household production, corresponding to S1

ab = 1 even if hb > ha. An extension of our
model to this case is available upon request and does not change the results qualitatively.
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