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Abstract 

This thesis investigates the students who graduated from the Umeå university in respect to 

their migration patterns and their employment situation. The study focuses on young adults 

with higher education, who due to their age are highly mobile and are a significant part of 

human capital which provides an influx of collective intelligence and has a positive effect on 

the region. The migration is investigated in terms of defining different migration patterns and 

the employment is looked at in terms of horizontal match/mismatch. 

Additionally the factors that have relation to migration patterns and employment match are 

studied; among them are gender, family status, age and field of studies. It is also studied if 

there is an income penalty if the employment mismatch occurs. 

Descriptive statistics as well as logistic regressions are used to research the aim of the study. 

This is done by means of data from Statistics Sweden available at the Department of 

Geography and Economic History at Umeå University. The results show that graduates are 

highly mobile because of their age and the family status plays a more significant role than the 

employment match for migration. However, the probability to migrate is decreasing if an 

individual has a child, but it increases chances of being a return migrant. Still the decision to 

migrate is complex and cannot be determined by one factor only. 

The employment match appeared to be rather low for Umeå university graduates and there 

was an income penalty which slightly decreased with the flow of time. 

 

Keywords: graduates, migration patterns, employment match/mismatch, income penalty, 

regression analysis 
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1. Introduction  

Every town’s goal is to achieve the positive and stable economic development. The economic 

success is particularly forced by young adults with higher education, which provides an influx 

of collective intelligence and has a positive effect on the region and also suggests a spill-over 

effect (Moretti, 2004). Therefore it is important for a town to reach a constant flow of human 

capital. Hudson (2006), Ahlin et. al (2014)  claims that universities are the ones who play the 

central role in producing this capital and their significance becomes greater for regional 

development. Universities are also important as producers and allures of creative workers and 

future entrepreneurs (Florida, 200). Having institutions for higher education is a good tool for 

producing human capital but what’s more important is to ensure that graduates stay in the 

town instead of moving somewhere else. Florida (2004) claims that it is regions job to create 

suitable conditions, with work opportunities and amenities, for creative workers to stay. This 

can be a real challenge considering that the knowledge-based economy is described with 

highly mobile individuals whose talents are made use of in the places where they are needed 

rather in the places where they were created (Florida, 2004).  

Many studies have showed that the highest levels of migration occur when individuals are 

between 18-25 years old (Faggian at al., 2007; Fischer and Malmberg, 2001; Lundholm et al., 

2004; Lundholm, 2007) and the migration rates drop significantly after that age and people 

settle down (Busch and Weigert, 2010; Fischer et al., 2000; Fischer and Malmberg, 2001). 

Fischer and Malmberg (2001) claim that 87% of population stays in the same region after ten 

years. Therefore it is of particular importance to observe the migration patterns of this group 

as it will determine the future population in the region. University graduates represent a 

significant part of this group (Haapanen, Tervo, 2012). Migration patterns of university 

graduates have their differences from other types of migration by motives and destinations 

(Haley, 2016). Consequently, this research can have its input to the theoretical body of the 

literature on migration. 

Obtaining higher education by students is considered as an investment in their future and 

while choosing their field of education students also choose their future career opportunities 

and expect them to correspond (Robst, 2007). The chosen field of studies has a direct effect 

on their future. There are several studies discussing a mismatch between an individual’s field 

of education and his/her occupation (horizontal mismatch) (Montt, 2017; Nordin et al., 2010; 

Robst, 2007). Nordin et al. (2010) conclude that having an education-occupation mismatch 
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causes an income penalty, meaning an income lower than one with a matching education-

occupation. Therefore it is important for the students to make the right choice for their future 

education. 

The aim of this study is to outline graduates migration patterns and employment, define and 

compare their general characteristics. Generally speaking the study is focused on two main 

topics that are the graduates’ migration patterns and graduates’ employment. 

The migration will be investigated in terms of defining what the migration patterns for the 

Umeå university graduates are and what nature their migration flow (urban/rural) has. The 

causalities of expressing a specific migration pattern will be studied such as gender, family 

status, age, the field of studies that the degree has been received in and employment. 

When it comes to graduates employment it will be investigated if graduates have the 

employment match (education-occupation match). Additional factor that will be looked at is 

whether the income penalty occurs if graduates have employment mismatch. It will also look 

at the employment after graduation from the graduate’s perspective; such as how long after 

finishing the studies does it take to be gainfully employed in their academic discipline. The 

causalities of employment match/mismatch will be studied as well. They include gender, 

family status, age, the field of studies that the degree has been received in migration patterns. 

The study will answer the following research questions: 

- What are the migration patterns for graduates in Umeå?  

- Does the field of study match the future employment of Umeå University graduates? 

- Is there income penalty for mismatched employment?  

- Which factors have relation to graduates’ migration patterns in Umeå? 

- Which factors have relation to employment match/mismatch of Umeå University 

graduates? 
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2. Theoretical Background  

The following study will use the theoretical framework presented schematically below on 

Figure 1. It is demonstrated first for easier understanding of how the study will be structured. 

The theoretical framework is based on combination of several theories from the literature 

review. The function of the figure will explained down below, while the theories that support 

each box will be explained further on in the study.  

 

 

Figure 1: Theoretical framework of Graduate’s Migration and employment in Umeå. 

 

The two main pillars of the research, as can be seen from the framework, are the graduates’ 

migration patterns and graduates’ employment. With that in mind the framework can be 

divided in two parts, left side – factors related to migration and right side – factors related to 

employment. 

The graduates’ migration patterns in Umeå are chosen to be divided in five groups that are 

stated in the box to the left. Another characteristic that is given to graduate’s migration 

patterns is the nature of migration flow (urban/rural). The boxes in the middle – gender, 

family status, age and field of studies represent causalities that can have relation to graduates 

expressing one of the five migration patterns. The gender and family status being different 

factors are combined in one box; as the literature review has showed that just gender in itself 
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do not have a strong relation to migration patterns, while the combination of two showed to be 

a more significant factor. Having employment match/mismatch is also considered to be a 

factor that has relation to graduates expressing one of the five migration patterns. 

The employment is studied from the point of view if there is employment match or mismatch. 

As Nordin et al. (2010) mention having education-occupation mismatch can cause the income 

penalty. There is no previous studies that confirm that this theory would be true for Umeå 

university graduates, that is why it is presented in the yellow box and will be investigated. 

Additionally such factors as gender, family status, age, filed of studies and migration patterns 

can have a relation to individual’s employment match/mismatch. 

 

Case study 

Umeå University itself is located in a sparsely populated and peripheral region in the far north 

of Sweden. Graduates’ migration patterns and labor market in this town might differ from the 

towns in southern Sweden where population density is higher, which makes Umeå a unique 

case. Additionally, since its establishment Umeå University has functioned as a driving force 

for regional development and economic development of the municipality and has been the 

largest provider of human capital at the tertiary level in northern Sweden (Hudson, 2006). 

Westlund (2004) writes that Umeå has been one of the fastest growing municipalities during 

last forty years, and has been the largest municipality in Norrland for the last ten years. It also 

shows an example of what strong developing force a university can give for a small peripheral 

town. This research can provide some practical information for the town of Umeå and its 

development which can be reviewed and applied to similar towns/cities (von Proff, Duschl, 

Brenner, 2017). 

 

Migration 

According to Davanzo (1983) migration motives vary depending on several socioeconomic 

factors. The author emphasizes age, educational attainment and employment status. The 

motives are the factors that influence decisions to migrate and affect migration patterns.  
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Neoclassical Economic Theory argues that an individuals’ migration is primary determined by 

economic factors, therefore one migrates to achieve economic benefits which are not available 

in the home region (Brettell and Hollifield, 2014).  

In their study Niedomysl and Hansen (2010) investigate the question about what is more 

significant for the decision to migrate: job-related factors, such as occupation and career 

opportunities or amenities, such as recreational and cultural facilities. Their results show that 

having work and career opportunities is of a higher importance for young, highly educated 

people. The amenities are still of importance for this group because  they are considered to be 

the ones that shape the decision where to move, while looking for job is the factor that has 

higher priority and is usually the main reason for migration.  

 However, some researchers question this assumption (Bailey et al., 2004; Lundholm et al., 

2004; Lundholm, 2007). The study from five Nordic countries by Lundholm et al. (2004) 

shows that there are non-economic factors which are important motives for interregional 

migrants. The decision to migrate, according to the survey conducted, was primarily 

influenced by social motives (moving in or separating from a partner, moving closer to friends 

and family, following a partner) and environmental motives (change of environment or 

housing). Yet environmental motives appeared to dominate among the oldest age groups and 

among short distance movers (up to 50km).  Even though employment was not the 

dominating motive for moving it was still considered to be crucial for a fifth of the migrants, 

especially the ones who moved a distance greater than 50 km. Among young people, getting 

education was one of the factors that had an impact on their migration to distances farther 

than 50km.  

A decision to migrate is rather complex and cannot be determined by one factor only but by a 

number of events in one’s life course (de Groot et al., 2001; Lundholm et al., 2004; Stockdale 

and Catney, 2014) . Such life events as “Getting a job, starting an education, getting married, 

having babies and buying a house are events that strengthen the ties to a specific place, while 

events such as loosing job, ending education, get divorced and children leaving home 

increase the propensity to migrate positively” (Fischer et al. 2000, p.13). 

Migration patterns 

Students’ and graduates mobility pathways were outlined by Hoare and Corver (2010). They 

classify graduates in four groups based on the location of their home, university and labor 
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market. Those categories are: locals – study and work at the same place where there home is; 

returnees – they come from one area, go to study to some other are and then return back to 

their home location; stayers – they migrate for their studies and then remain in the same area; 

outsiders – they study in their home are, however do not work in the same area but migrate to 

some other location.  

Despite its level of comprehension this theory does not distinguish one more pathway which 

is done by Faggian and Mccann (2009) in their study. They define that students and graduates 

demonstrate distinct migration patterns which can divide graduates into five types: repeat 

migrants, return migrants, university stayers, late migrants and non-migrants. Each group has 

different characteristics which add to the role of the university in geographical context. 

 Repeat migrants are the ones who are the temporary migrants in the area of the 

university only during their time of studies. They move from their place of origin to the 

area where the higher education institution (HEI) is located. After graduation they move 

to some other location for their full-time employment.  

 Return migrants move from their place of origin to the area with HEI, receive higher 

education and return back to their domestic location for full-time employment. 

 University stayers move from their home place to enter the HEI and after the 

graduation remain in the location of the university to receive full-time employment. 

 Late migrants are those who remain in their domestic location and they enter the HEI 

in the same location and after graduation move somewhere else for their full time 

employment. 

 Non-migrants are those who enter the HEI and get full-time employment in the same 

area which is their place of origin. 

Davanzo (1983) also adds that those who have moved for their studies somewhere are also 

more likely to move again later, or move back to their home region if it has more benefits for 

their future. However, Busch and Weigert (2010) by their study in Germany show that a little 

over 70% of graduates still live in the location where they completed their studies. The 

graduates that were studied were both domestic and international with foreign graduates 

dominating. They reach the conclusion that the probability of outmigration decreases the 

longer a graduate stays in the location of the university. Their research presented that nearly 

one third of migration (out of 30% of graduates who migrate) occurs during the first year after 

graduation.  They conclude that graduates who have changed their place of residence prior to 



7 
 

their university studies are more likely to change it again after studies. A similar observation 

is made by Fischer et al. (2000) that the longer people have stayed in one location the less 

likely they are to move, due to the accumulation of insider advantages. 

Rural/Urban migration flow 

Additionally the rural/urban origin of graduates plays a significant role. The ones who come 

to Umeå from a more rural area will consider it a bigger (urban) region with a stronger labor 

market, offering such opportunities as access to a larger number of employers, highly 

educated individuals, faster networking and higher wages (Bjerke and Mellander, 2017; 

Glaeser and Maré, 2001) . The study conducted by Bjerke and Mellander (2017) about 

locational choices of graduates in Sweden shows that the majority of them prefer to move to 

or stay in urban areas. Additionally they were characterized by having a creative job (“jobs in 

knowledge-intensive industries that involve the production of new ideas and products, or that 

engage in creative problem solving” (Florida, 2017, p.197) and longer commutes to work. 

Based on this the migration patterns expected to be from rural to urban, where Umeå is 

relatively rural or urban in comparison to other towns.  

Bjerke and Mellander (2017) identified one more category of graduates, being the ones that 

migrate to a rural area which is not their home-location. Authors describe their characteristics 

as ones with a non-creative job, often self-employed and single without children. Those 

individuals do not have prominent characteristics and clear motives to migrate from urban (in 

their case university area) to rural. 

Gender, Family Status 

There are some gender issues that have to be mentioned. Riphahn and Schwientek (2015) in 

their study point out that in industrialized countries and in Germany in particular (where their 

research was conducted) women exceed men in attaining tertiary education. The same pattern 

is observed by Bjarnason and Edvardsson (2017) in their study of Iceland where among the 

graduates observed 67% of them were female. They also argue that women are more likely to 

stay in rural areas as they pursue education and occupation that fit the needs of the family and 

community. 

An observation Bjerke and Mellander (2017) made that should be taken into consideration is 

that individuals who returned back home regardless of their rural/urban origin were strongly 
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influenced by social motives such as having a family and children. Lundholm (2007) observes 

that being a married woman has a higher relation to the decision to be a stayer than being a 

married man.  

Age 

 Graduates are of particular interest because they are spending time on higher education by 

studying at a university, which could be a reason to move. They may also enter the 

employment market where, in search of a better job opportunity, they may change their place 

of residence (Ahlin et. al, 2014). They may also form a family which can force a move to 

where their partner lives. Between the ages of 20 and 30, people are in the part of their lives 

when many things are being decided and there is no static place attachment that may constrain 

their ability to move. Unemployment or dissatisfaction with their job makes people more 

likely to migrate as well.  

Graduates’ migration is also a point of concern for local labor market, hence the region, as has 

been marked by Abreu et al. (2014). Many cities where the university is located experience 

brain drain, due to the fact that students arrive to the region, receive their education and move 

somewhere else to make us of it. Brain drain is the outflow of individuals with higher 

education (Hansen et al., 2003). 

Field of Studies   

Haapanen and Tervo (2012) conducted their research in Finland and their sample was the 

graduates that come from the region where the university is located. Those educated in 

technology and natural sciences appeared to have the highest rates of staying in the university 

region in comparison to the other migrants. These low migration rates are explained by the 

fact that technical trainings are available at many universities which provide enough graduates 

to fulfil the needs of their own regions. On the other hand, graduates with health, welfare or 

sports education had higher migration rates as the more specific their education is the higher 

the demand for it in the country. For example, students that want to get medical degrees 

would be forced to move for their studies as not all the universities can offer a medical 

program. 
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Migration and Employment  

Graduates’ migration is highly dependent on the future employment (Faggian et al., 2007; 

Faggian and Mccann, 2009). Lundholm (2007) mentions that students’ migration has 

characteristics of a labor market-related migration. Haapanen and Tervo (2012) have also 

observed that being unemployed has a positive relation to migration from the region of 

graduation. Graduates tend to look for the best job opportunity that can provide a stable 

income and a potential career path. This does not necessarily mean that this job is available in 

their current region. Therefore graduates with a degree in a specific field of study that have 

job offers in the same region will have the highest level of stays (university stayers and non-

migrants). This is why employment after graduation is being researched and playing such a 

significant role in this study.  

Employment match/mismatch 

It is expected that not all graduates will work according to their specialization, yet some 

specializations might have the highest percent of mismatch between education and 

employment which can be an indicator that a specific job corresponding to the field of studies 

is not available (Robst, 2007). Robst (2007) also observes that earnings of the ones 

mismatched in the field are lower than for the ones who obtained a specific education. 

Groot and Maassen Van Den Brink (2000) by doing a meta-analysis of studies on over-

education in the labor market generalize that in literature there are four definitions of skill 

mismatch and not one uniform. They name two ‘subjective’ and two ‘objective’ definitions. 

The subjective consists of 1) employee is being asked personally if he is over-/undereducated 

2) self-report on the necessary education level is made and that later compared with the 

educational level of employee, to determine if that person is over-/undereducated or not. The 

objective definitions do not depend on workers perspective and they are: 3) overeducation – 

employee’s education level is compared to the average educational level for his occupation; if 

employee’s level is higher this means that a person is overeducated, 4) the comparison 

between the employee’s actual educational level and educational level required by the 

occupation. This study will be using the last of them which is the comparison between the 

actual education level obtained and education level required to be employed for a specific job. 

Mismatch occurs when a worker for example having education in law field works in service 

sector (Montt, 2017). It is also called horizontal mismatch. 
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Income 

As was mentioned before mismatch between an individual’s field of education and his/her 

occupation causes an income penalty (Nordin et al., 2010; Robst, 2007). However this penalty 

decreases with time due to job-specific skill obtained in the new workplace (Nordin et al., 

2010). When it comes to wage penalty Montt (2017) concludes that just having a field of 

study (horizontal) mismatch does not impact individual’s income in most countries. This can 

be explained by available vocational training at the work place, which makes occupation 

changing easier. The wage penalty according to Montt (2017) is overqualified for a specific 

occupation regardless matching or not field of studies. 

Gender, Family Status 

Mulder and Malmberg (2014) conclude, however, that a man’s ties to work still play a more 

significant role in family migration than women’s. This confirmed by Amcoff and Niedomysl 

(2015) in their study where they observe that when a family (cohabiting male and female) 

migrate the income development is bigger for the males.  

Similar observation is made by Sloane (2003) if a family is migrating in order to find a job, 

the husbands are the ones who compromise less and their job are preferred to wife’s job. In 

such circumstances a wife has three choices – non-participation, accepting a job below her 

level of qualification or commuting over longer distances (Sloane, 2003, p.21). The study 

conducted by Forgeout and Gautie (1997) in France shows that 24% of females are over-

educated while this number for males is 18%. The simplest explanation to this can be that 

more women receive higher education, or they more often accept the job below their 

qualification, as was mentioned above.  

Even though female’s income and career may be sacrificed during the migration process 

Amcoff and Niedomysl (2015) claim that women compensate those with non-monetary gains. 

Their study shows that in case of return migration, migration to the previous place of 

residence, males are the ones who become followers of their partner     

Age 

It is expected that some groups will be more vulnerable for over-education or mismatch with 

their work. First of all the graduates who have just finished university and have little or no 
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work experience will find it difficult to be employed according to their education. This 

conclusion is made by Dekker et al. (2002) where the study conducted in Denmark shows that 

percentage of over-education drops from 41.7% (age group 15-19 years) to 27% (age group 

30-44 years) to 18% (age group 49-64). 

Field of studies  

Robst (2007) in the study investigates also the different fields of studies and whether they are 

correlated to the future mismatch. Individuals who received a more general education are 

more likely to change their occupation due to the fact that the cost for changing occupation is 

lower. While graduates who have received more vocational degrees with more work specific 

skills are less likely to experience mismatch, as they will be less likely to change occupation 

due to high cost. As the results of this study show that degree fields such as library science 

and health professions have low level of mismatch, as those occupations are quite occupation 

specific. On the other hand such degree levels as English and foreign languages, social 

science and liberal arts showed the highest levels of mismatch, due to their general 

orientation. Among those degrees with lower levels of mismatch were also computer science, 

engineering, engineering technology, architecture and business management. 

Among the reasons why a person would even decide to change occupation Robst (2007) 

observes that less than 20% for both men and women name that the matching job for them 

was not available in the region. 

 Among 23 investigated countries by Montt (2017) the average level of field of studies 

mismatch is 25%. The highest levels were in Korea (50%), England/N. Ireland (UK) (50%), 

Italy (49%) and the USA (45%). Sweden in this research had 21.8% mismatch with is lower 

than average. However, different studies may show different results based on where they were 

conducted geographically, whether it is the whole country that is being studied or just one 

town. A lot depends on the country and the education system. The geographical placement of 

university in this case also plays an important role. 
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3. Methodology 

The aim will be explored with the cross-sectional analysis, as it is the most fitting since it 

allows looking at a specific group (graduates/employees) and to see if their field of education 

is related to their employment in Umeå. The quantitative study is chosen as it is the one most 

commonly used in similar research (Bjarnason and Edvardsson, 2017; Faggian at al., 2007; 

Haapanen and Tervo, 2012; von Proff, Duschl, Brenner, 2017) and it will allow investigating 

the question on a larger scale. 

The study is using secondary data to answer its research questions. It is using register 

information from the ASTRID database at the Department of Geography and Economic 

History in Umeå University. It has geo-referenced and longitudinal data for each individual 

and workplace, which will be useful for the following study.  

The aim of the study is investigated with the help of descriptive statistics, binary and 

multinomial logistic regressions. To answer the research questions: “What are the migration 

patterns for graduates in Umeå? Does the field of study match the future employment of 

Umeå University graduates? Is there income penalty for mismatched employment?” 

descriptive statistics will be used. 

However, for the research questions: “Which factors have relation to graduates’ migration 

patterns in Umeå? Which factors have relation to employment match/mismatch of Umeå 

University graduates?” more appropriate method would be the binary and multinomial 

logistic regressions. The migration patterns question was explored with the help of 

multinomial logistic regression (because there are five migration patterns) and for the 

question about employment the binary logistic regression was used (there are only two 

outcomes: employment match or mismatch). These models describe relationships between 

several independent variables and a dichotomous (binary)/ nominal dependent variables 

(Kleinbaum & Klein, 2010).  The regression models were used in similar researches by 

Amcoff and Niedomysl (2015), Lundholm (2007), Montt (2017), Niedomysl and Hansen 

(2010). 

In order to analyze data it was classified in the way suitable for the following research. The 

various categories are presented below. They were used both for descriptive statistics and 

logistic regressions. 
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Sample 

The study looks at individuals that are Swedish born. The two cohorts of students that 

graduated from the university on the year 2002 and year 2005 are chosen to be observed. The 

study looks at the individuals who during that year received their diplomas and finished their 

programmes in undergraduate, master or doctoral level in Umeå University. 

Due to methodological reasons only the graduates that are registered in Umeå during the time 

of receiving their diploma, will be taken into consideration. The students who were doing 

online or distant learning do not fit the purpose of this study as they do not move, at least 

temporarily, to the location where the higher education institution (HEI) is located.  

The years 2002 and 2005 are chosen because the study will look at the place of residence, 

employment and family status of individuals after one, five and ten years after graduation. As 

the latest data collection available in database is from the year 2015 calculation ten years back 

leads to the year 2005. However, only the year 2002 have all the data variables needed, 

therefore the study cannot go earlier than 2002. Both years will be analyzed together to show 

a more general picture of migration and employment. 

The mark of one year is important as graduates have just finished their studies and are new to 

the industry and have little or no work experience. This year will show how easy/difficult it is 

to find a job right after graduation in their subject area, or perhaps they take some other job 

that is not related to their primary education, but provides income for the time being; there can 

also be a number of graduates who stay unemployed or take a gap year or continue with their 

higher education. The second mark will be five years which will be a short term observation 

and ten years being a long-term observation. Those two marks were used in similar studies by 

Bjerke and Mellander (2017); Busch and Weigert (2010); Kodrzycki (2001).  

The summary of the independent variables that can give additional information about the 

sample is provided in Table 1. Those characteristics are demographic - age and gender, and 

the amount of graduates for two different years, which is evenly distributed, around 50% for 

each year. The age groups shown are the age of individuals on their year of graduation. 

The rest of variables that have relation to this study are different for different years and are 

changeable. They are presented in the results and are explained more in the next paragraph. 
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Table 1: Independent variables. 

 Number % 

Total 

Gender 

             1741        100 

Male 638 36,6 

Female 1105 63,4 

Age   

18-25 497 28,5 

26-35 872 50 

36-50 337 19,3 

51-64 

Graduation  year 

2002 

2005 

37 

 

888 

855 

2,1 

 

50,9 

49,1 

 

 

Variables 

The variables from the database that are used to conduct the research are the following: age, 

gender, level and type of the university degree, type of occupation, income level, family type 

and place of residence. In order to give the needed characteristics to graduates and investigate 

the aim of the study the dependent variables were adjusted and classified for the purpose of 

the study. They all can be found in Theoretical Framework. Later on those variables are 

presented in the results section for both descriptive statistics and logistic regression. 

Migration patterns 

The study divides migration behavior of students and graduates into five types, as done by 

Faggian and Mccann (2009), which was explained in more detail above: repeat migrants, 

return migrants, university stayers, late migrants and non-migrants. Each group has different 

characteristics that add to the impacts and role of the university in geographical context. 
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Table 2: Representation of migration behavior movements between different locations. 

Source: Own calculations from Faggian and Mccann (2009). 
M

ig
ra

ti
o

n
 

b
eh

av
io

r Geographical 

location 

Of the previous 

place of residence 
Of the university 

Of the current  

place of residence 

Repeat migrants A B C 

Return Migrants A B A 

University Stayers A B B 

Late Migrants (A=B) B B C 

Non-migrants (A=B) B B B 

 

Above is presented the schematic table for five categories: A – is the location of the previous 

place of residence before entering the university, B – the location where the university is 

situated, which in case of this study is Umeå , C – the location which is neither home-town, 

nor the location where the university is situated. Table 2 makes the understanding of spatial 

movements clearer for the researcher and will makes the geographical movements easier to 

distinguish when working with the database. Roughly speaking individuals are supposed to 

change their location two times while they are being observed, which means that they move 

between three different locations, which are the previous place of residence, university and 

current place of residence. Of course some individuals move more and some less, but it is 

important for this study to know, where graduates were living before university and after. The 

letters in the table are representing the names of the towns, so for example, if individual is a 

repeat migrant than he will have Skellefteå (A) as a previous place of residence, Umeå (B) as 

the town where he has graduated and Stockholm (C) as a current place of residence. The non-

migrants differ from all other group because in their case the moves are non-existent, which 

means that previous place of residence will be Umeå (B=A), university location will be Umeå 

(B) and current place of residence will be Umeå (B) as well. This representation makes it 

easier to identify what type of migrant an individual is based on their location which can be 

retrieved from the database. 

The place of residence is defined by the municipality (Swedish: Kommun) where an 

individual resides. The previous place of residence is identified as the location where an 

individual resided 5 years before graduation, which most likely would be the place where the 

person lived before entering the university (Bjerke and Mellander, 2017).   
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Rural/Urban Migration Flow 

Definition of what is rural or urban is still not uniform and difficult to outline (Clocke 1996; 

Hedlund, 2016). Additionally, for this study the interpretation of rural of urban is given in 

relation to the town of Umeå, more specifically Umeå municipality. The rural/urban migration 

patterns were determined based on the Swedish municipalities and county councils 

community group division (Swedish municipalities and county councils (SKL) community 

group division) (SCB, 2017). The division by Statistics Sweden has nine different groups and 

based on, among other things, the municipality's population size, commuting patterns and 

business structure.  

Three different migration flow moves were defined: urban-rural, urban-urban and rural-urban. 

That there is no rural-rural migration flow move can be explained by the fact that in all four 

cases the place of residence during t0 is Umeå municipality, as it was one of the 

characteristics of the individuals that are studied. Therefore, there are no graduates, who have 

the place of residence during t0 which is not Umeå municipality and he initial characteristic of 

it is urban location.  The direction of migration flows were defined for four time intervals:  

1) t0 -5years → t0 

2) t0 → t0 +1year  

3) t0 → t0 +5 years  

4) t0 → t0 +10 years, where t0 – is the year of graduation. 

The study does not focus on how the migration flow develops over time, meaning the moves 

between t0-5 →t0→ t1 →t5→t10 are not observed as longitudinal but rather the move to t0 or 

from t0 to specific year is studied. 

Whether the direction of migration flow was rural or urban was used for descriptive statistics 

only as this factor was not presented in the literature as the one having positive/negative 

relation to migration patterns. 

Gender, Family status 

As was presented in the literature review the gender on its own does not have a significant 

relation to migration patterns or employment but it is rather the combination of the gender and 

family status. The family status of individuals was defined by four categories, namely: 



17 
 

 In relationships without children 

 In relationships with at least one child 

 Single with at least one child 

 Single without children 

Separate categories for group of individuals being single/in relationships and having children 

that are older than 18 years was not made, because this study is focusing on graduates. 

Additionally, the number of those who had children that are over 18 years, even 10 years after 

graduation, was insignificant. There is no separate category for people having 2, 3 or more 

children, as the number of children was not observed to be significant in literature review. The 

important factor was – having a child, regardless of the number. Therefore the categories in 

relationships with at least one child and single with at least one child also mean having at 

least one child or more. 

 For binary logistic regression the family status category was combined with gender to show 

more detailed results. However, the combination of family status and gender was not used for 

multinomial regression because of excessive number of independent variables.  

Field of studies 

As there are more than 200 different fields of studies in the sample of this thesis, they have 

been grouped together in nine different categories, presented in Table 3 below. A more 

detailed table that shows which education codes belong to which category is presented in 

Appendix 1.  

These nine categories will make it easier to analyze different fields of studies. The division 

made is similar to the one used by Montt, 2017 with making an additional division between 

humanities and arts, science and business. Additionally individuals receiving their education 

in Agriculture and Veterinary were placed to category (7) Engineering, Manufacturing, 

Construction, as in this sample there are only three graduates that have received their diploma 

in the following field of studies. 
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Table 3: Categories of field of studies. 

Category 

number 

Short name Field of studies/job 

1 (1) Education Teacher training and education science 

2 (2) Arts Arts, Journalism and Information 

3 (3) Humanities Humanities 

4 (4) Social science Social and behavioral science, Law 

5 (5)Business Business and administration 

6 (6) Science Science, Mathematics and Computing 

7 (7) Engineering Engineering, Manufacturing, Construction, Agriculture 

and Veterinary 

8 (8) Health  Health and Welfare 

9 (9) Services Services 

 

Employment match/mismatch 

The match/ mismatch are identified for each individual separately based on the coding scheme 

of such variables in database as SUN (Swedish Education Nomenclature) taken from SCB 

(2000) and SSYK 96 (Swedish Standard Classification of Occupations) from SCB (1998).  

Some individuals graduated year 2005 and ten years after graduation the study had to look at 

their employment during the year 2015. However, the Swedish Standard Classification of 

Occupations was updated and instead of using the SSYK 96 the SSYK 2012 from SCB 

(2012) was used. 

In order to find if the employment was matching the education for each educational code there 

was a corresponding employment code. Notwithstanding there were many educational codes 

that had several matching employment codes and vice versa.  As the coding scheme that was 

used was rather complicated and extensive it will not be presented in detail here. But for 

better understanding the example will be given. The educational code 221b (Pastor, 

Missionary and Diaconal Education) has two corresponding occupational codes 246 

(Religious Professionals) and 348 (Religions associate professionals). Similar procedure was 

conducted for all other education and occupation codes. If an individual was working with 

one of the occupations that was corresponding his education then the individual had a 



19 
 

matching employment.  The example of how the matching of educational codes and 

occupational codes was made is presented in Table 4.  It can be seen on the table that 

educational code can have one matching occupational code (211a - 265) or several (213c – 

732, 265). As well as same occupational code can have several matching educational codes 

(143a, 143b – 231, 232 and 233) and so on. 

Table 4: Matching of educational and occupational code, example. 

Educational code 

(SUN) 

Occupational code 

(SSYK 2012) 

143a 231, 232, 233, 234, 235, 141, 142, 149 

143b 231, 232, 233, 234, 235, 342, 141, 142, 149 

211a 265 

213c 732, 265 

346x 421, 422, 411, 331, 332, 333, 334, 241, 179, 173, 125, 121, 122, 123 

723a 531, 532, 533, 534, 222, 223, 151, 152, 153, 154, 159  

850z 218, 138 

 

Income 

The sum of salary income and business income is used to compare individuals’ earning and 

answer the question about whether there is an income penalty if a person has employment 

mismatch. These variables do not always have consistent data for all individuals and therefore 

the ones with data missing are excluded. The income is expressed in hundreds of Swedish 

Kronor per year. 

 

Limitations, Delimitations and Ethical Consideration 

The limitations of the research are that not all the graduates have data presented for all the 

variables that are being studied. There are also different types of data missing for different 

individuals. However, this lack of data is rather insignificant and does not affect the research 

results so much.  
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The sample size appeared to be a limitation as well, especially when it comes to logistic 

regression analysis. Some categories for analysis had to be compromised due to excessive 

number of independent variables. There also might be bias in the sample, because only 

individuals that were registered in Umeå during the graduation year are considered, and this 

rather restricts the sample to specific group of individuals. Additionally having only Swedish-

born individuals studied decreases the sample size. 

This study is targeting a specific group of the population which is Umeå university graduates 

who are Swedish born. Only Swedish born individuals are chosen as the database includes 

statistical variables about these individuals which are needed to fulfill the aim of this study. 

Additionally, if graduates who are not Swedish born to be considered, it will be required to 

look at migration policies that have changed from 2002 to 2015. Lack of knowledge about 

external changes that influence migration patterns will make data inappropriate for analysis. 

Even though the longitudinal study could give a deeper look into the research problem the 

cross sectional of two cohorts is chosen due to the time constraint and lack of practical 

experience of longitudinal study by the researcher. Psychological factors that influence 

migration (Ex. place attachment) are also not reviewed, despite the fact that they would have a 

wider range of explanations why individuals move from one place to another because this 

research is more of an observational study than exploratory.  

As the research is conducted with the use of a database there is no direct contact with 

individuals researched in the study. However confidentiality will be taken into account. The 

research will be conducted in such a way that it will not be possible to identify separate 

individuals based on their characteristics.  
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4. Results 

The results section consists of two main parts which are descriptive statistics and regression 

analysis. Both sections have their input to the study answering the research questions. 

Descriptive statistics include data about migration patterns, rural/urban flow of migration, 

employment match/mismatch for different fields of studies and income. For regression 

analysis two types of tables are presented about factors that have relation employment match 

and the other one fore different types of migration. 

 

 Descriptive statistics 

This section presents only descriptive statistics for graduates’ migration patterns and 

employment in Umeå. All the tables have for specific points in time i.e. 1year, 5 years and 10 

years after graduation. This section provides answers to research questions about what are the 

migration patterns for graduates in Umeå, including the direction of migration flow 

(rural/urban). When it comes to matching of degree and employment, the results are presented 

on general level and more specifically for nine fields of studies. There are also tables showing 

the data on whether there is income penalty.  And finally the table which combine the 

employment and migration patterns, which lies in core of the study. 

Migration patterns 

Migration patterns are presented on the Table 5. There is a distribution for 1 year, 5 years and 

10 years after graduation. This gives insight into how the migration patterns changed through 

the years. It is common for all three years that the number of non-migrants is the largest, 

above 55%. During the first year after graduation the group that stands out is the university 

stayers (23,8%) and an keeps decreasing to 15,5%  ten years after graduation.    

To make it easier to compare different migration patterns for different years after graduation 

the data from the table is presented on the Figure 2 below. The university stayers and non-

migrants show negative trends, while repeat migrants, return migrant and late migrants have 

positive trends. The late migrants have most significant increase from 4,3% one year after 

graduation to 15,2% ten years after graduation. It seems  not to be many return migrants 

among Umeå University graduates. 
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Table 5: Graduates’ migration patterns in Umea (a) 1 year, (b) 5 years, and (c) 10 years after 

graduation. 

 

(a) 1 year Number % 

Repeat migrants 49 2,9 

Return Migrants 30 1,8 

University Stayers 400 23,8 

Late migrants 72 4,3 

Non-migrants 1127 67,2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2: Graduates’ migration patterns, Umeå. 
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1 year 5 years 10 yearsTime after graduation: 

(b) 5 years Number % 

Repeat migrants 118 7,1 

Return Migrants 60 3,6 

University Stayers 291 17,5 

Late migrants 200 12 

Non-migrants 991 59,7 

(c) 10 years Number % 

Repeat migrants 141 8,5 

Return Migrants 72 4,4 

University Stayers 257 15,5 

Late migrants 251 15,2 

Non-migrants 933 56,4 
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Rural/urban migration flow 

The rural/urban direction of migration flow is presented on the Table 6 below. The table is 

divided into four sections each one representing the direction of one migration move.  The 

direction of the move is presented by formulas, where t0 – is time after graduation, (→) is 

showing between which two points in time the move is being made, (+/- 5 years)  - shows 

how many years should be added or subtracted from the year of graduation (t0). Table 6 (a) 

shows the move from previous place of residence to the location of the university. 70,4 % out 

of all the graduates did no migrate at all, which means that they were living in Umeå 

municipality 5 years before their graduation. Among those who migrated 72,32% did the 

rural-urban move, which means that they migrated from the municipality more rural than 

Umeå. 

Table 6: The direction of the migration flow (a) t0 -5years → t0, (b) t0 → t0+1year, (c) t0 → 

t0 +5 years, (d) t0 → t0 +10 years. (t0 is the year of graduation) 
 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(a) t0 -5years → t0 Number % 

Total  1731 100 

Did not migrate 1218 70,4 

Migrated 513 29,6 

Direction   

Urban-rural 54 10,53 

Urban- urban 88 17,15 

Rural- Urban 371 72,32 

(b)  t0 → t0+1year  Number % 

Total  1738 100 

Did not migrate 1558 89,6 

Migrated 180 10,4 

Direction   

Urban-rural 78 43,33 

Urban- urban 50 27,78 

Rural- Urban 52 28,89 

(c) t0 → t0 +5 years  Number % 

Total  1719 100 

Did not migrate 1293 75,2 

Migrated 426 24,8 

Direction   

Urban-rural 179 42,02 

Urban- urban 118 27,7 

Rural- Urban 129 30,28 

(d) t0 → t0 +10 years Number % 

Total  1713 100 

Did not migrate 1200 70,1 

Migrated 513 29,9 

Direction   

Urban-rural 235 45,81 

Urban- urban 120 23,39 

Rural- Urban 158 30,8 



24 
 

 

Table 6 (b) – shows the move between the place of residence during the year of graduation 

and 1 year after graduation, (c) 5 years after graduation and (d) 10 years after graduation. 

Most graduates tend to migrate during the first five years after graduation (24,8%).When it 

comes to the direction of migration flow the urban-rural migration tend to dominate, with 

more than 42% of migrant moving to a municipality more rural than Umeå. The direction 

flow from rural to urban seems to be on the same level throughout the years, around 30% of 

migrants make that move. Making an urban-urban move varies from 23% to 27% among 

migrants, but making this move means that person migrates between similar municipalities, 

with approximately the same amenities, population size and business structure.  

Employment match/mismatch 

The employment match/mismatch is presented below in the Table 7. There are two categories: 

Yes – which means that individual has matching employment and No –meaning that 

employment and degree do not match. Table 7 shows that first year after graduation 49,7% of 

individuals have a matching employment. These numbers do not change dramatically later on. 

Five years after graduation 52,1% are employed in their field of studies and ten years after – 

54,4%.  These numbers are general for all the graduates, therefore more attention should be 

paid to the employment in different fields of studies. 

Table 7: Matching of graduates’ employment. 

 Matching employment  

Time after graduation No Yes 

 Number % Number % 

1 year 819 50,3 810 49,7 

5 years 814 47,9 885 52,1 

10 years 713 45,6 852 54,4 

Field of studies  

Employment match and mismatch are presented on the Table 8 - 1 year, Table 9 -5 years and 

Table 10 - 10 years after graduation. As can be seen the numbers vary significantly among 

different fields of studies. One year after graduation, Table 8, the highest percentage of 

matching employment have graduates that were studying Teacher training and Education 

science (82,3%). Relatively high numbers have the ones that were studying Health and 
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Welfare (66,2%) and Services (51,7%). The highest levels of mismatch are among the 

graduates who received their diplomas in Humanities (13,9%), Business and Administration 

(13,6%) and Science, Mathematics and Computing (12%).   

Table 8: Matching of graduates’ employment in relation to field of studies 1 year after 

graduation. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 9: Matching of graduates’ employment in relation to field of studies 5 years after 

graduation. 

 Degree matches employment 

 5 years No Yes 

 Number % Number % 

(1) Education 64 15,6 346 84,4 

(2) Arts 34 52,3 31 47,7 

(3) Humanities 38 86,4 6 13,6 

(4) Social science 132 75,4 43 24,6 

(5)Business 92 71,3 37 28,7 

(6) Science 131 75,3 43 24,7 

(7) Engineering 133 70,7 55 29,3 

(8) Health  174 35,9 311 64,1 

(9) Services 16 55,2 13 44,8 

 Degree matches employment 

 1 year No Yes 

 Number % Number % 

(1) Education 69 17,7 321 82,3 

(2) Arts 38 67,9 18 32,1 

(3) Humanities 31 86,1 5 13,9 

(4) Social science 124 70,9 51 29,1 

(5)Business 108 86,4 17 13,6 

(6) Science 146 88 20 12 

(7) Engineering 129 72,5 49 27,5 

(8) Health  160 33,8 314 66,2 

(9) Services 14 48,3 15 51,7 
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Five years after graduation, Table 9, the ones graduated in Teacher training and Education 

science (88,4%) and Health and Welfare (64,1%) still have high levels of matching 

employment. However, the field of studies that have the highest level of mismatch is 

Humanities (13,6%) only. Most fields tend to have 24%-29% of matching employment except 

for Arts, Journalism and Information (47,7%) and Services (44,8%). 

Ten years after graduation, Table 10, the ones graduated in Teacher training and Education 

science (80%) and Health and Welfare (67,3%) keep showing the highest levels of matching 

employment. And the highest level of mismatch still have the graduates that received their 

diplomas in Humanities (21,1%). The level om matching employment increases for Business 

and Administration graduates to 51,3% and all other field of studies tend to have 28% -38% 

matching employment, which is even less than the general level of 54,4% that was presented 

in Table 7 above. 

Table 10: Matching of graduates’ employment in relation to field of studies 10 years after 

graduation. 

 Degree matches employment 

 10 years No Yes 

 Number % Number % 

(1) Education 77 20 308 80 

(2) Arts 42 70 18 30 

(3) Humanities 30 78,9 8 21,1 

(4) Social science 116 71,6 46 28,4 

(5)Business 57 48,7 60 51,3 

(6) Science 120 72,3 46 27,7 

  (7) Engineering 106 68,4 49 31,6 

(8) Health  149 32,7 307 67,3 

(9) Services 16 61,5 10 38,5 

 

In order to make the comparison between different fields of studies through three years Figure 

3 is presented below. It is based on the data from the Table 8, Table 9 and Table 10. The 

fields of studies are presented (from top to bottom) from the lowest percentage of matching 

employment to highest on the first year after graduation. 
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Fields of studies Science, Mathematics and Computing; Business and Administration; 

Humanities; Engineering, Manufacturing, Construction, Agriculture and Veterinary show 

positive trends with levels of matching employment increasing from one year after graduation 

to ten years after graduation. Teacher training and Education science; Health and Welfare; 

Social and Behavioral Science and Law have more or less the same levels of matching 

employment during all the years after graduation that were studied.  

The outstanding field of studies is Services, where the level of matching employment 

decreases dramatically from 51,7% one year after graduation to 38,5 % ten years after 

graduation. 

 

 

Figure 3: Matching of graduates’ employment in relation to field of studies. 

 

Income 

Mean income is presented below in the Table 11, Table 12 and Table 13. The income is 

showed separately for nine different fields of studies and employment match is taken into 
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consideration. The column Income Difference is showing the percentage difference between 

income with matching employment and mismatching employment. If the value is negative 

this means that the mean income for mismatching employment is higher than the one for 

matching. 

Table 11 shows that one year after graduation there is income penalty in all fields of studies of 

the occupation does not match with the degree. The highest penalties with matched 

employment income exceeding mismatched employment income over 30% have graduates 

that received their diplomas in field of studies: Arts and Science. The lowest income 

difference 1,62%  are experiencing graduates that have a diploma in Services. 

Table 11: Mean income for matching and mismatching employment 1 year after graduation. 

  1 year Matching employment Income 

Difference   

  

No Yes 

Mean Disposable Income  % 

(1) Education 1741 1966 11,44 

(2) Arts 1233 1879 34,38 

(3) Humanities 1503 1676 10,32 

(4) Social science 1687 2355 28,37 

(5)Business 1915 2393 19,97 

(6) Science 1572 2467 36,28 

(7) Engineering 2100 2574 18,41 

(8) Health  1941 2338 16,98 

(9) Services 1757 1786 1,62 

 

Five years after graduation, Table 12, the matched employment income is still larger than the 

mismatched one for all fields except for Teacher training and Education science, where the 

mismatched employment income is higher than the matched one by 4,31% and Services 

where the difference is 1,73%. The income difference for those graduated in Humanities is 

even larger than previous year 37,18%.  

Ten years after graduation, Table 13, income differences decreases compared to previous 

years. Graduates of Teacher training and educational science; Art, Journalism and Information 

and Services have even higher income when their employment is mismatched. However, all 

other fields of studies still experience income penalty from 11% to 33%, with Humanities 
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graduates having the largest income difference when their employment is mismatched – 

33,60%. 

Table 12: Mean income for matching and mismatching employment 5 years after graduation. 

 5 years Matching employment Income 

Difference   No Yes 

  Mean Disposable Income % 

(1) Education 2443 2342 -4,31 

(2) Arts 1820 2308 21,14 

(3) Humanities 1769 2816 37,18 

(4) Social science 2414 3098 22,08 

(5)Business 2750 3557 22,69 

(6) Science 2440 3124 21,90 

(7) Engineering 3088 3408 9,39 

(8) Health  2453 2590 5,29 

(9) Services 2347 2307 -1,73 

 

Table 13: Mean income for matching and mismatching employment 10 years after 

graduation. 

10 years Matching employment Income 

Difference   No Yes 

  Mean Disposable Income % 

(1) Education 3208 2908 -10,32 

(2) Arts 2912 2565 -13,53 

(3) Humanities 2172 3271 33,60 

(4) Social science 3542 3998 11,41 

(5)Business 3672 4447 17,43 

(6) Science 3357 4099 18,10 

(7) Engineering 4081 4682 12,84 

(8) Health  3033 3558 14,76 

(9) Services 3045 2894 -5,22 

 

 

 



30 
 

Regression analysis 

 The regression analysis has been carried out in order to answer the last two research 

questions: Which factors have relation to graduates’ migration patterns in Umeå? Which 

factors have relation to employment match/mismatch of Umeå University graduates? This 

analysis is used to understand the correlation between different factors and what importance 

they have in relation to such characteristics as migration patterns and employment match and 

mismatch. 

The odds ratio Exp(B) – shows how likely/unlikely it is that an independent variable will have 

a relation to the dependent variable. But in order to interpret that one has to look at the 

significance level (Sig.) of the odds ratio ( Kleinbaum & Klein,2010). In the tables below the 

significance level is marked with the stars p< 0.001(***) – confidence level of 99%, p < 

0.01(**) – confidence level of 95% and p < 0.05(*) – confidence level of 90%. Only the 

factors with confidence levels higher than 90% are being looked at and considered as the ones 

that have relation to employment match or migration patterns. In all the tables it is also stated 

which categories were used as reference.  

Employment match/mismatch 

The binary logistic regression was performed to understand what factors have a relation to 

graduates matched employment. The analysis was made three times for 1 year, 5 years and 10 

years after graduation, taking into consideration that factors that might influence graduates 

matching employment can vary throughout the years. The factors that were used are age, field 

of studies, migration patterns and gender combined with family status. 

Table 14 presents the regression analysis for matching employment 1 year after graduation. 

The reference category that is used is having the employment mismatch. Table shows that 

with increasing age the chances of having matching employment are decreasing by 1,01 times 

each year. The Science field of studies was used as the reference category. The odds of having 

matching employment for the ones that received their diploma in Education (34,1 times)  are 

the highest among all other fields of studies. Also high odds are presented by category Health 

(12,1 times). Among other fields of studies that have positive relation to have matching 

employment are Arts (4,2 times), Social science (2,6 times), Engineering (2,2 times) and 

Services (8,1 times). All those categories have confidence levels of 99 percent. 
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Being a female in partnership and having at least one child as a factor has 1,6 times higher 

odd of having matching employment than being a single male. To summarize, one year after 

graduation the factors that have a positive relation to having matching employment are the 

specific fields of studies, age and being a woman in partnership with at least one child. 

However, being a migrant has no relation to matching employment one year after migration. 

Table 14: Regression analysis for employment match/mismatch 1 year after graduation. 

1 years after graduation B Std. 

Error 

Sig. Exp(B) 

Age -,017 ,099 * ,983 

Field of studies (ref =(6) Science)    

(1) Education 3,531 ,000 *** 34,144 

(2) Arts 1,456 ,000 *** 4,287 

(3) Humanities ,396 ,472  1,485 

(4) Social science ,961 ,001 *** 2,615 

(5)Business -,128 ,733  ,880 

(7) Engineering ,791 ,009 *** 2,207 

(8) Health  2,496 ,000 *** 12,129 

(9) Services 2,097 ,000 *** 8,144 

Migration pattern (ref = Non- migrants)     

Repeat migrants ,355 ,337  1,427 

Return Migrants ,579 ,251  1,784 

University Stayers ,107 ,495  1,113 

Late migrants ,079 ,804  1,083 

Gender, family type (ref = male, single)   

Male, partnership, no children -,153 ,768  ,858 

Female, partnership, no children ,077 ,816  1,080 

Male, partnership, at least 1 child ,103 ,672  1,109 

Female, partnership, at least 1 child ,507 ,014 ** 1,661 

Male, single, at least 1 child -,490 ,557  ,613 

Female, single, at least 1 child -,160 ,606  ,852 

Female, single ,123 ,496  1,131 

***p< 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.10 

Nagelkerke R2 = 0,408 

(ref) –reference category. 

 

Table 15 presents the regression analysis for matching employment 5 years after graduation. 

It appears that during this time period the age does not have an important role. The odds of 

working in matching field of studies for the ones that received their diploma in Education 
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(19,05 times) are still high. There is also positive relation for other fields of studies: Arts (4, 

times), Health (5,8 times) and Services (3,1times). Being a return migrant in relation to non-

migrant has positive correlation to having matching employment and odds of 1,8 times. 

Additionally being a male in partnership with at least one child has 1,6 times higher chances 

of having occupation and degree match than being a single male. Five years after migration 

such factors as field of studies, being a return migrant and being a man in partnership with at 

least one child has a positive correlation to having employment match. 

Table 15: Regression analysis for employment match/mismatch 5 years after graduation. 

5 years after graduation B Sig.  Exp(B) 

Age -,010 ,281  ,990 

Field of studies(ref =(6) Science)    

(1) Education 2,947 ,000 *** 19,054 

(2) Arts 1,413 ,000 *** 4,107 

(3) Humanities -,517 ,282  ,596 

(4) Social science ,016 ,951  1,016 

(5)Business ,205 ,448  1,228 

(7) Engineering ,140 ,572  1,150 

(8) Health  1,768 ,000 *** 5,862 

(9) Services 1,137 ,010 ** 3,116 

Migration pattern (ref = Non- migrants)     

Repeat migrants -,116 ,628  ,890 

Return Migrants ,635 ,055 * 1,886 

University Stayers ,250 ,123  1,284 

Late migrants ,235 ,212  1,265 

Gender, family type (ref = male, single)   

Male, partnership, no children ,454 ,288  1,574 

Female, partnership, no children ,325 ,345  1,384 

Male, partnership, at least 1 child ,476 ,017 ** 1,609 

Female, partnership, at least 1 child ,271 ,145  1,312 

Male, single, at least 1 child ,336 ,621  1,400 

Female, single, at least 1 child -,186 ,530  ,830 

Female, single -,094 ,643  ,910 

***p< 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.10 

Nagelkerke R
2 

= 0,321 

 (ref) –reference category. 
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Ten years after graduation age is still not a significant factor.  The fields of studies with 99 

percent level of confidence are Education with odds 11,3 times, Business (2,4 times) and 

Health (5,4 times). The negative correlation is showed by the repeat migrants i.e. are 1,4 times 

less likely to have occupation match than non-migrants. Being a male in partnership increases 

odds of having a matching employment (2,3 times). Same applies to being male or female in 

partnership with a least one child or being a single female, the odds are 1,5 times. 

Table 16: Regression analysis for employment match/mismatch 10 year after graduation. 

10 years after graduation B Sig.  Exp(B) 

Age -0,011 ,243  0,989 

Field of studies (ref =(6) Science)    

(1) Education 2,425 ,000 *** 11,303 

(2) Arts 0,372 ,278  1,450 

(3) Humanities -0,132 ,767  0,877 

(4) Social science -0,034 ,893  0,967 

(5)Business 0,890 ,001 *** 2,435 

(7) Engineering 0,156 ,538  1,169 

(8) Health  1,692 ,000 *** 5,429 

(9) Services 0,511 ,269  1,667 

Migration pattern (ref = Non- migrants)     

Repeat migrants -0,375 ,085 * 0,687 

Return Migrants -0,025 ,931  0,975 

University Stayers -0,029 ,870  0,972 

Late migrants -0,236 ,171  0,790 

Gender, family type (ref = male, single)   

Male, partnership, no children 0,856 ,099 * 2,353 

Female, partnership, no children 0,440 ,168  1,553 

Male, partnership, at least 1 child 0,412 ,066 * 1,510 

Female, partnership, at least 1 child 0,432 ,047 ** 1,540 

Male, single, at least 1 child -0,502 ,372  0,605 

Female, single, at least 1 child 0,001 ,997  1,001 

Female, single 0,466 ,084 * 1,594 

***p< 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.10 

Nagelkerke R
2 

= 0,253 

(ref) –reference category. 

 

Overall, when it comes to having a matching employment the significant factors that have 

positive correlation to work with their occupation are field of studies and gender combined 
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with family status. Some fields of studies, such as Education and Health show steady relation, 

despite the time after graduation. Having at least one child also shows positive correlation to 

having a matching employment. 

Age, as well as specific fields of studies, has more positive correlation to being employed 

according to the degree one year after graduation in comparison to other factors. The gender 

combined with family status factors tend to be more significant 10 years after graduation. 

Migration patterns 

The multinomial logistic regression was used to understand what factors have a relation to 

graduates migration patterns. The analysis was made three times for 1 year, 5 years and 10 

years after graduation, taking into consideration that factors that might influence graduates 

migration patterns can vary throughout the years. The factors that were used are age, gender, 

family type, employment and field of studies. 

Table 17 presents the regression analysis for four different migration patterns 1 year after 

graduation, with being a non-migrant used as the reference category. For all three types of 

migration age is a significant factor. With increasing age the chance to be a Repeat migrant, 

Return migrant and University stayer decrease by 1,25 times, 1,3 times and 1,1 times. This 

however does not apply to Late migrants. 

Having at least one child whether being in the partnership or not is also a significant factor 

that is observed in all migration types. For Repeat migrants, University stayers and Late 

migrants, this factors has a negative correlation, meaning that the chances of belonging to any 

of this migration groups decrease if the family or a person has a child, those numbers are 

rather high and vary between 2,6 – 5,7 times. The same factor has a reverse effect on the 

Repeat migrants. Being single and having a child or being in a partnership and having a child 

increase chances of belonging to this group, the odds are 3,8 times and 4,9 times higher. 

Field of studies seems to be an important factor for University stayers. Having a degree in 

Education, Health, Social science and Business increases the odds of being  university stayer 

by 2,2 times, 2,8 times, 1,7 times and 1,6. Receiving a diploma in Humanities increases the 

odds by 4,6 of being a Late migrant. Apart from that field of studies does not seem to be a 

significant factor. The analysis shows that factors that do not seem to have a relation to 

migration patterns one year after graduation are gender and employment match. 
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 Table 17: Regression analysis for migration patterns 1 year after graduation. 

1 year after graduation B Sig.  Exp(B) 

Reference= Non- migrants 

R
ep

ea
t 

m
ig

ra
n

ts
 

Age -,228 ,000 *** ,796 

Gender (ref= male)     

Female -,330 ,350  ,719 

Family Type(ref= single)     

Partnership, no children ,344 ,548  1,410 

Partnership, at least 1 child -1,326 ,018 ** ,265 

Single, at least 1 child - - - - 

Employment (ref= employment mismatch)     

Matching employment ,396 ,328  1,486 

Field of studies (ref = (6) Science)    

(1) Education ,533 ,428  1,703 

(2) Arts -,076 ,947  ,926 

(3) Humanities ,435 ,711  1,545 

(4) Social science 1,041 ,104  2,831 

(5)Business -,179 ,840  ,836 

(7) Engineering -,164 ,824  ,848 

(8) Health  ,625 ,335  1,869 

(9) Services 1,393 ,152  4,027 

R
et

u
rn

 m
ig

ra
n
ts

 

Age -,266 ,000 *** ,766 

Gender (ref= male)     

Female ,034 ,946  1,035 

Family Type (ref= single)     

Partnership, no children 1,221 ,134  3,392 

Partnership, at least 1 child 1,339 ,007 *** 3,814 

Single, at least 1 child 1,596 ,070 * 4,936 

Employment (ref= employment mismatch)     

Matching employment ,683 ,200  0,963 

Field of studies (ref = (6) Science)    

(1) Education ,199 ,826  1,220 

(2) Arts ,332 ,794  1,394 

(3) Humanities - -  - 

(4) Social science ,522 ,567  1,686 

(5)Business ,260 ,800  1,296 

(7) Engineering -,325 ,755  ,723 

(8) Health  ,003 ,998  1,003 

(9) Services - -  - 

 

Continued on next page 
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U
n

iv
er

si
ty

 s
ta

y
er

s 

Age -,103 ,000 *** ,902 

Gender (ref= male)     

Female ,045 ,762  0,747 

Family Type (ref= single)     

Partnership, no children ,016 ,953  1,016 

Partnership, at least 1 child -1,112 ,000 *** ,329 

Single, at least 1 child -,961 ,012 ** ,382 

Employment (ref= employment mismatch)     

Matching employment ,070 ,660  1,072 

Field of studies (ref = (6) Science)    

(1) Education ,789 ,004 *** 2,202 

(2) Arts -,360 ,470  ,697 

(3) Humanities ,314 ,555  1,369 

(4) Social science ,559 ,054 * 1,748 

(5)Business ,529 ,084 * 1,697 

(7) Engineering ,161 ,581  1,175 

(8) Health  1,050 ,000    *** 2,858 

(9) Services ,111 ,859  1,118 

L
at

e 
m

ig
ra

n
ts

 

Age -,040 ,109  ,961 

Gender (ref= male)     

Female -,259 ,364  ,772 

Family Type (ref= single)     

Partnership, no children -1,582 ,124  ,206 

Partnership, at least 1 child -1,255 ,001     *** ,285 

Single, at least 1 child -1,743 ,095 * ,175 

Employment (ref= employment mismatch)     

Matching employment ,095 ,767  1,100 

Field of studies (ref = (6) Science)    

(1) Education ,736 ,253  2,087 

(2) Arts ,952 ,234  2,592 

(3) Humanities 1,532 ,061 * 4,626 

(4) Social science ,937 ,148  2,551 

(5)Business ,959 ,151  2,610 

(7) Engineering ,795 ,213  2,213 

(8) Health  -0,141 0,609  0,869 

(9) Services -0,640 0,418  0,527 

***p< 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.10 

Nagelkerke R
2 

= 0,245 

(ref) –reference category. 
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Table 18 presents the regression analysis for four different migration patterns 5 years after 

graduation, with being a non-migrant used as the reference category. 

Five year after graduation age is yet again a significant factor, but this time for all migration 

types. The chances of migration decrease with the age increase, and the odds vary between 

1,1 times for Late migrants, 1,1 times for University stayers and 1,2 times for Repeat and 

Return migrants. 

Similar to previous table, being in partnership and having at least one child decreases the 

chances of being Repeat migrant, University stayer or Late migrants. Being a single parent 

also decreases chances of being a Repeat migrant. However, the odds of being Return migrant 

increase 2,6 times if person is a Single parent. 

Matching employment is a significant factor for return migrants, with odds increasing 1.8 

times to be return migrants if an individual has a matching employment. 

 

Table 18: Regression analysis for migration patterns 5 years after graduation. 

5years after graduation B Sig.  Exp(B) 

Reference = Non- migrants 

R
ep

ea
t 

m
ig

ra
n

ts
 

Age -,208 ,000 *** ,812 

Gender (ref = male)     

Female ,103 ,669  1,109 

Family Type (ref = single)     

Partnership, no children -,163 ,754  ,849 

Partnership, at least 1 child -,995 ,000 *** ,370 

Single, at least 1 child -2,148 ,043 ** ,117 

Employment (ref= employment mismatch)     

Matching employment -,160 ,516  ,852 

Field of studies (ref  = (6) Science)    

(1) Education 2,768 ,000 *** 15,920 

(2) Arts 2,797 ,001 *** 16,393 

(3) Humanities 2,119 ,029 ** 8,319 

(4) Social science 2,127 ,006 *** 8,390 

(5)Business 2,232 ,004 *** 9,321 

(7) Engineering 1,456 ,066 * 4,287 

(8) Health  2,113 ,005 *** 8,275 

(9) Services 1,835 ,086 * 6,264 

Continued on next page 
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R
et

u
rn

 m
ig

ra
n

ts
 

Age -,207 ,000 *** ,813 

Gender (ref = male)     

Female -,008 ,981  ,992 

Family Type (ref = single)     

Partnership, no children ,312 ,638  1,366 

Partnership, at least 1 child -,242 ,437  ,785 

Single, at least 1 child ,982 ,071 * 2,671 

Employment  (ref= employment mismatch)     

Matching employment ,620 ,065 * 1,860 

Field of studies (ref = (6) Science)    

(1) Education ,405 ,453  ,405 

(2) Arts -,664 ,553  -,664 

(3) Humanities - -  - 

(4) Social science ,432 ,460  ,432 

(5)Business ,245 ,702  ,245 

(7) Engineering -,532 ,431  -,532 

(8) Health  ,132 ,801  1,142 

(9) Services - -  - 

 

U
n

iv
er

si
ty

 s
ta

y
er

s 

Age -,133 ,000 *** ,876 

Gender (ref = male)     

Female -,150 ,355  ,861 

Family Type (ref = single)     

Partnership, no children ,317 ,353  1,373 

Partnership, at least 1 child -,309 ,048 ** ,734 

Single, at least 1 child -,298 ,437  ,743 

Employment (ref= employment mismatch)     

Matching employment ,262 ,114  1,299 

Field of studies  (ref = (6) Science)    

(1) Education ,286 ,319  1,331 

(2) Arts -,600 ,266  ,549 

(3) Humanities ,329 ,501  1,390 

(4) Social science ,111 ,727  1,118 

(5)Business ,132 ,700  1,141 

(7) Engineering -,083 ,790  ,920 

(8) Health  ,606 ,022    ** 1,833 

(9) Services -,168 ,784  ,845 

 

 

Continued on next page 
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L
at

e 
m

ig
ra

n
ts

 

Age -,100 ,000 *** ,905 

Gender (ref= male)     

Female -,214 ,233  ,807 

Family Type (ref= single)     

Partnership, no children ,539 ,107  1,715 

Partnership, at least 1 child -,576 ,001    *** ,562 

Single, at least 1 child -,212 ,587  ,809 

Employment (ref= employment mismatch)     

Matching employment ,235 ,207  1,265 

Field of studies (ref = (6) Science)    

(1) Education -,132 ,665  ,877 

(2) Arts ,154 ,731  1,167 

(3) Humanities ,410 ,412  1,507 

(4) Social science ,051 ,872  1,052 

(5)Business -,140 ,691  ,869 

(7) Engineering -,108 ,721  ,897 

(8) Health  -,483 ,103  ,617 

(9) Services -1,465 ,167  ,231 

***p< 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.10 

Nagelkerke R
2
 = 0,246 

(ref) –reference category. 

 

The field of studies becomes a very significant factor for Repeat migrants. Having a degree in 

Education or Arts is increasing the odds of belonging to this group by 15,9 and 16,3 times. 

For other field of studies the correlation is also positive varying between 4,2 times and 9.3 

times. Being educated in Health also has a positive correlation of being a university stayer and 

the odds are 1.8 times.  

All factors seem to have a relation to what type of migrants a graduate is five years after 

receiving a diploma. The age and family status are the most common ones for all groups.  

Table 19 presents the regression analysis for four different migration patterns 10 years after 

graduation, with being a non-migrant used as the reference category. 

Age is a significant factor for all four migration types. The chances of migration decrease 

with the age increase, and the odds vary between 1,1 times for Late migrants, 1,1 times for 

University stayers and 1,2 times for Return migrants and Repeat migrants. 

Having a partner but no children increases the odd of being a Repeat migrant by 3,3 times. 

But being in partnership and having at least one children decreases the chances of being a 
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Repeat migrant or Late migrant by 1,6 times and 1,5 times. Having a matching employment 

decreases the chances of being a repeat migrant by 1,4 times. 

Field of studies is one of the factors that have a relation to different types of migration. For 

Repeat migrants there is a positive correlation between such field of studies as Education, 

Arts, Social sciences, Business and Health, with odds varying between 2,9 times to 4,5 times. 

Having a degree in Arts 3,4 times increases the chances of person being a Return migrant. For 

University stayer positive correlation has a degree in Health with 1,9 times odds. And having 

a degree in Humanities by 2,7 times increases the odds of being a Late migrant. Being a 

woman actually decreases the chances of being a Late migrant by 1,6 times. 

Age and field of studies seems to be the factor that dominates the probability of being one or 

another type of migrant 10 years after graduation. 

 

Table 19: Regression analysis for migration patterns 10 year after graduation. 

10 years after graduation B Sig.  Exp(B) 

Reference= Non- migrants 

R
ep

ea
t 

m
ig

ra
n

ts
 

Age -0,235 ,000 *** 0,790 

Gender (ref= male)     

Female -0,259 ,254  0,772 

Family Type (ref= single)     

Partnership, no children 1,202 ,007 *** 3,326 

Partnership, at least 1 child -0,517 ,042 ** 0,596 

Single, at least 1 child -0,371 ,464  0,690 

Employment (ref= employment mismatch)     

Matching employment -0,379 ,086 * 0,685 

Field of studies (ref = (6) Science)    

(1) Education 1,511 ,001 *** 4,530 

(2) Arts 1,473 ,015 ** 4,362 

(3) Humanities 0,887 ,253  2,429 

(4) Social science 1,090 ,029 ** 2,973 

(5)Business 1,398 ,005 *** 4,048 

(7) Engineering 0,222 ,679  1,248 

(8) Health  1,147 ,012 ** 3,149 

(9) Services 0,774 ,383  2,168 

Continued on next page 
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R
et

u
rn

 m
ig

ra
n

ts
 

Age -0,208 ,000 *** 0,812 

Gender (ref= male)     

Female 0,108 ,728  1,114 

Family Type (ref = single)     

Partnership, no children 0,073 ,929  1,075 

Partnership, at least 1 child -0,252 ,470  0,777 

Single, at least 1 child 0,211 ,718  1,235 

Employment ( ref= employment mismatch)     

Matching employment -0,037 ,898  0,963 

Field of studies (ref = (6) Science)    

(1) Education 0,723 ,166  2,060 

(2) Arts 1,229 ,064 * 3,419 

(3) Humanities - - - - 

(4) Social science 0,785 ,153  2,193 

(5)Business 0,064 ,924  1,067 

(7) Engineering 0,101 ,869  1,106 

(8) Health  0,365 ,478  1,44 

(9) Services - - - - 

 

 

U
n

iv
er

si
ty

 s
ta

y
er

s 

Age -0,160 ,000 *** 0,852 

Gender (ref= male)     

Female -0,291 ,109  0,747 

Family Type (ref= single)     

Partnership, no children 0,603 ,141  1,828 

Partnership, at least 1 child -0,333 ,109  0,716 

Single, at least 1 child -0,527 ,207  0,591 

Employment (ref= employment mismatch)     

Matching employment -0,048 ,786  0,953 

Field of studies (ref = (6) Science)    

(1) Education 0,461 ,134  1,585 

(2) Arts -1,089 ,162  0,337 

(3) Humanities -0,282 ,684  0,754 

(4) Social science 0,201 ,570  1,223 

(5)Business 0,159 ,675  1,172 

(7) Engineering -0,181 ,615  0,834 

(8) Health  0,686 ,017 ** 1,986 

(9) Services 0,229 ,719  1,257 

 

 

Continued on next page 
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L
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m

ig
ra

n
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Age -0,093 ,000 *** 0,911 

Gender (ref= male)     

Female -0,495 ,004 *** 0,610 

Family Type (ref= single)     

Partnership, no children 0,416 ,248  1,516 

Partnership, at least 1 child -0,415 ,033 ** 0,660 

Single, at least 1 child -0,618 ,113  0,539 

Employment (ref= employment mismatch)     

Matching employment -0,219 ,200  0,804 

Field of studies (ref = (6) Science)    

(1) Education 0,020 ,945  1,020 

(2) Arts 0,453 ,273  1,573 

(3) Humanities 1,022 ,021 ** 2,780 

(4) Social science 0,189 ,535  1,208 

(5)Business -0,216 ,542  0,806 

(7) Engineering -0,147 ,627  0,863 

(8) Health  -0,141 ,609  0,869 

(9) Services -0,640 ,418  0,527 

***p< 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.10 

Nagelkerke R
2
 = 0,243 

(ref) –reference category. 

 

This section of the study is rather comprehensive and has many outcomes that valuable for the 

research. As the aim of the study is to outline and compare graduates migration patterns and 

employment the data that was obtained and analyzed fulfills that purpose. It was more 

common among Umeå University graduates to be non-migrants. However this research is 

investigating migration and the migration patterns show that majority of individual belong to 

University stayers or Late migrants. Lower percentage is showed by Repeat migrants and 

Return migrants. 

The direction of migration flow was in most cases (around 44%) from urban to rural, where 

rural or urban area was defined in relation to Umeå municipality. Around 30% of graduates 

are making rural to urban move and least are moving to municipality similar to Umeå (24%). 

The levels of employment match turned out to be rather low, from 49,7% one year after 

graduation to 54,4% ten years of graduation of individuals having a matching employment. 

This however varies among different fields of studies, with those obtaining their diploma in 

Education and Health having the highest levels of employment match. The highest 

employment mismatch is showed by those who have their degree in Humanities. 
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There are also clear differences between incomes for ones who have employment match and 

employment mismatch. Those differences decrease over time though, with even some fields 

of studies having higher income with employment mismatch. 

The first regression analysis shows that obtaining education in specific fields of studies and 

family status (in most cases having at least one child) has a positive correlation to having 

employment match. Specific types of migration have also their effect on occupation match. 

The second regression analysis was rather comprehensive and covered many various factors. 

During all years for all types of migration age appeared to be a significant factor that has 

negative correlation to being a migrant instead of non-migrant. Having children was factor 

that decreased chances of being Repeat migrant, University stayer or Late migrant. 

Notwithstanding this factor increased the odds of being a Repeat migrant. Field of studies was 

considered as important factor 10 years after graduation for all types of migrants. And such 

factors as gender and employment match were also significant for several types of migrants.       

All the results that were achieved are valuable for the purpose of this study and will be 

discussed in the next section of this study. 
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5. Discussion 

As one of the main topics for the research was migration it was surprising to see how many 

people migrate at all, at least between regions. Ten years after graduation only 56,4% of 

graduates were the ones who were born in Umeå municipality, went to university at the same 

place and continued with their work in the same place. The average net migration rate for 

Västerbotten was 17% of total population in 2000 (Østbye & Westerlund, 2007) While out of 

Umeå University graduates 43,6% were migrants at some point in their lives. This point out to 

the fact that age is one of the important factors that have relation to migration as was 

discussed by Faggian at al. (2007), Fischer and Malmberg (2001), Lundholm et al.(2004) 

Lundholm (2007). The empirical data from regression analysis shows the same results that 

with increasing age the chances to migrate decrease. 

Among other factors that had a relation to migration patterns was family status and in most 

cases that factor had more significance that the matching employment, as was discussed in 

literature review by Lundholm et al. (2004). Having children strengthened the chances of 

being a non-migrant, similar to what was observed by Fischer et al. (2000). However, as was 

mentioned by Bjerke and Mellander (2017) the return migrants have strong social motives as 

the driving force, which was presented in regression analysis having children increased the 

odds of being a return migrant by 2 to 4 times, especially during first years after graduation. 

Gender did not turned out to be a very significant factor for migration. Five years after 

graduation being a female it decreased the odds of being a University stayer and ten years 

after graduation it decreased the odds of being a Late migrant. On the other hand, similar to 

studies done by Riphahn and Schwientek (2015) and Bjarnason and Edvardsson (2017) 

women exceed men in attaining tertiary education. In case of Umeå 63,4% of all graduates 

were female. 

Field of studies was a significant factor, but there is no general conclusion that can be 

applicable for all migration patterns. Field of studies turned out to have a positive correlation 

to being a Repeat migrant regardless the field of studies. And the ones educated in Health ten 

to show higher odds of being a migrant, as this field of studies was significant for several 

types of migration. It was also mentioned by Haapanen and Tervo (2012) that graduates with 

their diplomas in health have higher migration rates. 
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Those were the factors that have a relation to graduates migration patterns which is the answer 

to one of the research question. The graduate’s migration patterns will be discussed further.  

Out all different migration patterns, during the first year 67,2 % were non-migrants and 23,8% 

were university stayers. The high rates of the university stayers are also observed by Busch 

and Weigert (2010).  The amount of university stayers decreases later on and is 15,5% ten 

years after migration. There is also a relatively large number of graduates that are Late 

migrants, which is not that common. As pointed out by Davanzo (1983) that ones who moved 

for their studies are more likely to move, which is not a characteristic of Late migrants. 

Additionally being a Repeat migrant does not seems to a common practice for many 

graduates. Further research is needed to investigate this topic. 

Another characteristic that is given to migration patterns is the direction of migration flow. 

When moving for their studies most of the students show the move from more rural to urban 

area, which is the more common direction of migration flow (Bjerke and Mellander, 2017). 

When it comes to migration after graduation over 55% of graduates end up in urban areas, 

with more amenities and stronger labor markets (Glaeser and Maré, 2001). Even for the ones 

who were moving from urban to rural, the municipalities are only rural in relation to Umeå 

municipality; as the definition of rural is still not uniform (Hedlund, 2016). 

The regression analysis for employment match/ mismatch showed that there are distinctive 

factors that have effects on graduates matching employment. The study showed that return 

migrants are more likely to have matching employment one year after graduation and repeat 

migrants are more likely to have employment mismatch, The study though did not take into 

account in individuals were employed or unemployed. 

Some fields of studies showed a distinct positive correlation to having a matching 

employment. The highest odds during all years had the graduates who obtained their degree in 

Education or Health. This can be explained by the uniqueness of the town. It has a university 

which can be a place of employment for many graduates who received their degree in 

Education. Additionally the town has the University Hospital of Umeå, where those educated 

in health can find their employment. Additionally those degrees are occupation specific Robst 

(2007).  
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There were significant differences between genders and having a matching employment. 

Though the people who were in partnership and had at least once child were more often 

working according to their degree which disagrees with study made by Sloane (2003), where 

male’s employment was more significant than female’s. 

A more detailed insight into graduate’s employment is given by descriptive statistics. The 

statistics for employment are rather high from 50% to 45%, comparing it to the research 

conducted by Montt (2017) where the average level of mismatch was 25% and more 

specifically for Sweden it was even lower 21,8%. Having this data a conclusion can be made 

that it is challenging for Umeå University graduates to find a matching employment in their 

field of studies.  

Levels of mismatch are not that high for all the groups. They are pretty low for ones 

graduated in Education and Health. But even ten years after graduation they are still high for 

those educated in Arts (70%), Humanities (78,9%), Social sciences (71,6%), Science (72,3%) 

and Engineering (68,4%). Majority of the fields of studies show a positive trend that possibly 

can be explained by the labor market in Umeå. It is plausible that many graduates with 

degrees in specific fields of studies have to wait until the job fitting their education is 

available. 

Having matching employment should be of particular interest of graduates, because as the 

study shows there exists income penalty if there is employment mismatch. Moreover the 

income differences are rather high and are between 1,6% - 36% on the first year after 

graduation depending on the field of studies. Those differences decrease later on and are 

much smaller 10 years after graduation, for some fields having an employment mismatch 

leads to having higher income than with the employment match. This can be explained by the 

availability of vocational training at the work places which makes it easier for a person to 

change occupation (Montt, 2017) and consequently have higher income. Additional 

explanation can be the wage development for different occupations, meaning that some jobs 

offer higher salaries. 
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6. Conclusion 

By achieving the aim of the study the research outlined some specific characteristics of Umeå 

University graduates. One of them was the migration patterns that showed that graduates, due 

to their age are more mobile than other groups. Out of all the graduates almost 72% remain in 

the university area after receiving their diploma, this number includes university stayers and 

non-migrants. However, the percentage of those who did not move to municipality to get 

education is around 70%. The difference between these numbers is rather low. Therefore it is 

hard to say if municipality is doing a good job in attracting and ensuring the stay of human 

capital. A more comprehensive study with a larger data sample that includes international 

migrants is needed to explore this topic. 

The most outstanding factors that decrease the probability to migrate appeared to be the 

increasing age and having a child, regardless gender of the graduate. Nevertheless this does 

not apply to return migrants. For them having a child increases the chances of returning to 

their home municipality at least during the first five years after graduation. 

There are also differences among different fields of studies. It is clear that having a degree in 

health and welfare increases the chances of a person to be a university stayer. This can be 

explained by the presence of the hospital in the town which can hire university graduates. 

Having a degree in humanities on the other hand is observed among many late migrants, 

which can mean that this sector of job market is rather weak in the municipality.  

In summary the decision to migrate is rather complex and usually is driven by several motives 

at a time Davanzo (1983), but when it comes to graduates migration in Umeå the dominating 

factor is specific family status that exceeds the significance of having matching occupation. 

Of course it is clear that this theme can be researched more, but study focuses only on the 

above mentioned factors.  

The second part of the study was dedicated more to the match between the degree and 

graduates employment. The results showed that the employment mismatch is rather high for 

Umeå university graduates and lies between 50%-45%. These numbers are twice as big as the 

average ones for Sweden 21,8% (Montt, 2017). It is of particular significance as well because 

mismatched employment causes the income penalty that reaches on average 14,4% difference 

between the matched and mismatched employment income. Even though the difference 
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decreases with time, due to specific work training that can help an individual to change 

occupation, it still is 8,7% on average even ten years after graduation. 

Among the field of studies getting a degree in teacher training and education science, health 

and welfare or business and administration has showed higher chances of having matched 

employment in a long run. The relation between the employment match/mismatch and 

migration patterns were not established so clearly. 

This study contributes to the current literature on migration focusing more on graduates’ 

migration which has its’ differences, for example, with student migration (Brooks & Waters, 

2011).The study also combines such graduates’ characteristics’ as migration patterns and 

employment match. This topic can be further researched in more detail with possibly 

longitudinal study and on a larger scale, not just for one cohort of university graduates.   

The further research can also be related to the topics like to which occupations individuals 

with mismatched migration switch to, what other factors have a relation to specific graduate’s 

migration patterns. A qualitative research can be made about the attitude of graduates for 

preferring university area to other location and vice versa.  
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8. Appendix  

Appendix 1. Educational codes for different fields of studies. (Source: Own adjustment based 

on Swedish Education Nomenclature (SUN), SCB (2000)). 

Category 

number 

Field of studies/job Education code 

1 Teacher training and 

education science 

142z,143a, 143b, 143x, 144a, 144b, 144c,144x, 145a, 

145b, 145c, 145d, 145e, 145f, 145g,145h, 145i, 

145x, 146a, 146b, 146f, 146h,146i, 146k, 146l, 146x, 

149a, 149x 

2 Arts, Journalism and 

Information 

211a, 211b, 211x, 212a, 212b, 213c, 213d, 214a, 

214c, 214x, 219z, 320z, 321a, 321b, 321x, 322a, 

322x, 329z 

3 Humanities 221a, 221b, 221x, 222a, 222b, 222c, 222d, 222e, 

222x, 223a, 223c, 225a, 225b, 225c, 225x, 226z, 

229z 

4 Social and behavioral 

science, Law 

310a, 310b, 310x, 311a, 311c, 311x, 312a, 312b, 

312c, 312x, 313z, 314z, 319z, 380a, 380x 

5 Business and administration 340a, 340b, 340x, 341z, 342z, 343z, 344z, 345b, 

345x, 346x, 349z 

6 Science, Mathematics, 

Computing 

421a, 421b, 421x, 422z, 429z, 441z, 442z, 443z, 

449z, 461z, 462z, 469z, 480z, 481a, 481b, 481x, 

482z, 489z 

7 Engineering, Manufacturing, 

Construction, Agriculture and 

Veterinary 

520a, 520x, 521b, 521c, 521x, 522a, 522b, 522c, 

522d, 522x, 523a, 523b, 523c, 523d, 523x, 524a, 

524b, 524d, 524x, 525c, 529b, 529x, 541d, 541e, 

542c, 543c, 543d, 580x, 581x, 582b, 582c, 582d, 

582e, 582f, 582g, 582x, 589z, 620z, 621c, 621x, 

623b, 623c, 623x, 629z 

8 Health and Welfare 721a, 721c, 721d, 721e, 721g, 721i, 721j, 721k, 

721x, 723a, 723b, 723c, 723d, 723e, 723f, 723g, 

723h, 723j, 723m, 723n, 723o, 723q, 723x, 724a, 

724c, 724e, 724x, 725b, 725d, 725e, 725f, 725x, 
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726a, 726b, 726c, 726d, 726x, 729z, 761a, 761b, 

761c, 762a, 762b, 762c, 762d, 762g, 762x, 769z 

9 Services 811a,  811b, 811c, 811d, 811x, 812z, 813z, 814a, 

814x, 815a, 815x, 819z, 840c, 850z, 851z, 859z, 

863a 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


