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WOMEN AND WORK AFTER MIGRATION

ABSTRACT

This research explores the relationship between internal migration and the likelihood of
employment among adult women during the 2001-03 economic recession period in the United
States. The study examines employment outcomes of female migrants with comparisons across
migration type (interstate and intrastate), marital status, family income level, and TANF receipt.
This research explores both individual and state-level economic and welfare policy
characteristics, providing a quasi-experimental design. Individual-level data from the 2001-03
panel of the Survey of Income and Program Participation are merged with state-level data from
the Bureau of Labor Statistics and the Welfare Rules Database. Results show that women’s
employment is generally not affected by moving within state, but women that move across state
borders do experience a significant decline in the probability of employment compared to non-
movers. More advantaged women are likely to see the largest negative effects from moving
across state borders, while more disadvantaged women experience smaller and non-significant
interstate migration effects. This study finds that state level policies do impact the probability of

employment among subsets of the female population.



INTRODUCTION

Employment is an important outcome in migration studies, as migration is often
motivated by work opportunity, or the lack thereof. Employment can act as a push factor when
there are no jobs available in the current location or as a pull factor when improved work
opportunities are available in another location. Sometimes, even, one’s current job may require a
person to move.

Much of what is known about the relationship between migration and employment comes
from studies of men or from studies of married couples (for examples see: Boyle et al. 2001;
Clark and Withers 2002; Lee and Roseman 1999). Few studies focus on the effect of migration
on employment of women, despite women’s growing presence in the labor market. Accordingly,
there is growing motivation to study the employment outcomes of migrant women. Furthermore,
there is a need to understand how the employment behaviors of specific subgroups of women are
affected by a migration event.

This study uses data from the 2001 panel of the Survey of Income and Program
Participation merged with state-level data from the Welfare Rules Database and the Bureau of
Labor Statistics to explore the relationship between moving and change in employment status
among adult women in the U.S. This study will address the following objectives:

- Examine changes in the probability of employment among women during the

2001-2003 national economic downturn period;

- Use difference-in-difference estimates to examine how the probability of

employment among women was affected by migrating within or across state

borders compares to women that do not move;



- Use difference-in-difference estimates to examine whether the impact of
migration on the probability of employment is similar for: 1) women who
have received versus never received TANF; 2) women who are married,
previously married, and never married; and 3) women with low, medium, and
high family income levels;

- Examine whether the inclusion of personal and state-level welfare eligibility
policy and economic indicators affect the likelihood of working among any
migrant and nonmigrant groups of women.

This study seeks to advance the current research on female migration with comparisons
across migration type (interstate and intrastate), marital status, family income level, and TANF
receipt. The study is also one of the first to explore both individual and state-level economic and
welfare policy characteristics and will provide a quasi-experimental design to examine the
impact of moving on changes in employment, by allowing comparisons between treatment and

control groups.

BACKGROUND AND SIGNIFICANCE

Much research on migration and its consequences has focused on males, assuming that
women’s migration decisions are determined by their husbands’ careers. However, women’s
role in the family migration decision-making process has been changing as more women,
including wives, are in the labor force, and as the number of female-headed household increases.
A limited number of studies do examine the effect of migration on women’s employment. For
example, Clark and Withers (2002) have found that local moves have little effect on women’s

participation in the labor market. In fact, almost 75 percent of women in their study had re-



entered the labor force within five months. Generally speaking, migration events are expected to
have a negative impact on women's employment.

A considerable amount of research has examined the effect of migration on the
employment levels of married women. Generally, these studies have found that married women
are less likely than men to be employed after moving (Boyle et al. 2001; Lee and Roseman
1999). This literature, however, often fails to examine post-migration employment outcomes of
single women, who are less likely to be reliant on other sources of income such as husbands'
earnings.

In one of the few studies to examine both married and single women, Morrison and
Lichter (1988) compared the effects of migration on changes in underemployment among
married and single women during the late 1960s and 1970s. They find that migrant married
women are more likely to be underemployed than their nonmigrant counterparts; however, they
show that single women also have difficulty in finding adequate employment after moving. The
authors suggest part of the problem may be due to the types of jobs that women are likely to fill.

To better understand the post-migration employment outcomes of women, it may be
helpful to also consider migration outcomes of the poor and the welfare-reliant. Research in
Great Britain has found that low-skill workers are less likely to move compared to professional
workers. Low-skill workers are most likely to move after a change in employment status,
namely unemployment, but are unlikely to explore work opportunities in other areas (Kitching
1990). Low-skill workers have the most to lose by moving (Kitching 1990), so only those
persons who have the most certainty in finding employment at a new location are expected to

move.



The literature has long suggested that welfare recipients move in search of higher welfare
benefits; however, most findings do not support the existence of welfare migration (Schram and
Soss 1999). Welfare-reliant populations are believed to base their migration decisions on a host
of factors including economic factors such as job availability and wages (Schram and Soss
1999), especially since the passage of the 1996 Personal Responsibility and Work Reconciliation
Act (PRWORA), which implemented new time limit, work requirements, and sanction policies

to encourage work among welfare recipients (Hughes 1996, as cited in Schram et al. 1998).

HYPOTHESES

Based upon the review of the literature, I will test the following set of hypotheses:

1. It is hypothesized that there will be negative intrastate and interstate migration
effects on employment because migration events disrupt employment
behavior; however, the interstate migration effects will be larger than
intrastate effects because local moves are less disruptive.

2. It is hypothesized that the intrastate and interstate migration effects will be
less negative among welfare recipients because welfare policy requires them
to find employment.

3. It is hypothesized that the intrastate and interstate migration effects will be
more negative among married women because these relocation events are
often motivated by male employment opportunities, while migration effects
will be less negative among unmarried women because these women have

fewer alternative sources of income aside from employment.



4. Tt is hypothesized that the intrastate and interstate migration effects will be
less negative among the poor because this group would only move if they had
secured employment opportunities at the destination site.

5. It is hypothesized that state-level economic and welfare policy will affect the
employment opportunities of the most disadvantaged groups: women who

receive TANF, are unmarried, and belong to low-income families.

DATA

This study uses data from the 2001 Panel of the Survey of Income and Program
Participation (SIPP) supplemented with data from the Urban Institute’s Welfare Rules Database
(WRD), and the Bureau of Labor Statistics. Data from the SIPP is appropriate for this analysis
because it provides a monthly migration indicator for each study respondent. Though difference-
in-difference analyses often utilize cross-sectional, rather than longitudinal, data, the SIPP data
will be used in a way to simulate such an analysis.

Data from the SIPP also provide rich information on monthly income, labor force
participation, government program participation, and a host of other personal and family
characteristics. This nationally representative survey was based on a multistage, clustered
sampling design, with high-poverty areas oversampled at a rate 1.66 times greater than low-
poverty areas. Respondents were interviewed every four months and asked to report their
activities for each month within that four-month period for a total of thirty-six months. All
individuals 15 years of age or older who identified the sampled address as their usual residence
were interviewed. The SIPP provides numerous sample weights to suit the needs of various

research designs.



Data from the WRD will be used to control for the effects that certain state-level TANF
policies have on employment outcomes. The WRD records the complexity of state welfare rules
in a single source. This database provides detailed longitudinal data on a variety of TANF
policies for all fifty states and the District of Columbia. Data for the years 1996 through 2003
were compiled from caseworkers’ manuals, state regulations, AFDC state plans, and Waiver
Terms and Conditions. Welfare-rule coding schemes are adopted from De Jong et al.
(forthcoming).

Data from the Bureau of Labor Statistics will provide annual unemployment rates and
average wages to control for the effects of state economic conditions on employment outcomes.
The Local Area Unemployment Statistics (LAUS) provides annual female unemployment rates
in each state, and the Occupational Employment Statistics (OES) survey provides median hourly
wages for personal care and service occupations in each state. This study focuses on this class of
occupations because it most closely resembles the types of jobs and wages that low-skill women

are likely to take, including personal and home care aids, childcare workers, and hairdressers.

METHODS AND DATA ANALYSIS

This analysis will examine the probability that a woman is employed at two arbitrarily
chosen points in time. Time 1 will correspond to month four in the SIPP panel and was collected
in 2001, while Time 2 corresponds to month 36, which was collected in 2003. Because
difference-in-difference modeling techniques are used, each time period is treated as a cross-
section; thus, women do not have to be in sample for both Time 1 and Time 2. In each analysis,

person-level monthly weights are used to make respondents in that month look like the target



population. Weights are particularly important for the Time 2 sample, which correct for sample
attrition.

At each time point a separate sample of women is used. All women who are between
ages 18 and 64, are not enrolled in school, and do not live in Maine, Vermont, North Dakota,
South Dakota, and Wyoming in Time 1 and/or Time 2 are eligible for inclusion in the study
sample. To avoid selecting women who are unlikely to be engaged in the labor market, the age
and enrollment restrictions are employed. The state restriction is imposed because SIPP
aggregates persons living in these states and state level data cannot be applied to these people.
Accordingly, the Time 1 sample consists of 26,287 women and the Time 2 sample of 19,179
women.

Migration status is determined by examining whether a sample respondent moves any
time between Time 1 and Time 2. The SIPP data includes a monthly indicator of whether a
respondent moved within or across state borders. At Time 1, women are classified as interstate
or intrastate movers if they moved across state borders or within state borders, respectively,
sometime after Time 1, but before Time 2. Women are categorized as interstate or intrastate
movers at Time 2 if they moved across state borders or within state borders, respectively, prior to
Time 2, but after Time 1. Non-movers are those women who did move between Times 1 and 2.
Women who moved both within and across state borders between Time 1 and Time 2 are
considered as both intrastate and interstate movers.

Estimating Migration Effects: Difference-in-Difference Analysis

This analysis makes use of difference-in-difference estimators, which compare changes

in the probability of employment of interstate and intrastate movers between 2001 and 2003 with

changes in the probability of employment for a comparison group that did not migrate during this



time period. Usual difference-in-difference analysis first computes changes in the outcomes and
then compares these differences between interstate movers and intrastate movers with the
reference group of non-movers (Weber et al. 2003). To illustrate the analytic strategy, the mean
probability of employment is computed at both Times 1 and 2 using all eligible women in each
group (non-movers, intrastate movers, and interstate movers). For each group, the mean
probability of employment at Time 1 is subtracted from the mean probability of employment at
Time 2, creating the “difference” estimate. The “difference” for the reference group (non-
movers) is subtracted from the “difference” for intrastate movers and interstate movers to create
the “difference-in-difference” estimates (Weber et al. 2003).

The first analysis compares intrastate and interstate movers to non-movers. Model 1
shows raw difference-in-difference estimates in which no control variables are included. All
other models show logit difference-in-difference estimates. Model 2 includes all personal-level
control variables except the Time 2 indicator of having had a job during the panel, and model 3
adds this employment indicator. Model 4 adds the state-level welfare eligibility policy and state
economic controls'. All subsequent analyses include two models: one with all personal-level
controls and another with all personal and state-level controls. In the second analysis, female
respondents are subdivided into those that received any TANF during the SIPP panel and those
that received none. The third analysis subdivided female respondents into those who are
married, never married, and previously married. The final analysis subdivides women by their
average family income across the panel: family incomes less than or equal to 50 percent of the
poverty line make up the low-income category; those between 51 and 200 percent of the poverty
line make up the medium-income category; and those greater than 201 percent of the poverty

line make up the high-income category.

" All logistic regression results are available upon request.



Though this study is nonexperimental, it is enhanced by the inclusion of a comparison
group (non-movers). Without the comparison group of non-movers, it cannot be ascertained
how much of the change in the probability of employment among movers is due to the migration
event and how much is due to other factors. By adding the non-movers, this study shows
whether the migration groups experience change in the probability of employment — the
migration effect - that is above and beyond that experienced by non-movers. If there is no
migration effect on the probability of employment, the migrant groups should experience a
change in employment similar to that of non-migrants.

Two significance tests are shown in the results. The first is for the change measure for
each migration group, which determines whether there is a statistically significant level of
change in probability of employment between Times 1 and 2 for each group. In other words, is
the change in the probability of employment significantly different from zero? This test of
change between Times 1 and 2 assumes dependent samples, and standard errors are calculated
accordingly. The second significance test examines the null hypothesis that the change in the
probability of employment between Times 1 and 2 is no different among a migration group than
among non-movers. Significant results for this test indicate that the change in the probability of
employment among a migration group is significantly different from the level of change among
non-movers (the reference group). In each type of significance test, change scores and their
associated standard errors are used to calculate the Z test statistic, which is used for assessing
significant results.

Variables
The outcome of interest in this study is the probability of being employed, which is found

using logistic regression models that treat employment in the month of interest (vs. non-
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employment) as the dependent variable. Based upon the independent variables used in each
model, the regression coefficients are used to find the predicted probability of employment for
each sample member. The predicted probabilities for each woman in a group are averaged to
determine the overall probability of employment for that group.

This study controls for several individual-level characteristics. Race is measured by a
series of dummy variables (Black, Latino, and Other), with White as the reference category.
Marital status is captured by dummy variables indicating that the respondent has previously been
married or has never been married; women currently married are the reference category.
Metropolitan residence (versus non-metropolitan residence) is measured with a dummy variable.
Educational attainment is captured by a set of dummy variables indicating that a respondent has
less than a high school degree or at least some college, with having a high school degree as the
reference category. Respondent’s current welfare receipt status is measured with an indicator of
TANF receipt status in the month of interest. Number of children and current age are continuous
variables. Among the movers at Time 2, the number of months since the most recent move is
included to control for those who recently moved and may not have had time to find a job. The
Time 2 estimates include a variable indicating whether the respondent held a job since Time 1 to
control for recent work experience.

A variety of state-level characteristics are also included in this analysis to control for
factors that could affect women’s likelihood of being employed. The primary goal of PRWORA
was to promote employment among welfare recipients. Accordingly, the following state welfare
rules are included in this analysis: activity sanctions, maximum benefit levels, work activity
requirements, earned income disregards, and time limits. Activity sanctions indicate the worst-

case sanction that the state would employ and are coded such that increasing values represent
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more stringent policy (O=partial loss of benefits; 1=partial loss of benefits and sanction; 2=$100
penalty for two months, after which all benefit is lost until compliance; 3=unit loses eligibility
for a specified time or until compliance; and 4=eligibility lost for life). The maximum benefit
level is the maximum dollar benefit that a family of four with no reported income is eligible to
receive in each month. Activities requirements are a summary score of each state's five activities
requirements rules, with higher scores indicating more stringent policy. Each rule is coded as 0
if a wide variety of activities including community service or child care are allowed or if the
state has no activities requirement, 1 if work and school activities are allowed, and 2 if only work
or only school activities are allowed. Earned income disregards measure the maximum amount
of income that a family of 4 can disregard over a 2-year period of time assuming that welfare
participation is continuous during the period, the unit head works at least 40 hours a week
continuously during the period, and that earned income is equal to $978 per month®. Values
were put into standardized scores with a mean of 0 and standard deviation of 1. The measure of
time limits captures how the extension policy is implemented in each state. This rule is indicated
by a set of dummy variables: States that do not allow any extensions are the most stringent;
states that do not have time limits are the most lenient. Serving as the reference group are states
that implement extensions based on specific rules or on a case-by-case basis.

Two state economic indicators are also included in this analysis. Unemployment is
captured by the female unemployment rate in each state expressed as a percentage. Expected
wages are measured by the median hourly wage for personal care and service occupations in

each state.

? Based upon previous analysis, this value was found to be the average monthly income of TANF recipients in the
SIPP panel.
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RESULTS

Weighted frequencies and means for the total sample and by migration status are
presented in Table 1. In general, the intrastate movers appear more disadvantaged than the other
groups, in that this group has the highest percentage of women who are black or Latina,
previously and never married, have less than a high school degree, and are receiving TANF.
Interstate movers are more likely to be white and have some schooling beyond a high school
degree. Non-movers are the most likely to be married, to have only a high school degree, and to
be older. The state-level characteristics are similar across women of the three migration statuses.
The exceptions might be that women who move across state borders are slightly less likely to
live in a state that does not employ time limits and to live in states with lower earned income
disregards.

Table 2 shows the difference-in-difference estimates for all women, by migration status.
In all models, regardless of migration status, the likelihood of employment at Time 2 is lower
than at Time 1. Intrastate movers have the highest levels of employment. Interstate movers and
non-movers have similar levels of employment at Time 1, but interstate movers have a lower
Time 2 probability of employment. The decrease in the probability of employment is greater
among intrastate movers as compared to the control group of non-movers and even greater
among interstate movers. Among both groups, the migration effect decreases (in absolute value)
as covariates are added to the model. In fact, the effect of making an intrastate move reduces to
non-significance after an indicator of having a job prior to Time 2 is added in model 3, whereas
the interstate migration effect remains significant in all four models. Results from Model 4 of
Table 2 suggest that women who move within state borders do not experience a significantly

greater decline in the probability of employment compared to women who do not move. On the
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other hand, women who move across state borders experience a decline in the probability of
employment that is more than 7 percent greater than that of non-movers.

Tables 3, 4, and 5 examine the same migration effects but subdivide women by TANF
receipt status, marital status, and average family income®. For each subgroup, two models are
shown. The first shows estimates for a model that includes all individual-level covariates, while
the second shows all state and individual-level covariates. Comparison of the two models shows
whether the state-level characteristics impact the probability of employment.

Table 3 shows difference-in-difference estimates for women who received TANF
sometime during the SIPP panel and for those who did not. Women who received TANF have
employment levels about 20 percent lower than women never on TANF. There is no significant
intrastate migration effect for women ever on TANF or those never on TANF, replicating results
from Models 4 in Table 2. Among women who did not receive TANF anytime throughout the
SIPP panel, interstate movers experience a decline in the likelihood of employment that is more
than 7 percent greater than the effect of non-movers, similar to effects in Table 2. On the other
hand, TANF recipients face a smaller interstate migration effect compared to women never on
TANF; though they do have overall lower probabilities of employment. Interestingly, there does
appear to be some effect of state-level variables on the probability of employment among this
group of TANF recipients. The migration effect in the model that does not include state-level
covariates is -0.0606 and drops to -0.0477 in the model including state-level covariates. This
suggests that stringent state-level TANF policy help, to some extent, to minimize the negative
effect of an interstate move on the probability of employment. The effects of state economic

indicators are not in the expected direction, suggesting the need for a more thorough analysis.

? Analyses examining TANF receipt status include an indicator of current TANF receipt for the group ever on
TANF. Analyses subdividing by marital status exclude these variables as covariates in the logistic regression
analysis.
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The Time 1 probability of employment decreases when state-level characteristics are added, but
the Time 2 probability increases. This Time 1 decrease is due in part to the stronger negative
effects of current TANF receipt and age net state-level effects, added with a negative effect of
wages on the likelihood employment®. On the other hand, adding state-level variables to the
Time 2 analysis changes the direction of the effects of race (black and other), being previously
married, and the number of months since last move in the positive direction, with positive effects
of activities requirements, high unemployment rates, high wages and no time limit extensions on
the probability of employment.

Difference-in-difference estimates by migration and marital status are presented in Table
4. In general, never married women have the highest employment levels, while married women
have the lowest. Both married and previously married women experience a small, but
statistically significant, negative intrastate migration effect. Never married women who move
within state borders experience a decline in the probability of employment that is not statistically
significant from non-movers. Similarly, never married women do not experience a significant
interstate migration effect, whereas both married and previously married women do. In fact,
previously married women experience a decline in employment that is over 13 percent greater
than non-movers. Whether it is the migration event itself, or a factor that triggers this move,
previously married women experience a large set-back in their probability of employment,
particularly when moving across state borders. On the other hand, among never married women,
the likelihood of employment is no different among interstate or intrastate movers as among non-

movers.

* Results from the logistic regression analysis are available upon request. Few of these effects on the probability of
employment are statistically significant due to small sample size.
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Finally, Table 5 shows difference-in-difference estimates by migration and family
income status. The employment levels of low-income women are the lowest, while high-income
women have the highest employment levels. The greatest negative intrastate migration effect is
experienced by women in families averaging less than 50 percent of the poverty line, though this
effect is not statistically significant. Women in families with average income between 51 and
200 percent of the poverty line do experience a significant, though somewhat smaller, negative
intrastate migration effect. There is virtually no intrastate migration effect among women in
families with averaging more than 200 percent of the poverty line; however, these same women
experience the largest interstate migration effect. Medium income women experience a slightly
smaller, and statistically significant, interstate migration effect, while women in low income
families experience the smallest, and not statistically significant, interstate migration effect.
Among low income women, the addition of state-level covariates increases the negative effect of
making an interstate move. In the model that includes state-level covariates compared to the
model without, the probability of employment at Time 1 increases, while it decreases at Time 2.
This increase in the probability at Time 1 is due to stronger positive effects of having some
college, being previously married, and living in a metropolitan area, combined with positive
effects of unemployment and wages. The Time 2 decrease in the probability of employment is
likely due to the effects of being black, having less than a high school degree, and living in a
metropolitan area, which change from positive to negative when state-level variables are added
to the model. Also, in this model all the state-level variables, with the exception of activities

requirements, have negative effects on the probability of employment’.

> Results from the logistic regression analysis are available upon request. Few of these effects on the probability of
employment are statistically significant due to small sample size.
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DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

This study provides an insightful look into the migration effects on women's likelihood of
employment. An important contribution of this study is the use of a comparison group (non-
movers).

In almost every analysis, the probability of employment among women in this sample is
lower at Time 2 compared to Time 1. The one exception is women of middle income families
that made an intrastate move. While almost all women see a decline in their probability of
employment between Times 1 and 2, most intrastate movers do not experience a decline in
employment above and beyond that of non-movers. These results suggest that women’s
employment is generally not affected by moving within state. As the literature would suggest,
however, women that move across state borders do experience a decline in their probability of
employment that is significantly larger than that of non-movers, suggesting that some aspect of
making an interstate move disrupts women’s labor force attachment. Further research is needed
to examine employment outcomes over a longer time span. Perhaps, if given enough time,
women who move across state borders have employment outcomes no different from non-
movers, or perhaps not, suggesting a real interstate migration effect.

Regardless of a woman’s recent TANF receipt history, there is no indication of an
intrastate migration effect. There are, however, significant, but small, negative intrastate
migration effects among married and previously married women and positive effects among
women of medium income families. The negative effect of intrastate migration among married
women replicates previous findings that married women are most likely to be unemployed
following a migration event (Boyle et al. 2001; Lee and Roseman 1999). The negative effect

among previously married women is curious, and may reflect the instability faced by the women
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in this group, rather than anything to do with the migration event itself. Women of middle
income families have employment levels above those of women from low income families, but
below those of high-income families. Their increase in the probability of employment between
Times 1 and 2 may reflect a growing need for the women in these families to take jobs that help
support families near the poverty line.

Interstate versus intrastate migration and non-migration effects are much more
pronounced among most groups of women, not surprising, given the unsettling consequence of
migration events for many people. In general, these interstate migration results suggest that most
women are not moving to job opportunities. Rather, most groups see a decline in their levels of
employment that surpasses the declines among non-movers. The largest interstate migration
effects are seen among women never on TANF, married or previously married, and those
belonging to medium and high-income families. In other words, the most advantaged women are
likely to see the largest negative effects from moving across state borders. On the other hand,
more disadvantaged women — those with TANF receipt histories, never married, and of low-
income families — experienced smaller and non-significant interstate migration effects. With the
exception of never married women, these groups have lower employment levels that the other
groups. Never married women have employment levels on par with never married women, both
of which exceed the levels of married women. It seems plausible that these more disadvantaged
groups would have smaller effects of migration. Those engaged in the labor force prior to
moving will likely seek immediate employment after making a move; whereas those receiving
welfare prior to a move will likely seek to re-establish benefit receipt at their new location unless

employment opportunities are available.
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Finally, this analysis includes several state welfare policies and state economic
characteristics which are hypothesized to affect both the decision to migrate and the likelihood of
being employed. The welfare related rules should impact the probability of employment only for
the welfare-reliant population, just as the unemployment rates and average low-skill wages
should impact low-income workers. Results indicate that this does appear to be the case. The
only noticeable differences in the probability of employment between models with and without
state-level variables is for the group of women who received welfare during the SIPP panel and
those in families averaging less than 50 percent of the poverty level. While state-level variables
helped minimize the interstate migration effect of TANF recipients, it actually hurt women
belonging to low-income families. All other groups are not greatly affected by the addition of
these state-level variables to the model. These preliminary results suggest that these state-level
characteristics indeed have some impact on the employment outcomes of female migrants,

though only among subsets of the female population.

LIMITATIONS

This study contributes to our knowledge about the relationship between migration and
employment among women, an understudied group on the topic. As women are increasingly
involved in the labor force and are single heads of household, there is growing motivation to
understand the extent to which migration experiences impact the likelihood of female
employment. Despite its contributions, this study does have several shortcomings. First, results
from Table 1 indicate that movers are quite dissimilar from non-movers, suggesting the need for
sensitivity analyses. Unless movers and non-movers are sufficiently similar to each other prior

to migration events, there is a greater possibility that factors other than migration could be
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contributing towards changes in employment among female sample respondents. While I can
control for many characteristics of women that would affect migration and employment
behavior, there are some unmeasured characteristics of interest that I am unable to control for. A
matched sample analysis could correct for differences between movers and non-movers.

Second, this study examines employment and migration behavior only within a limited
time span (just less than three years). Clearly, respondents need to be studied over a longer time
frame, preferably taking into account all past employment and migration histories. Third, this
analysis does little to control for change in study respondent's lives between Time 1 and Time 2.
The subdivision of respondents by marital status is most notable. For example, the Time 2
analyses of previously married women might include women who have been divorced for several
years and those who became divorced since Time 1. Obviously, there is a need to further
classify women with stable personal characteristics and those experiencing change since the
initial observation; however, small sample sizes limited the ability to do so in this analysis.
Already, some groups had dangerously low sample sizes.

Finally, there may be serious implications of the role of attrition in this study. Obviously,
some respondents leave the study because they move to another location and are not followed-
up. On the other hand, some people enter the sample because they have moved in with a SIPP
family. In each case these people are coded as non-movers because there is no information about
them prior to or following a migration event. SIPP sample weights are designed to correct for

sample attrition, but the issue still poses a serious problems for analysis.
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